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ABSTRACT

Why does terrorist violence escalate after a government concession? This study

examines three theoretical explanations of why terrorist violence escalates after a gov-

ernment concession: the Spoiling, Factioning, and Concession Maximizing theories.

The Spoiling Theory contends that terrorism escalates because a government con-

cession poses an existential threat to a terrorist organization and terrorism escalates

to spoil the implementation of a concession. The Factioning Theory contends that

terrorism escalates because a government concession causes a terrorist organization

to split with moderates accepting the concession and extremists remaining active and

more prone to violence. The Concession Maximizing Theory contends that terrorism

escalates because a government concession emboldens a terrorist organization to es-

calate in order to gain additional concessions. A special methodology, a Threshold

Auto-Regressive (TAR) process, was developed to provide a data-determined process

to identify periods of terrorist escalation. The TAR methodology provides a neutral

method to identify periods of terrorist escalation in order to systematically compare

the three theories. The methodology and theoretical models were applied to four

case studies where terrorist violence escalated after a government concession. The

analysis of the escalation of violence after a concession in the Algeria, El Salvador,

Israel-Palestine, and Spain cases demonstrate that when terrorist violence escalates

after a government concession, the intent is to spoil the implementation of a govern-

ment concession. Thus, this study concludes that the Spoiling Theory provides the

best theoretical understanding of why terrorist violence escalates after a government

concession.
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Acronyms

Table 1: List of Acronyms

AIC Akaike Information Criterion -

ALF Arab Liberation Front -

ANO Abu Nidal Organization -

AQLIM
Al-Qa`ida in the Lands of the

Islamic Maghreb
-

AR Auto Regressive Model -

DFLP
Democratic Front for the
Liberation of Palestine

-

EAJ-PNV Basque National Party
Euzko Alderdi Jeltzalea - Partido

Nacionalista Vasco

ERP People's Revolutionary Army Ejercito Revolucionario del Pueblo

ETA Basque Fatherland and Freedom Euskadi Ta Askatasuna

FARN
Armed Forces of National

Resistance
Fuerzas Armadas de la Resistencia

Nacional

FIS Islamic Salvation Front Front Islamique du Salut

FMLN
Farabundo Marti National

Liberation Front
Frente Farabundo Martí para la

Liberacion Nacional

FPL People's Liberation Forces
Fuerzas Populares de Liberación

Farabundo Martí

GIA Armed Islamic Group Groupe Islamique Arme

GSPC
Sala�st Group for Preaching and

Fighting
Groupe Sala�ste pour la
Predication et le Combat

HAMAS Islamic Resistance Movement
Harakat al-Muqawamat

al-Islamiyyah

PFLP
Popular Front for the Liberation of

Palestine
-

PFLP-GC
Popular Front for the Liberation of

Palestine, General Command
-

PLF Palestine Liberation Front -

PLO Palestine Liberation Organization -

TAR Threshold Auto-Regressive Model -
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1 Research Question

While a growing body of research demonstrates that terrorism has been an e�ec-

tive strategy to win government concessions, little attention has been paid to the

paradoxical tendency that terrorist violence sometimes escalates after a government

concession. (Bueno de Mesquita, 2005; de Mesquita, 2003; Hewitt, 1984; Kydd and

Walter, 2003). The governments in Algeria, El Salvador, Israel, and Spain, for ex-

ample, all made signi�cant concessions in response to terrorist campaigns only to

experience an increase in the intensity of terrorist violence.

Terrorism in Algeria emerged during the Algerian Civil War (1991-2002). In 1988,

the Algerian government conceded to growing internal pressure for constitutional re-

form. As a result, the �rst multi-party elections were scheduled for December 1991.

The unexpected success of the Fronte Islamique du Salut (FIS), the largest Islamic

political party formed, in the �rst round of the 1991 elections led the Algerian mil-

itary to suspend the Algerian democracy and engage in widespread repression. In

response, various Islamic groups including the FIS, adopted terrorist tactics. The Al-

gerian military was unable to quickly and de�nitively defeat the Islamic insurgency.

As a result in 1994, the Algerian government conceded negotiations with the banned

FIS. For the military leadership of the Algerian government opening up negotiations

with the FIS marked a major concession. Despite the prospect of a negotiated solu-

tion to the Algerian Civil War, terrorist violence rose signi�cantly from the end of

1994 and throughout 1995 (GlobalTerrorismDatabase, 2010). The Algerian conces-

sions to negotiate with the banned FIS did not decrease terrorist violence in Algeria.

Rather, the year 1995 was the most brutal year of the con�ict. Terrorist violence

not only increased but also, the more radical Islamic terrorist organizations began

indiscriminately massacring civilian populations (Hafez, 2000).

In El Salvador, growing unrest throughout the 1970s led to the 1979 military coup

and the start of Salvadoran Civil War (1979-1992). The ruling junta conceded to the

land reform in order to undermine the nascent leftist insurgency by implementing a

sweeping land reform program. In response to the �rst stage of the 1980 land reform

program, terrorist violence claimed 2,383 lives in 1980 (GlobalTerrorismDatabase,

2010). Consequently, the year 1980 was the deadliest year of violence in the entire

Salvadoran Civil War (GlobalTerrorismDatabase, 2010).

The use of terrorism in Israel-Palestine con�ict persisted for decades prior to the

onset of the First Intifada (1987-1993). The increasing violence, protest, and atten-

tion brought to the Palestinian plight during the First Intifada pressured Israel to
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make major concessions. These concessions led to the signing of the Oslo Accords

in 1993. In the Oslo Accords, Israel conceded to establishment of a Palestinian gov-

erning authority for the �rst time and created a timeline for negotiations that would

ultimately lead to the creation of a Palestinian state (Sela, 2009). Despite the mutual

agreement of the Oslo Accords, terrorist violence increased. Islamic terrorist organi-

zations began using suicide terrorism to attack Israel. Consequently, the year 1994

was the deadliest year to that point (GlobalTerrorismDatabase, 2010).

Terrorism in the Basque region of northern Spain emerged in response to the au-

tocratic rule of General Francisco Franco (1939-1974). Not only did Basque terrorism

partially facilitate the Spanish transition to democracy but also led the new Spanish

government to grant signi�cant concessions to the Basque region (Lutz and Lutz,

2009). The new Spanish constitution granted the Basque region a level of regional

autonomy unmatched by any other sub-state ethnic group in all of Europe (Lutz

and Lutz, 2009; Moreno, 2001). Despite receiving unparalleled regional autonomy

within the new Spanish state, Basque terrorism increased. The three deadliest years

of terrorist violence, 1978 through 1980, correspond with the widespread devolution

of power to the new Basque regional government (GlobalTerrorismDatabase, 2010).

Not only did violence increase in each of these cases, but these terrorist organiza-

tions also became more violent after the government concession. Why does terrorist

violence increase after a government concession?

This study focuses only on the instances when terrorist increases after a govern-

ment concession. It is recognized that a government concession can be an e�ective

method to reduce the overall level of terrorist violence. This study is only interested

in the instances where terrorist does not decline as is commonly expected.

The de�nition of terrorism is a contentious topic in the literature. However, ter-

rorism can be conceptualized as the use of violence with the threat of future violence.

Terrorism is a tactic used strategically to obtain a political goal. Terrorist violence

is meant to communicate a message and is directed towards an audience wider than

the immediate victims through an emphasis on generating a sense terror about fu-

ture terrorist attacks. Next, a government concession is a de�ned as a non-punitive

conditional o�er of goods. A concession is a distinct type of counter-terror policy.

Non-punitive refers to the conciliatory nature of the o�er. A government concession,

in this study, is conceptualized as something more substantial than the negotiations

that take place during a singular hostage type situation. Rather, government con-

cessions in this study focus on signi�cant political concession intended to reduce or

eliminate future terrorist activities. Finally, a terrorist escalation is de�ned as a sig-
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ni�cant increase of violence relative to a base level of violence. A base level of violence

represents the level of violence a terrorist organization can sustain over long periods

given the resources available and the e�ect of government counter-terror operations.

An escalation of violence is de�ned as any period of time in which the level of violence

is observed to exceed this sustainable level of terrorism.

One of the most enduring myths of terrorist research is that governments never

concede to the demands of a sub-state terrorist organization (Stohl, 2008). Popular

perceptions contend that the divisive and extreme nature of terrorist violence makes a

targeted government unwilling to make any political concessions to a terrorist organi-

zation. through (Abrahms, 2006b; Jones, 2008; Jones and Libicki, 2008; Cronin, 2006,

Cronin). �If terrorism exerts any perceptible in�uence on targeted governments,� Max

Abrahms argues, �it is to strengthen their resolve to resist and kill the aggressors�

(Abrahms, 2006a). Furthermore, governments are advised that conceding to a ter-

rorist organization only re�ects the weakness of the state and encourages future acts

of terrorism (Byman, 2009; Spector, 1999). A government concession only accords

�legitimacy to the terrorists, implying the validity of their demands and complaints,

and rewarding them for violence� (Pruitt, 2006). The e�ectiveness of terrorism is

readily dismissed since, as Thomas Schelling concludes, terrorism �never appears to

accomplish anything politically signi�cant� (Schelling, 1991). However, terrorism is

e�ective.

The goal of terrorism, as David Lake contends, is not to de�nitively defeat a gov-

ernment, but rather �to shift the balance of power in their favor and, over time, to

shift the bargaining range closer to their ideals. . . The object is not to bargain over

what is acceptable today, but to change the range of what is acceptable tomorrow�

(Lake, 2003). Mounting evidence demonstrates that governments often make sub-

stantial concessions in response to terrorist violence. Governments come to recognize

terrorist organizations as legitimate political actors (Sederberg, 1995; Gambill, 1998;

Merari, 1993; Weisband and Roguly, Weisband and Roguly; Staten, 2008; Gvineria,

Gvineria). Governments have conceded to substantive negotiations with terrorist or-

ganizations (Bapat, 2006; Corsi, 1981; Lapan and Sandler, 1988; Bapat, 2005; Seder-

berg, 1995; Jones, 2008; Cronin, Cronin, 2006; Gvineria, Gvineria; Bhoumik, 2005;

Wilkinson, 2001). Governments have enacted sweeping political reforms to resolve

grievances (Ross and Gurr, 1989; Oberschall, 2004). Governments entered into power

sharing agreements with terrorist organizations, o�ered amnesty to terrorist mem-

bers, and enacted reforms (Sanchez-Cuenca and de la Calle, 2009; Wilkinson, 2000;

Ross and Gurr, 1989; Mason et al., 2007; Merari, 1993; Oberschall, 2004). Terrorism
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has led to the withdraw of foreign occupying forces, granted regional autonomy, and

the creation of independent states (Bonanate, 1979; Merari, 1993; Friedlander, 1979;

Wel�ing, Wel�ing; Mack, 1981; Price, 1977; Black, 2004; Demetriou, 2007; Oberschall,

2004; Pape, 2003, 2005; Atran, 2006, 2004a; Fromkin, 1975; Shughart, 2006; Smart,

1975). Terrorism has been demonstrated to e�ectively change range of what a gov-

ernment is willing to concede over time. However, research on the e�ectiveness of

terrorism ignores how terrorist organizations respond to a government concession.

The most paradoxical response is when a terrorist escalates in response to a govern-

ment concession. As a result, most scholars and policy makers are dismissive about

the e�ectiveness of conciliatory counter-terror policies (Abrahms, 2006b; Jones, 2008;

Jones and Libicki, 2008; Cronin, 2006, Cronin).

However, terrorist organizations do not re�exively escalate in response to a gov-

ernment concession. Nor do terrorist organizations escalate to gain additional govern-

ment concessions as popular perception tends to suggest. Rather, terrorist violence

escalates after a government concession in order to spoil the implementation of a

government concession. This study �nds that a government concession poses an exis-

tential threat to a terrorist organization. A concession undermines the justi�cation for

violence and decreases support for a terrorist organization. Thus, terrorist violence

escalates after a government concession because a terrorist organization is attempting

to spoil the implementation of the concession. The escalation of violence is a tacti-

cal increase in violence designed to sustain a terrorist organization by provoking a

government to retract a concession.

To date, there has been only a limited attempt to develop a theoretical understand-

ing of why terrorist violence escalates after a government concession (de Mesquita,

2005; Kydd and Walter, 2003). Three theoretical explanations were found in a review

of the literature. First, the Spoiling Theory contends that terrorist violence escalates

after a government concession in order to spoil a government concession. Second, the

Factioning Theory contends that a government concession causes a terrorist organi-

zation to faction, and the still-active terrorist faction escalates because it is relatively

more extreme than the terrorist faction that accepted the government concession.

Third, the Concession Maximizing Theory contends that a terrorist organization es-

calates after a government concession in order to extract additional concessions from

a government.

There have been systematic attempts to compare these theoretical explanations.

The primary issue with comparing these theoretical models is lack of an objective

method to determine what constitutes an escalation in terrorist violence. This study
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employs a Threshold Auto-Regressive model to provide a data-determined, non-

deterministic method to identify the timing of terrorist escalation.

This study is presented in six parts. The �rst part of the study, the literature

review, presents the extant literature on terrorism. The literature review provides

an overview of the current state of the terrorism literature. The literature review

contends that terrorism research is dominated by a problem solving approach that

prioritizes policy recommendations above theoretical development. The problem solv-

ing tendency has limited the formation of a consensus de�nition of terrorism. How-

ever, the literature review demonstrates that there is a general agreement on the

characteristics of terrorism that distinguish terrorism as a unique form of political

violence. Next, the literature review addresses the causes of terrorism, how organi-

zations use terrorism to achieve its goals, and �nally, how terrorism declines or ends.

The literature review concludes with discussion of the current gaps in the literature

that this study seeks to �ll. Speci�cally, this study seeks to advance the theoretical

understanding of terrorist behavior in response to a conciliatory government policy.

Part three of the study presents the operational de�nitions of three key concepts

used in this study: terrorism, concessions, and escalation.

The fourth part of the study, the theory, will introduce the three theories explana-

tions compared in this study. Three theories compared in this study are the Spoiling,

Factioning, and Concession Maximizing theories. The Spoiling Theory contends that

terrorist violence increases after a concession to spoil the implementation of the con-

cession. The Factioning Theory contends that the government concession causes an

organization to faction along ideological lines leaving only the most extreme members

active within the organization. The ideological extreme members of the organization

escalate because of its ideological disposition. Finally, the Concession Maximizing

Theory draws from the problem solving approach and contends that the concession

only emboldens a terrorist organization to increase its violence to gain additional

concessions.

In the �fth part, the methodology, the Threshold Auto-Regressive (TAR) method-

ology is introduced. The TAR methodology is used to identify the timing of terrorist

escalation. The methodology section also discusses the data employed in this study

and the case selection process.

The sixth part presents the statistical results of the TAR methodology to four case

studies. The four cases were chosen for its ability to a�rm the theoretical arguments

developed in the theory section, and accommodating for the limitations of the TAR

model. The relevant diagnostic tests are provided to con�rm the appropriateness of
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the TAR methodology. The TAR methodology is then used to identify the periods of

each con�ict when the level of terrorist violence is in an escalated state.

The seventh part presents the case analysis. Using the TAR methodology to

identify the timing of terrorist escalation, the three theoretical models are applied

to determine which theory best applies to each case. From the case studies, it is

clear that the Spoiling Theory best explains why terrorist violence increases after a

government concession.

Following the analysis of the four cases, the conclusions are presented. The pri-

mary conclusion of this study is that when terrorist violence escalates after a gov-

ernment concession, the escalation of terrorist violence after a government concession

is best explained by the Spoiling Theory. Furthermore, the TAR model is shown to

provide a useable estimate of the point of terrorist escalation. The �nal section will

suggest some improvements for future research and the limitations of this study.

2 Literature Review

Overview of Terrorism Literature

The literature on terrorism is, traditionally, a reaction to current events. The earli-

est academic research on terrorism, according to Alex Schmid and Albert Jongman,

corresponded with the emergence of trans-national terrorist attacks in the late 1960s

(Schmid, Jongman, et al., Schmid et al.). The literature grew sporadically until 2001.

After the September 11, 2001 (9/11) attacks on the United States, the literature on

terrorism grew signi�cantly. After the attacks, Andrew Silk found as of 2004, books

on terrorism were being published at a rate of one every six hours on average in the

English language alone (Silke, 2004).1

Given the fact that the terrorism literature tends to be a reaction to current events

instead of evolutionary over time, it is not surprising that there is no commonly ac-

cepted de�nition of terrorism. That is not to say no de�nitions exist. Copeland,

for instance, found over 212 di�erent de�nitions of terrorism in academic research

and governmental bodies world-wide (Copeland, 2001). The U.S. government alone

employed 19 separate de�nitions as of 2007 (Thayer, 2007). In fact, as early as 1977,

Walter Laqueur argued that a �comprehensive de�nition of terrorism ... does not

exist nor will it be found in the foreseeable future� as quoted in (Copeland, 2001).

Laqueur continued that �[i]t can be predicted with con�dence that the disputes about

1Terrorism publications grew 234 percent between 1988 and 2001 (Gordon, 2004)
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a detailed, comprehensive de�nition of terrorism will continue for a long time, that

they will not result in a consensus, and that they will make no noticeable contribution

towards the understanding of terrorism� as quoted in (Schmid, 2004). As of 2001,

Copeland concluded that most researchers in the �eld tend to agree with Laqueur's

assessment about the de�nition on terrorism (Copeland, 2001). The reasons why a

de�nition is unlikely to emerge are commonly attributed to the political and norma-

tive implication associated with the term terrorism. Attempts to dis-aggregate these

political-normative implications from a theoretical understanding of terrorism are dis-

cussed thoroughly in the literature. The persistence of these issues in the literature

provides a comprehensive overview of the current state of the de�nitional problem in

the literature. To summarize, Boaz Ganor identi�ed the 14 most persistent reasons

why the term terrorism is so problematic to de�ne as found in (Schmid, 2004). Table

2 list these reasons.
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Table 2: Why Terrorism is Di�cult to De�ne

Why �Terrorism� is Di�cult to De�ne according to Boaz Ganor

Because the term has undergone changes of meaning in the more than 200 years of
its existence

Because terrorism is a �contested concept� and political, legal, social science and
popular notions of it are often diverging

Because the de�nition question is linked to (de-)legitimization

Because there are many �terrorisms� with di�erent forms and manifestations

Because the de�nition question is linked to whether or not terrorists work for or
against one's own (national) interests, and, consequently double standards tend to

be applied

Because the state, with its (claimed) monopoly of the use of force and its legal
de�nition power, can exclude any of its own activities (e.g. indiscriminate

repression) from the de�nition

Because some authors use two di�erent vocabularies for state- and non-state actors

Because the violence perpetrated by the terrorists' opponent might be as
indiscriminate, or worse, than the one of those that are deemed �terrorists�

Because it is linked to a discussion of primary responsibility for initiating a
downward spiral of action-reaction violence and a discussion of root causes

Because the discussion on terrorism has been linked to issues regarding
self-determination, armed resistance against foreign occupation and racist regimes

Because the boundaries with other forms of political violence are hazy or unclear

Because those who engage in acts of terrorism often also engage in other, more
legitimate, forms of armed con�ict and/or engage in political party politics

Because the assessment of the terrorist act is intertwined with the discussion
concerning the actor's goals and the status of the actor itself

Because terrorist organizations are (semi-)clandestine and the secrecy surrounding
them makes objective analysis di�cult

To begin with, the term terrorism is problematic to de�ne because it has been used

di�erently in many historical contexts. The term terrorism was �rst used during the

French Revolution as a form of social control (Rapoport, 2001). Terror was, according

to David Rapoport, �the indispensable tool to establish a democratic order by virtue

or the terror� (Rapoport, 2001). By the start of the 20th century, sub-state anarchist

movements co-opted the term and employed terrorism to �raise the consciousness of

the masses� by generating a �culture of terror� in a targeted society (Rapoport, 2001).
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As the anarchist movement declined during the �rst half of 20th century, the term

terrorism was applied to the repressive practices of authoritarian states (Rapoport,

2001). After World War II, the term terrorism expanded to include many of the

anti-colonialism movements (Rapoport, 2001; Ho�man, 2006). Rapoport contends

that beginning in the 1960's and 1970's, as the anti-colonial movement declined, the

term terrorism began to denote the violence perpetrated by sub-state social revolu-

tionary, separatists, and religious groups seeking radical societal and political change

(Rapoport, 2001). However, Cold War tensions provided the impetus to selectively

label groups depending on its ideological stance. Groups were labeled either as terror-

ist or freedom �ghters based solely on the political orientation of the group applying

the label. As a result, the term terrorism became a highly punitive term and was

used extensively as a tool to de-legitimize speci�c actors for political purposes. Be-

cause terrorism is a politically contested concept, as Philip Schlesing concludes, �no

commonly agreed de�nition can in principle be reached, because the very process of

de�nition is in itself part of a wider contestation over ideologies or political objec-

tives� as quoted in (Schmid, 2004). This wider contestation over political ideologies

is evident and pervasive in the literature dating back to the origins of the �eld.

The literature on terrorism largely emerged from orthodox security studies and

the study of tactical counter-insurgency strategies (Jackson, 2007d; Schmid, Jongman,

et al., Schmid et al.). These �elds of study are driven by, as Silk concludes, �policy

concerns and [are] limited to addressing government agendas� (Silke, 2001). The

close relationship between much of the terrorism research and state sponsors is a

typical criticism of much of the early literature on terrorism (Silke, 2001; Jackson,

2007d,a, 2008a,b; Blakeley, 2008). As Jonny Burnett and Dave Whyte conclude,

early terrorism literature was �counterinsurgency masquerading as political science�

(Burnett and Whyte, 2003). While not as prominent in the literature today due to

the growth of the �eld, much of the literature is still dominated by a problem-solving

approach typical of the early research (Jackson, 2007d,a,b, 2008b; Blakeley, 2008;

Stohl, 2008; Jackson, 2007c).

A problem-solving approach, as de�ned by Robert Cox, �takes the world as it

�nds it, with the prevailing social and power relationships and the institutions into

which they are organized, as the given framework for action and then works to make

these relationships and institutions work smoothly by dealing e�ectively with partic-

ular sources of trouble� (Cox, 1981). The result of the 'problem-solving' approach

is that e�orts to understand phenomenon are of secondary importance to controlling

or eliminating those events (Turk, 2004). The problem-solving approach in terrorism
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studies �prioritiz[es] immediately applicable results rather than theoretical knowledge

whose applicability is problematic� (Turk, 2004). An example of this tendency in the

literature provides a bene�cial illustration of the problem-solving focus in the liter-

ature and the problems it creates for generating a consensus de�nition of terrorism.

Alex Schmid, referencing Boaz Ganor, lists eight reasons why a de�nition of terrorism

is critical as an example of the problem-solving implication of establishing a de�nition

of terrorism.2 Table 3 list these reasons.

Table 3: Why De�ning Terrorism is Important

The importance of a de�nition of �terrorism� according to Boaz Ganor as found in Schmid,
2004

Developing an e�ective international strategy requires agreement on what it is we are
dealing with.

International mobilization against terrorism . . . cannot lead to operational results as long
as the participants cannot agree on a de�nition.

Without a de�nition, it is impossible to formulate or enforce international agreements
against terrorism.

Although many countries have signed bilateral and multilateral agreements concerning a
variety of crimes, extradition for political o�enses is often explicitly excluded, and the

background of terrorism is always political.

The de�nition of terrorism will be the basis and the operational tool for expanding the
international community's ability to combat terrorism.

It will enable legislation and speci�c punishments against those perpetrating, involved in,
or supporting terrorism, and will allow the formulation of a codex of laws and international
conventions against terrorism, terrorist organizations, states sponsoring terrorism, and

economic �rms trading with them.

At the same time, the de�nition of terrorism will hamper the attempts of terrorist
organizations to obtain public legitimacy, and will erode support among those segments of

the population willing to assist them (as opposed to guerrilla activities).

Finally, the operational use of the de�nition of terrorism could motivate terrorist
organizations, due to moral and utilitarian considerations, to shift from terrorist activities
to alternate courses (such as guerrilla warfare) in order to attain their aims, thus reducing

the scope of international terrorism.

Ganor argues that a de�nition of terrorism is critical, not for theoretical under-

standing, but to increase the e�ectiveness and scope of international e�orts to combat

2Boaz Ganor is a leading expert in terrorism studies as well as the Executive Director of the
International Institute for Counter-Terrorism (ICT) in Herzliya, Israel. The ICT is 'the leading
academic institute for counter-terrorism in the world' according to its website www.ict.org.il.
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terrorism. As a result, this prescriptive focus, according to Gaetano Ilardi, �diverted

attention from other critical matters, not the least of which is the development of a

sound theoretical understanding of the dynamics of terrorism� (Ilardi, 2004). While

it is inaccurate to classify all the literature as being policy prescriptive in nature, the

problem-solving approach forms the foundation for the political-normative usage of

the term terrorism (Jackson, 2007d,a,b, 2008b; Blakeley, 2008; Stohl, 2008).

The political normative usage of term terrorism refers to the process in which the

term terrorism is used as a political de-legitimization tool. Philip Herbst summarizes

the use of terrorism in the literature:

�Carrying enormous emotional freight, terrorism is often used to de�ne

reality in order to place one's own group on a high moral plane, condemn

the enemy, rally members around a cause, silence or shape policy debate,

and achieve a wide variety of agendas. . . . Terrorist became the mantra of

our time, carrying a similar negative charge as communist once did. Like

that word, it tends to divide the world simplistically into those who are

assigned the stigma and those who believe themselves above it.� (Herbst,

2003)

This connotation of terrorism is pervasive in the literature (Al-Sumait et al., 2009;

Bhatia, 2005; Coady, 2004; Nuzzo, 2004; Bourque and Warren, 1989; Gardner, 2007;

Blakeley, 2008; Brunner, 2007). Herbst continues, �conveying criminality, illegitimacy,

and even madness, the application of terrorist shuts the door to discussion about the

stigmatized group or with them, while reinforcing the righteousness of the labelers,

justifying their agendas and mobilizing their responses� (Herbst, 2003). Consequently,

terrorism studies tend to be, as Michael V. Bhatia contends, �descriptive rather than

analytical, narrative rather than theoretically based, and condemnatory rather than

neutral� (Bhatia, 2005). This political and normative de-legitimization application of

terrorism in the literature results in a number of critical issues that limit the ability

to de�ne terrorism(Jackson, 2007d).

Due to the implications of the term terrorism, there is a tendency to apply the

term terrorism exclusively to sub-state actors and to exclude certain types of violence

solely on a political-normative basis (Coady, 2004; Suny, 2007; Mason and Krane,

1989; Jackson, 2008b; Stohl, 2008). This tendency is most obvious in the treatment

of state terrorism. It is important to note that there is a distinction between state

terrorism and state-sponsored terrorism. State terrorism refers to the direct violence

states in�ict on a population in order to in�ict terror while state-sponsored terrorism
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refers to sub-state terrorist organizations that receive support from a state (Jackson,

2008b; Martin, 2009).

There is a debate in the literature whether state perpetrated violence should be in-

cluded in the terrorism literature (Blakeley, 2007, 2008; Jackson, 2007b,c,d,a, 2008b;

Stohl, 2006). Scholars typically view state terrorism as theoretically distinct, and

contend merging state terrorism and sub-state terrorism into a single research agenda

would be detrimental to the understanding of terrorism in general (Sanchez-Cuenca

and de la Calle, 2009). As a result, two distinct vocabularies formed to describe state

versus sub-state violence (Sanchez-Cuenca and de la Calle, 2009). Jackson argues

that state violence that is �intended to cause terror and intimidate may be described

as repression, oppression, human rights abuses, war crimes and the like, but never

as terrorism� (Jackson, 2007c). There is a small body of research that addresses

state terrorism but that much of it is subsumed in other literature (Jackson, 2007c;

Blakeley, 2008, 2007; Silke, 2004). The separation of the two literatures reinforces

the political-normative connotation of the term. This separation creates an environ-

ment, as James Der Derian notes, �where explanation of terrorism is tantamount to

exoneration� (Der Derian, 2006). Consequently, scholars apply pre-existing labels in

an ad hoc fashion to serve a political-normative agenda.

The ad hoc application of the term terrorism lumps a broad and, often, fundamen-

tally incongruous range of groups under a single term. Instead of viewing the process

in which terrorism is applied to certain groups, the tendency in the literature is to

adopt the terrorism label and then dis-aggregate the disparate typologies. Schmid,

for instance, created a comprehensive list of the typologies of terrorism in Figure 1.

Schmid creates the typology, reading Figure 1 from top to bottom, by examining

the goals of the group, the perpetrator of terrorism, and the unifying structure of

the group (Schmid, 2004). The overwhelming tendency in the research is to examine

the di�erent group typologies based on the unifying structure of the group (Robison,

2007; Barros and Proença, 2005; Franck and Melese, 2004; Caplan, 2006). Intuitively,

the disaggregation of terrorist types should improve the ability to de�ne terrorism.

By comparing the di�erent typologies, congruities would emerge and form the basis

of a consensus de�nition of terrorism. However in practice, each typology of terrorism

is considered to be distinct. As a result, there are no systematic attempts to integrate

the literature. When new forms of terrorism emerge there is a strong tendency to

abandon past research. Nowhere is this more obvious than with the debate between

Old Terrorism and New Terrorism.

Old Terrorism commonly refers to the ideological and ethnic terrorist groups that
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N\(Key: A signi�es state actor, a, a1, a2 signify sub-state actors)

Figure 1: Typology of Terrorism from Schmid, 2004

operated from approximately the end of the 1960s until today (Crenshaw, 2007a).

Old Terrorism drew on ideology, ethnic, or self-determination issues for justi�cation

of violence, focused on political goals, selected targets for attentional purposes, drew

support from the general society or state sponsors, organizations typically were lim-

ited in terms of geography and level of violence, and used violence to maximize its

negotiation position (Copeland, 2001; Crenshaw, 2007b; Ho�man, 1998, 2004; Lesser,

1999; Miller, 2006; Rapoport, 2001)

By comparison, New Terrorism is distinct because it draws from religious per-

spectives for justi�cation, is focused on societal destruction through increasingly in-

discriminate and deadly attacks, draws support from criminal activities instead of

sympathetic state sponsors, and has less restraints on the justi�cation to use violence

(Bergesen and Han, 2005; Crenshaw, 2007a; Laqueur and Laquer, 1999; Ho�man,

1998, 2004; Cronin, 2003; Copeland, 2001; Lesser, 1999; Rapoport, 2001; Mayntz,

Mayntz; Miller, 2006; Bergesen and Lizardo, 2004).

Many experts in the �eld contend that New Terrorism is categorically di�erent

from Old Terrorism. For instance, Bruce Ho�man argues that New Terrorism �shat-

ters some of our most basic assumptions about terrorists,� and �nothing less than a

sea-change in our thinking about terrorism and the policies required to counter it will
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be required� (Ho�man, 1998). Laqueur suggests that the emergence of New Terrorism

implies �new de�nitions and new terms may have to be developed for new realities�

(Laqueur and Laquer, 1999). Finally Ian Lesser contends, New Terrorism �renders

much previous analysis of terrorism based on established groups obsolete� (Lesser,

1999). Many authors questioned this necessity of abandoning the entire literature on

terrorism to address changing realities (Copeland, 2001; Crenshaw, 2007a). Thomas

Copeland and Martha Crenshaw both question, for example, whether a theoretically

distinct form of terrorism has emerged or whether the emergence of New Terrorism is

intended to justify policy actions after the 9/11 attacks (Copeland, 2001; Crenshaw,

2007a). Regardless of whether a new form of terrorism has emerged, the debate over

the Old versus New Terrorism re�ects the tendency in the literature to �rst accept

previously applied labels of terrorism, identify typologies that tend to be mutually

exclusive, and then argue for new research agendas.

Furthermore, the problem solving approach blurs the distinction between terror-

ist violence and other forms of political violence. Often, the term guerrilla is used

interchangeably with terrorism to avoid the political-normative connotation of terror-

ism. Ariel Merari argues that the �faulty synonymity [between terrorism and guerrilla

warfare] re�ects confusion concerning the de�nition of terrorism and, often, a wish

to avoid the negative connotation that this term has acquired� (Merari, 1993). The

term guerrilla does not carry the same negative political-normative connotation as

terrorism, and Merari concludes, it �seems ... to carry an air of objectivity� (Mer-

ari, 1993). This tendency only further complicates the ability to identify the unique

characteristics of terrorist violence.

Finally, the clandestine nature of terrorist organizations signi�cantly limits ob-

jective analysis. Without �rst-hand access to terrorist organizations it is di�cult to

advance to the existing knowledge in the �eld. Consequently, a number of highly

problematic epistemological issues have arisen. To begin with, the empirical data

collected on terrorist organizations are limited to observable actions. As a result,

there is a large amount of unknown information about terrorist movements and or-

ganizations. Schmid and Jongman contend that �there are probably few areas in

the social science literature on which so much is written and the basis of so little

research� (Silke, 2004). In 2004, Schmid and Jongman concluded, that �surprisingly

little research work of scienti�c merit has been conducted on the perpetrators of ter-

rorist violence� as quoted in (Thayer, 2007). Carlyle A. Thayer concluded that the

literature is highly compartmentalized and �characterized by weak research methods,

in�uenced by government agendas, and media simpli�cation� (Thayer, 2007). It is
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important to note that the epistemological issues present in the literature will not be

resolved prior to the resolution of the ontological issues that limit the formation of

a de�nition. However, addressing the general epistemological issues in the literature

can identify the limitations of the collective knowledge in the literature to date.

To begin with, there is a general limitation of the available data on terrorism. The

most common data on terrorism comes from open media sources. Media reports are

directed towards a speci�c audience and rarely aim to be neutral, especially in the

aftermath of a terrorist attack (Krueger and Laitin, 2004; Silke, 2001; Gause III, 2005;

Merari, 1991). Overall, there is a general lack of understanding of the implications of

the data collection process has on the data sets employed in the literature (Jackson,

2007a; Mickolus, 1987). Consequently, selection biases are inherent in almost all

empirical studies of terrorism. The issue of selection bias is most obvious in the

systematic under-reporting tendencies throughout the literature.

Konstantinos Drakos and Andreas Gofas contend that the �essence of under-

reporting is the suspicion that observed terrorist events might well not correspond

to the actual number of attacks, as only the events that found their way into open

sources, such as the media, have actually been reported� (Drakos and Gofas, 2006). It

is generally believed that, because of the political implications of terrorism, there can

be signi�cant under-reporting bias present in the literature (Gause III, 2005; Drakos

and Gofas, 2006; Silke, 2001). Drakos and Gofas argue that this, in and of itself,

may not be problematic if it occurs at random (Drakos and Gofas, 2006). However,

numerous studies have questioned why there tends to be a strong correlation between

countries with higher freedom of press and the number of reported terror attacks

(Gause III, 2005; Drakos and Gofas, 2006; Silke, 2001). This under-reporting bias is

exacerbated further by a pervasive selection biases introduced by researchers.

Throughout the literature, there is a tendency to only focus on a small sub-set of

terrorist organizations and events. With no clear de�nition of terrorism as a guide,

researchers selectively exclude cases that fail to a�rm a certain conclusion, lack easily

accessible information, or are not policy relevant. This tendency limits the formation

of new knowledge and has led to repeated studies of the same terrorist organizations

and topical studies throughout the literature (Sanchez-Cuenca and de la Calle, 2009;

Silke, 2004; Jackson, 2007d, 2008a). For example Silke estimated that 68% of the

literature generated in the 1990s repeated the same research topics and cases and did

not contribute new understanding to the �eld as quoted in (Thayer, 2007).

In addition, the lack of a de�nition leads to a lack of construct validity throughout

the literature (Gerdes, Gerdes). Much of the literature tends to use de�nitions of ter-
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rorism that lack empirical support, use speci�c datasets where the de�nition used in

the data does not match the theoretical argument, or adopt a measurement that does

not match the theoretical argument (Young and Findley, Young and Findley). As re-

sult, terrorism literature consistently scores poorly in terms of validity (Thayer, 2007;

Schmid, 2004). Consequently, it is not surprising that there is little commensurabil-

ity among studies. Forsberg, for instance, found that most researchers �unreservedly

state that their explained variable (terrorism) is fundamentally di�erent from the

explained variables of others� (Forsberg, 2008).

The use of meta-narratives exacerbate these tendencies, as Bhatia argues, often

�complex local variations, motives, histories and inter-relationships are lost in the

application of meta-narratives or dominant academic approaches to understanding

and assessing con�ict� (Bhatia, 2005). Much of the research tends to adopt a broad

abstraction of the concept of terrorism that much of the variation is ignored or elim-

inated (Young and Findley, Young and Findley). Often research will disregard the

historical context of terrorist campaigns in order to aggregate the existing data into

a single analytical piece (Jackson, 2007a; Brunner, 2007; Nuzzo, 2004; Thayer, 2007).

This tendency in the literature makes the integration of knowledge across multiple

studies incredibly di�cult as well as minimizes the ability to integrate single pieces

of researching into a cohesive research agenda.

In conclusion, these 14 factors that limit the ability to de�ne terrorism are un-

likely to be resolved even through the sustained research. As a result, the existing

application of the term and the dominant and commonly accepted knowledge in the

literature is, as Andrew Silke describes argues, �a cabal of virulent myths and half-

truths whose reach extends even to the most learned and experienced� as quoted

in (Jackson, 2007c). In fact, the problem solving approach generates such strong

normative and varied concepts that, as Louise Richardson concludes, the �term ter-

rorism has become so widely used in many contexts as to become almost meaningless�

(Richardson, 1999). As a result, some scholars argue that the term terrorism is an

inappropriate term for this form of political violence (Jackson, 2008a). Proponents

argue that abandoning the term would remove the political-normative connotations,

generate an accurate de�nition, and better re�ect the complex and distinct aspects

of all the actions and groups that are currently labeled as terrorism (Jackson, 2008a).

After all, it is often repeated in the critiques of the terrorism literature, that much

of the research generated is merely integration of literature reviews and does not fo-

cus on inferring new facts (Silke, 2001). Schmid and Jongman estimated that �as

much as 80 percent of the literature is not research-based in any rigorous sense; in-

17



stead, it is too often narrative, condemnatory, and prescriptive� as quoted in (Silke,

2004). Therefore, abandoning the term terrorism and starting over again would not

necessarily be a detriment to understanding this form of political violence.

On the other hand, Jackson argued that, despite the political-normative issues

present in the �eld, the term terrorism is the best central organizing concept cur-

rently available because terrorism has a unique impact on both society and the study

of violence (Jackson, 2008a). Furthermore, Jackson contends that despite the serious

political and ontological obstacles to the de�ning terrorism, it should be possible to

agree on a clear set of characteristics that can be employed to distinguish and concep-

tualize terrorism as a unique form of political violence (Jackson, 2008a). The following

section will discuss the dominant conceptual approaches to de�ning terrorism in the

literature. Despite the problems generating a consensus de�nition of terrorism, it is

clear that terrorism is a distinct concept in the literature on political violence.

Concepts of Terrorism

Bruce Ho�man noted despite the problems related to generating a concensus de�n-

tion of terrorist that �there is a vague idea or impression of what constitutes the

terrorism in general but that conceptualization lacks the concreteness to form a truly

explanatory de�nition� (Ho�man, 1998). Schmid and Jongman concur and contend

it is possible to conceptualize terrorism through a process of abstraction in order to

identify the de�ning characteristics of terrorism (Schmid, Jongman, et al., Schmid

et al.). This section establishes the di�erent generic conceptual approaches used to

study terrorism. From these conceptual approaches, it is possible to identify the

most common characteristics of terrorism in the literature. It should be noted that

this process does not necessarily conclude with a consensus de�nition of terrorism.

Rather, the process highlights the approximate congruence of common characteristics

in the literature that distinguish terrorism as a distinct form of political violence.

There are four dominant conceptual approaches to de�ning terrorism. These con-

ceptual approaches conceptualize terrorism as an ideology (Terrorism), as speci�c

actors (Terrorists), as speci�c acts of violence (Terror), or as a special form of social

interaction (Terrorization) (Jackson, 2008a; Waldron, 2004).3 However, it is noted

that, as Tilly argues, �social scientists who attempt to explain terrorism should doubt

the existence of a distinct, coherent class of actors (Terrorists) who specialize in a uni-

tary form of political action (Terror) and thus should establish a separate variety of

3Terrorism, Terrorists, Terror, and Terrorization, capitalized, denote the conceptual approaches.
The equivalent terms in the lower case denote the generic sense of the terms.
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politics (Terrorism)� as part of a wider process (Terrorization) (Tilly, 2004). Rather,

these concepts are bene�cial only to the extent that they provide an overview of the

approaches in the literature.

The Terrorism conceptualization is the direct result of the political-normative

usage of the term terrorism. Jackson argues that �political leaders and security of-

�cials, but also to a surprising number of researchers and media pundits� employ

this conceptualization (Jackson, 2008a). This conceptualization views terrorism as a

destructive world view or ideology in order to, as Philip Herbst argues, �divide the

world simplistically into those who are assigned the stigma and those who believe

themselves above it� (Herbst, 2003). As a result, the conceptualization perpetuates

the punative connotation of the term. However, most of the literature concur with

Leonard Weinberg and Ami Pedahzur who argue that �it is important to stress that

terrorism is not an ideology but an activity� (Weinberg et al., 1992). As a result, the

Terror conceptualization is the primary approach in the literature.

The Terror conceptualization views terrorism as a distinct action. Charles L. Ruby

contends that the bene�t of the Terror concept is that �terrorism is de�ned purely by

the behaviors involved, regardless of the laws or morality of those doing the de�ning�

(Ruby, 2002). This is dominant approach to empirical research in the literature and is

often the preferred conceptualization because of the implied neutrality (Beinin, 2003;

Bhatia, 2005; Coady, 2004; De la Roche, 2004; Elshtain, 2007; Ganor, 2002; Ho�man,

2004; Kalyvas, 2004; Merari, 1993; Nuzzo, 2004; Ruby, 2002; Vanaik, 2002). The

primary problem with the Terror conceptualization can encompass such a broad range

of actions employed by even broader range of actors that it does not clearly de�ne the

range of disparate actors who can employ terrorism (Sanchez-Cuenca and de la Calle,

2009). This limits the understanding terrorism because, other than observed violence,

it provides no other distinction of factors that ought to be studied along with the acts

of violence. As a result, the Terror conceptualization is rarely ever employed in the

literature alone; rather, the Terror conceptualization is usually accompanied by the

Terrorist conceptualization.

The third conceptual approach is the Terrorist conceptualization. The Terrorist

conceptualization de�nes terrorism based on the actor. However, the Terrorist con-

ceptualization does not establish, by itself, criteria for distinguishing terrorist actors

from other actors. Rather, the Terrorist conceptualization is used in conjunction with

the Terror conceptualization. These two conceptualizations are used together to limit

the scope of the study to a speci�c type of group or actions. Typically, the Terrorist

conceptualization uses typologies of actors rather than speci�c groups to avoid the
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normative issues associated with the Terrorism conceptualization. However, this is

problematic because, once applied, the term terrorist tends to remain associated with

a group long after it has stopped using terroristic-like violence (Schmid, Jongman,

et al., Schmid et al.). As a result, there is a tautological process in the literature where

an act of violence is considered terrorism, the group is then labeled as a terrorist, and

then all future violence is, by default, terrorism. This issue is rarely addressed in the

literature. Consequently, the distinction between the Terror, Terrorist, and Terrorism

conceptualizations begin to blur.

Finally, the Terrorization conceptualization views the use of terrorism as a unique

form of coercion (Schmid, 2004; Waldron, 2004; Valdeon, 2009; Betts, 2002). Whereas

traditional concepts of coercion are predicated on the threat of an action as a coer-

cive mechanism, terrorism is unique because terrorist attack �rst and use the threat

of future attacks as the coercive mechanism (Waldron, 2004). The strength of the

Terrorization conceptualization is that terrorism is not reduced to speci�c action or

actor but rather, it is treated as a form of strategic interaction between two or more

parties (Freedman, 2005; Young and Findley, Young and Findley). A critical distinc-

tion made in this approach is that violence is a tactic intended to achieve a goal. The

coercive intent of the violence implies that terrorist organizations do not possess the

capacity to defeat the government directly. Thus, violence is intended to communicate

the coercive message (Brynjar and Skjølberg, 2000; Freedman, 2005). The coercive

message is directed at decision makers but the violence is directed towards the more

vulnerable, wider population to enhance the coercive capacity of the violence. As a

result, there is a discrepancy between the victims and the targets of the violence. In

order to maximize the coercive e�ectiveness of violence, terrorist organizations attack

in such a manner to create a sense of terror in order make the threat of future violence

more salient. The Terrorization concept is the most robust theoretical conceptual-

ization of terrorism, but it is also problematic. The Terrorization concept does not

necessarily provide a distinction of what constitute coercive violence. In fact, Ignacio

Sánchez-Cuenca and Luis de la Calle argue that most forms of violence are coercive

in nature (Sanchez-Cuenca and de la Calle, 2009). As a result, approaches in the

literature that adopt a Terrorization conceptualization of terrorism must still rely on

an a-priori de�nition of what constitutes terrorist violence.

Each of the four conceptualizations of terrorism are problematic. Without a con-

sensus de�nition of terrorism in the literature, each conceptualization requires the

researcher to make some prior assumptions about what constitutes terrorism before

employing one of these concepts. Given the di�culties and implications of de�ning
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terrorism, this is not a surprising conclusion drawn from the literature. However, the

Terrorization conceptualization provides important insights into the characteristics of

terrorism.

Walter Laqueur concludes, �no de�nition of terrorism can possibly cover all the

varieties of terrorism that have appeared throughout history� (Laqueur, 1987). How-

ever, the Terrorization concept best captures the unique characteristics of terrorism.

The process of conceptualizing terrorism is the �rst step towards de�nition; however,

the characteristics derived from the Terrorization conceptualization only represent a

general consensus of the most important factors. Schmid argues that some of these

of characteristics may not be present in every act of terrorist violence, but distinct

terrorist attacks can take on characteristics that �resemble each other like members

of a family, as a number of characteristics can be found in di�erent combinations so

that one can talk about a family resemblance between them� (Schmid, 2004). It is

also important to note, before proceeding, that these characteristics appear in many

of the de�nitions of terrorism but they remain highly debated.

The Terrorization conceptualization identi�es six major characteristics that are

found in most de�nitions of terrorism. The characteristics are violence with the threat

of future violence, the political nature of the violence, violence used as a tactic, the

use of violence to communicate a message, the discrepancy between the victims and

the targets of violence, and the violence perpetrated with an emphasis on terror.

First, violence with the threat of future violence is the most common character-

istic of terrorism employed in the literature (Schmid, 2004). Terrorism is considered

an unique form of political violence despite the fact that the concept of violence is

rarely de�ned in the literature (Steinbruner, 2005). John Steinbruner identi�es four

di�erent applications of violence: for catastrophic social destruction, for bargaining

reasons, for strategic reasons, and for the sake of violence (Steinbruner, 2005). Stein-

bruner contends that �to date there are no instances on record of [catastrophic social

destruction]� (Steinbruner, 2005).4 Rather, terrorist violence most often refers to vi-

olence used for bargaining or strategic purposes. In a simpli�ed form, violence done

for bargaining purposes is intended to generate speci�c concessions from the target.

Whereas violence perpetrated for strategic reasons is intended to defeat the target

(Steinbruner, 2005). Finally violence for the sake of violence is done for personal

gain and does not serve any bene�t to a collective goal. Terrorist violence is most

commonly considered to be for bargaining purposes. As a result, the threat of future

4According to Steinbruner, only full scale nuclear war could constitute an instance of violence
intended for catastrophic social destruction (Steinbruner, 2005).
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violence is the foundational assumption that establishes the coercive aspect of terror-

ist actions. Terrorist violence is intended to communicate, at minimum, a message of

uncertainty about future attacks in order to enhance the bargaining position of the

organization.

Second, the purpose of terrorism is always political in nature (Ganor, 2002). The

term political implies that terrorist violence is oriented towards achieving a collective

gain and is distinct from criminality which is oriented towards personal gain (Schmid,

2004). Schmid de�nes politics as the �procedures governing the process of determining

who gets what, when and how in con�icts of interests between competing groups in a

society which are trying to control the state and other institutions which (re-)allocate

resources by taxation, authoritative regulations and agenda setting� (Schmid, 2004).

Recent literature argues that religious-based terrorist organizations are distinct be-

cause they do not seek political gains (Ho�man, 2004, 2006). Regardless of the moti-

vations, �when religion or ideology employs violent means to undermine, reconstitute,

or maintain political structures for the further transcendent ends of the religion or

ideology, then that counts as political purposes�(Coady, 2004). It is important to

iterate that, as Crenshaw notes, �saying that extremist groups resort to terrorism in

order to acquire political in�uence does not mean that all groups have equally pre-

cise objectives or that the relationship between means and ends is perfectly clear to

an outside observer�(Crenshaw, 1981). As a result, all terrorist organizations seek a

political goal but that goal is not always evident in its actions.

Third, violence used for political purposes implies that terrorism is a tactic used

as part of a pre-determined strategy (Jackson, 2008a). There is some confusion in

the literature due to the interchanging usage of strategy and tactic when describing

terrorism. A tactic is a speci�c action used as part of a wider strategy to obtain a goal

(Kydd and Walter, 2006). Thus, terrorism is a tool and is not limited to a speci�c

group nor does the usage of terrorism exclude the possibility that a group uses other

tactics, both legitimate and illegitimate, towards obtaining a political goal

Fourth, terrorist attacks are intended to communicate a message (Thayer, 2007;

Richardson, Richardson; Josiger, 2008; Schmid, 2005; Ho�man, 1998; Corsi, 1981).

Terrorism is used, as Josiger argues, �not only to draw attention to, or generate

publicity for a cause, but to inform, educate and ultimately rally the masses� (Josiger,

2008). Brian Jenkins noted �[w]hile terrorists may kill � the object of terrorism is

not mass murder . . . [t]errorism is a theatre� as quoted in (Brynjar and Skjølberg,

2000). Thus, the use violence is intended to communication a message and is critical

to the formation of a coercive narrative (Wilkinson, 1997).
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Fifth, terrorism is a method to communicate to a wider audience than just the

victims of violence. Therefore, there is a discrepancy between targets and victims.

Schmid contends that �what distinguishes a criminal terrorist act of violence from a

merely criminal act of violence is that the direct victim is generally not the ultimate

target of the violence�(Schmid, 2005). Terrorist violence is intended to instrumental-

ize the victims of the violence as part of the coercive process (Freedman, 2005; Jack-

son, 2008a; Schmid, 2005). This is an important distinction because it establishes

the fact that violence can be used to communicate to di�erent actors for di�erent

strategic purposes.

Sixth, the �nal concept identi�ed in the literature is the emphasis on terror. Or-

ganizations employ terrorist violence to �generate uncertainty and hence anxiety to

manipulate actual and prospective victims�(Schmid, 2004). Alex Schmid argues that

'terror' as a state of mind goes largely unaddressed (Schmid, 2004). Rather, this

characteristic is employed to indicate that terrorism is generally focused on the psy-

chological e�ects of violence rather than the physical aspects regardless of whether or

not terrorism actually generates psychological terror (Ho�man, 2004; Jackson, 2008a;

Schmid, Jongman, et al., Schmid et al.). Schmid concludes:

�more often than not, the acts of non-state terrorists are sporadic, pro-

ducing only episodic increases in the anxiety level of target groups. Yet

to remove the element of massive, overwhelming fear which is designed

to act upon the mind of some person other than the immediate victim

would be tantamount to abandoning the core concept of terror� (Schmid,

Jongman, et al., Schmid et al.).

The intentional emphasis on generating uncertainty about the future is what distin-

guishes terrorist violence from other forms violence.

Finally, underlying these characteristics is an assumption that terrorism is em-

ployed by rational actors (McCormick, 2003; De la Calle and Sánchez-Cuenca, 2007;

Atkinson et al., 1987; Sandler and Scott, 1987; Bloom, 2004; Anderton and Carter,

2005; Azam, 2005; Caplan, 2006; Dugan et al., 2005; Enders and Su, 2007; Lake,

2003; Landi and Colucci, 2008; Pronin et al., 2006). While there is a large amount of

debate in the literature regarding the rationality of terrorist organizations, as Claude

Berrebi argues, approaches that do not view terrorism as a matter of rational choice

have been discon�rmed through empirical analysis �as decisively as one �nds in so-

cial science� (Berrebi, Berrebi). The rationality assumption is important because as

Berrebi notes, �if terrorists and terror organizations behave rationally, knowledge of
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their beliefs and preferences should help us understand and predict their behavior�

(Berrebi, Berrebi). The debate in the literature continues, however, because there are

many manifestation of rationality that can be applied to an actor each of which opens

a new debate in the literature. Caplan argues that three forms of rationality stand

out in the terrorism literature: the responsiveness to incentives, narrow sel�shness,

and rational expectations of outcomes (Caplan, 2006). Responsiveness to incentives

implies an actor will change its behavior based on new information, narrow sel�shness

implies actors always attempt to maximize its interests, and rational expectations of

outcomes refers to the actor's belief are, on average, correct (Berrebi, Berrebi; Caplan,

2006). These assumption, however, are not without controversy.

Opponents to the rationality assumption generally argue that attempting to �t ter-

rorist behavior into a rationality framework fundamentally distorts the understanding

of terrorism (Abrahms, 2006b, 2008; Schelling, 1991). Max Abrahms is highly critical

of these assumptions arguing that terrorist organizations rarely respond to incentives

by re�exively rejecting compromise, perpetuate its existence long after its cause has

been rendered moot, adopt extreme ideologies, demands, and tactics that e�ectively

limit its ability to advance its goals, and lack a rational expectation that terrorist vio-

lence will achieve its goals (Abrahms, 2006b). Terrorism appeals to individuals based

on other beliefs other than rationality, and rationality essentially de�ects understand-

ing of these other factors that in�uence individual decisions. This is a problematic

conclusion however, because if terrorism is an irrational action, as Claude Berrebi

argues �their behavior cannot be explained..., and no systematic trends based on

these models should be observed or sought� (Berrebi, Berrebi). Rather, as Crenshaw

argues, it is essential to understand the �ideologies or worldviews of practitioners of

terrorism on their own terms, and not to exclude them from analysis because they

appear irrational in a conventional sense� (Crenshaw, 2000). The consensus in the

literature is that terrorist organizations have di�erent short-term and long-term goals

which are assumed to be determined by a constant process of bargaining, compromise,

and coercion within the organization which makes terrorist behavior seems irrational

(Berrebi, Berrebi; Lake, 2003; Miller, 2006). These observations tend to be anec-

dotal in nature but allow the assumption of rationality to hold (Berrebi, Berrebi).

Boaz Ganor suggests that �[i]n general, terrorist organizations usually conduct ratio-

nal considerations of costs and bene�ts, but they often attribute di�erent weight to

the values taken into account in their cost-bene�t calculations, and occasionally, may

even consider values that are di�erent from those of the ones coping with terrorism,

thus making a decision that appears irrational to an outside observer� as quoted in
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(Berrebi, Berrebi). Thus, the rationality assumption is accepted in the literature.

In conclusion, terrorism is characterized as the use of violence or the threat of

future violence as a tactic used to achieve a political goal. Terrorism is a unique form

of violence because it is intended to cause terror and uncertainty about the future.

The uncertainty is intended to instrumentalize the victims in order to communicate a

message to the political decision makers. Therefore, there is a discrepancy between the

target of the violence and the audience of the violence. Finally, terrorism is employed

by rational actors whom use terrorism as a form coercion to achieve the goals of their

organization. Now that a general understanding of terrorism is established, the next

section will address how terrorism emerges.

Causes of Terrorism

The cause of terrorism is the most researched and debated section of the terrorism

literature. Before discussing the cause of terrorism it is necessary to note, as Louise

Richardson contends, �the search for the underlying causes of terrorism is a compli-

cated endeavor. The di�culty of the task must serve as an inducement to sustained

and rigorous research on the subject � not as invitation to throw in the towel and

deal simply with the symptoms that present themselves� (Richardson, Richardson).

Simply, there is no single cause of terrorism (Thayer, 2007). Any attempt to identify

a single causal factor is unlikely to produce any viable conclusions. Nor, as Cragin

notes, �in identifying factors that contribute to terrorism, context matters and no

speci�c 'one-size �ts-all' recipe exists� (Cragin, Cragin). There is an understanding

in the literature that the causes of terrorism must be approached from a multidisci-

pline, multilevel, and context-speci�c standpoint in order to understand the causes of

terrorism. (Bloom, 2004; Noricks, Noricks; Taylor and Horgan, 2006; Thayer, 2007;

Sparago and Klarevas, Sparago and Klarevas; Victoro�, 2005). Regardless of the

speci�c causes, the one consistent conclusion in the literature is that terrorist organi-

zations are always associated with a wider social movement (Blomberg et al., 2004;

Gurr, 1970). As a result, Noricks argues, �many of the same factors that motivate

terrorist recruitment also motivate broad popular support for terrorists� (Noricks,

Noricks). The relationship between causes, social movements, and the ability to re-

cruit and maintain support are complex.

The causes of terrorism are categorized into two groups, permissive factors and

precipitant factors (Bergesen and Lizardo, 2004; Brynjar and Skjølberg, 2000; Cren-

shaw, 1981; Enders and Sandler, 1999; Noricks, Noricks; Rapoport, 2001). Permissive
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factors form the underlying preconditions of terrorism while precipitant factors are

the speci�c factors or events that trigger the onset of terrorism (Crenshaw, 1981).

Crenshaw notes that, conceptually, these two factors are easily distinguishable, but

in reality no factor is exclusively permissive or precipitant (Crenshaw, 1981). How-

ever, Forest argues, that �permissive factors form an enabling context that, combined

with the dynamic interaction with the precipitant factors, generates an understand-

ing of the processes of action and reaction ... between individuals and organizations

within a particular environment is a necessary �rst step toward identifying situa-

tional, contextually relevant causes of political violence� (Forest, Forest). There is

a consensus in the literature that terrorism requires, at minimum, a combination of

�ve general factors to emerge: a political entrepreneur, a window of opportunity, a

grievance, a mobilization structure, and a facilitative norm of violence.

Political entrepreneurs and a window of opportunity comprise the two primary

precipitant factors in the literature. There is less emphasis on these factors in the

literature because they are the most di�cult to identify (Crenshaw, 1981). For the

permissive factors, Richardson argues that �[t]he emergence of terrorism requires a

lethal cocktail with three ingredients: a disa�ected individual, an enabling group,

and a legitimating ideology� (Richardson, Richardson). Permissive factors are benign

in nature and require precipitant factors to transform these grievances into action

(Noricks, Noricks; Crenshaw, 1981). These factors are too broad to be of any bene�t

to understand the emergence of terrorism in anything other than a generic, super�cial

fashion. To address the broad scope of the root causes literature, a factor tree of the

permissive causes adapted from Davis et al. (2009) is presented in Figure 2. Figure 2

is not a causal model but a representation of the literature on the permissive causes

of terrorism. To address these factors, the following section address the permissive

causes of terrorism arranged by the primary level of analysis in which they occur.

Leweling and Nissen argue that by �explicitly structuring terrorism research into a

logical structure of organizational levels o�ers the bene�t of considering terrorism

. . . as a structuration encompassing the totality of actors, processes and behaviors

among and within the systems and sub-systems applicable to understanding terror-

ism� (Leweling and Nissen, 2007). There are four primary levels of analysis. Ordered

from the broadest to the most speci�c, the levels are the global systemic level, the

state level, the group level, and the individual level.

First, increasing attention has been paid to global systemic causes of terrorism as a

response to growth of transnational terrorism (Bergesen and Lizardo, 2004; Bergesen

and Han, 2005; Brynjar and Skjølberg, 2000; Lizardo and Bergesen, 2003; Lizardo,
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2006; Ho�man, 2002; Li and Schaub, 2004; Stemplowski and Adamishin, 2002). The-

ories regarding the causes of terrorism at this level primarily explain the emergence

of terrorism as a reaction to change in the international system (Turk, 2004; Lizardo,

2006). The primary focus at this level of analysis is the e�ects of globalization (Cronin,

2003; Lizardo, 2006; Bergesen and Lizardo, 2004; Li and Schaub, 2004; Brynjar and

Skjølberg, 2000). As Audrey Kurth Cronin, for argues �analyzing terrorism as some-

thing separate from globalization is misleading and potentially dangerous. Indeed

globalization and terrorism are intricately intertwined forces� (Cronin, 2003). Terror-

ist violence, viewed at this level, is a defensive, reactionary, or solidaristic movements

against the e�ects of globalization (Cronin, 2003; Lizardo, 2006; Bergesen and Lizardo,

2004; Li and Schaub, 2004).

Lizardo argues that globalization foster modernization which is �associated with

increasing levels of economic development, a wider variety of material opportunities

and increasing chances of social and economic mobility and the attainment of wealth

for residents of less economically advanced nations� (Lizardo, 2006). However, these

advancements tend to be uneven and threaten traditional social beliefs and structures

by �increasing urbanization . . . and widening transnational and social inequalities�

(Lizardo, 2006). Lizardo concludes that modernization increases pressure on local

governments to increase these improvements (Lizardo, 2006). When the expectation

of increased accountability from the government fails to meet the new demands of

individuals, groups mobilize and take to terrorist violence to express its grievances

(Lizardo, 2006). Globalization, thus, is a generic source of social change and cause

of uncertainty. In the literature on globalization and terrorism, there is also a sense

that globalization is often viewed as a form western-style cultural imperialism.

It has often been noted that the international power distribution during the Cold

War, de�ned by a strong bi-polar power arrangement, faciliated the use of terrorism

because it was a cheap, e�ective, and covert way of attacking an enemy with lessened

threat of retaliation (Brynjar and Skjølberg, 2000). Empirical studies show a signif-

icant decrease in the number terrorist events since the end of the Cold War in the

early 1990s (Enders and Sandler, 2000, 1999, 2002, 2005). Cronin argues that terrorist

violence is �a by-product of broader historical shifts in the international distribution

of power in all its forms�political, economic, military, ideological, and cultural�

(Cronin, 2003). After the Cold War, the emergence of a single hegemonic power elim-

inated the last major barrier to globalization based on western economic, political,

and cultural ideologies (Brynjar and Skjølberg, 2000; Fukuyama, 1992; Lizardo, 2006;

Sobek and Braithwaite, 2005). As a result, globalization is viewed as a mechanism
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for western-style cultural imperialism (Brynjar and Skjølberg, 2000; Lizardo, 2006;

Sobek and Braithwaite, 2005). Proponents of the cultural imperialism theory con-

tend that terrorism is an attempt to combat the cultural in�uences associated with

globalization (Bergesen and Lizardo, 2004; Brynjar and Skjølberg, 2000; Lizardo and

Bergesen, 2003; Turk, 2004).

There are some problems associated with explanations of terrorism originating

from the global systemic level. To begin with, there is a tendency to place a greater

level of importance on these factors than what is actually true (Singer, 1961). Most

global system explanations of terrorism that seek to draw a direct causal link between

globalization and terrorism are strongly criticized for its lack of historical accuracy

(Noricks, Noricks; Gelvin, 2008; Gvineria, Gvineria). Global systemic explanations

are important, but they must be understood as only having an indirect in�uence on

shaping the complex contextual environment in which groups decide to engage in ter-

roristic violence (Thayer, 2007). Thus, many critiques of the globalization literature

contend that understanding the factors that in�uence terrorism are best understood

at lower levels of analysis.

Next, at the state level, there are two primary approaches to explain the causes

of terrorism: state characteristics and state behavior. The literature on state char-

acteristics focuses on how regime types or state weakness facilitate the emergence of

terrorism (Bonanate, 1979; Bourque and Warren, 1989; Brynjar and Skjølberg, 2000;

Carothers, 2003; Commons and Goodheart, 2007; Eubank and Weinberg, 2001, 2006;

Li, 2005; Piazza, 2008b; Savun and Phillips, 2009; Sawyer, 2005; Schmid, 1992; Wein-

berg and Eubank, 1994). The literature on state behavior looks at the speci�c type of

actions of states as the causes of terrorism (Pape, 2003, 2005; Allen and Colley, 2008;

Davenport, 1995; Moore, 1998; Feldmann and Perala, 2004). The common unifying

theme in the literature is the role of state legitimacy.

The �rst approach to explaining the causes of terrorism from a state level of analy-

sis begins with analysis of the relationship between regime type and the emergence of

terrorism. To begin with authoritarian regime types, it is important to note a number

of tendencies in the literature. Numerous authors are highly suspicious of the lack of

reporting terrorist attacks in most authoritarian regimes (Drakos and Kutan, 2003;

Silke, 2001). Therefore, most conclusions regarding authoritarian regimes types are

based on theoretical assumptions. The purpose of these simpli�cations are to contrast

authoritarian regimes with democratic regimes. There is a consensus that autocratic

regimes tend to be less legitimate, relatively, than democracies (Drakos and Gofas,

2006; Hamilton and Hamilton, 1983). However, an autocratic regime has fewer con-
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straints on its actions and can employ harsher, more arbitrary, and, by extension, more

e�ective counter-terrorist policies than democracies (Crenshaw, 1981; Li, 2005; Hamil-

ton and Hamilton, 1983). Democracies, on the other hand, place a higher premium

on political freedoms and enact robust structural constraints to preserve individual

political freedoms (Weinberg and Eubank, 1994; Eubank and Weinberg, 2001, 2006).

William Eubank and Leonard Weinberg, in their pioneering work, were the �rst to

claim that terrorist organizations were more likely to form in democracies than au-

thoritarian regimes (Eubank and Weinberg, 2001, 2006; Weinberg and Eubank, 1994).

However, the conclusion that terrorism occurs more frequently in democratic regimes

seems counterintuitive since democracies, as Joe Eyerman contends, �increase the ex-

pected return of legal activity and o�er multiple channels of non-violent expression

without the threat of government retaliation� as quoted in (Drakos and Gofas, 2006).

The counterintuitive conclusion is associated with the concept of grievance formation.

Democracies do not necessarily increase grievances compared authoritarian regimes.

Rather, democracies facilitate mobilization structures. Civil freedoms of speech, as-

sociations, and movement in democratic regimes facilitate the formation of terrorist

organizations (Gurr, 1990; Li, 2005; Noricks, Noricks; Schmid, 1992).. Furthermore,

democracies enact robust legal measures to preserve political freedoms which limit

the scope of policy choices available to combat terrorism (Crenshaw, 1981; Koch and

Cranmer, 2007; Li, 2005; Noricks, Noricks; Rosendor� and Sandler, 2004). Quan

Li concludes that �enacting repression and e�ective deterrence is more costly to the

government in a competitive political system because it may harm political support

and cause the government to lose power� (Li, 2005). As a result, democracies are

more susceptible to coercion through terrorism (Llussa and Tavares, 2007; Koch and

Cranmer, 2007; Gause III, 2005; Pape, 2003, 2005; Berrebi and Klor, 2008; Abadie,

2006). This argument is widely critiqued for its oversimpli�cation and application of

idealized forms of regime types (Li, 2005; Moore, 1998; Nemeth, Nemeth; Richardson,

Richardson; Ross, 1993; Young and Findley, Young and Findley).

Li argued that using idealized forms of democratic and autocratic indicators of

regime type is �problematic because an aggregate indicator cannot o�er an empirical

separation of the positive and negative e�ects of democracy if competing e�ects are

at work at the same time� (Li, 2005). As a result, numerous authors have argued

for evaluating regime type on a spectrum (Ross, 1993; Young and Findley, Young

and Findley; Richardson, Richardson; Nemeth, Nemeth; Moore, 1998). There are

two approaches to disaggregating regime type in the literature. The �rst approach

examines the relationship between type of party system in democracies, and the
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second approach is to examine the level of freedom a government provides in a country

regardless of regime type.

There is a substantiated, but highly debated, relationship between the number

of political parties in a system and political violence (Berrebi, Berrebi; Piazza, 2006,

2008b; Young and Dugan, 2008; Li, 2005). Piazza argues that multi-party systems in-

crease the opportunity for political violence (Piazza, 2006). Multi-party governments

rely on coalitions to govern (Piazza, 2006). Whereas, Piazza continues, majoritar-

ian systems tend to generate fewer political parties which much rely on moderate

and pragmatic political platforms in order to get the broadest numbers of supporters

and by extension, votes (Piazza, 2006). Mancur Olson agrees with Piazza that �that

centralized, two-party systems produce more e�cient and successful public policies

than do weak, multiparty systems� and are �economically encompassing in that they

are not as prone to pursuing radical redistributive policies� as quoted in (Piazza,

2006). Li, by contrast, using research from civil wars, draws an opposite conclusion

(Li, 2005). Li argues that the proportional system is more �inclusive and has the

closest congruence between citizen preferences and public policies, the proportional

system is more likely to resolve political grievances than either the majoritarian or

the mixed system, reducing incentives to resort to terrorism� (Li, 2005). Again, this

debate regarding the e�ects of electoral system tends to be reduced to two idealized

forms, majoritarian versus proportional systems. Erica Chenoweth attempts to re-

solve this debate by evaluating the level of intergroup competitions in democracies on

the likelihood of terrorist violence (Chenoweth, 2006). Chenoweth concluded that the

relationship between number of electoral parties and terrorism tends to be U shaped

with �very few competitors, grievances arise because there is no ability for the group

to be heard, while when there are many groups, the groups have to resort to more

extreme measures to be heard� (Chenoweth, 2006). Moving away from debates re-

garding idealized forms of governance and electoral systems, numerous authors have

attempted to explain terrorism by the level of political freedom.

Alberto Abadie and Alan Krueger and Jitka Maleckova all found that as levels of

political freedoms increase, the level of terrorism decreased (Abadie, 2006; Krueger

and Male£ková, 2003). However, political freedom causes terrorism in non-monotonic

ways (Abadie, 2006). For instance, Alberto Abadie argues that countries with in-

termediate levels of political freedoms are more prone to terrorism (Abadie, 2006).

Countries that are going through a transition to democracy or have failed to consoli-

date political freedoms are also considered more susceptible to terrorism because the

democratic values have yet to fully solidify (Noricks, Noricks; Abadie, 2006). In con-
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clusion, there is a consensus in the literature that regime type, especially democracy,

a�ects the emergence of terrorism, but the relationship closely related to the concept

of regime legitimacy (Brynjar and Skjølberg, 2000).

State weakness re�ects the inability of a state to guarantee the most basic human

rights or political freedoms (Krueger and Male£ková, 2003). Metz and Millen o�er

�the belief that [the grievance] cannot be ameliorated through the existing political

system� as the �most basic precondition for insurgency� as quoted in (Paul, Paul).

Weak states not only ferment grievances, but also provide, through inability or un-

willingness, the operational space that allow terrorist organizations to thrive (Brynjar

and Skjølberg, 2000). Chenoweth argues that states exist on a spectrum and it is

possible to distinguish strong states from weak ones from failed states (Chenoweth,

2004). Failed states are often viewed in the literature as terrorist safe havens rather

than causes of terrorism (Dor�, 2005; Menkhaus, 2003; Piazza, 2008b; Rotberg, 2002;

Commons and Goodheart, 2007). As a result, the focus in the causese-of-terrorism

literature is on weak states that exhibit low government capacity. Weak states are

distinct from failed states because of weak states maintain, to some degree, the ability

to use force as a coercive mechanism to retain control over its territory; whereas, failed

states do not and are at high degree of risk for losing control of its territory through

invasion, civil war, or disintegration (Piazza, 2008b). Weak states, however, are

characterized by what Aidan Hehir identi�es as an administrative incapacity (Hehir,

2007). Administrative incapacity refers to the inability of the state to provide the

most basic services or guarantees of human security (Hehir, 2007). Weak states could

or could not be at risk for failure. Many scholars note that states that can maintain,

at minimum, the ability to apply coercive force within its territory can reduce the

risk of failing without ever having to address the basic human insecurity within its

borders (Dor�, 2005; Menkhaus, 2003; Piazza, 2008b; Rotberg, 2002; Callaway and

Harrelson-Stephens, 2006). The lack of government capacity creates an opportunity

for other organizations to provide public goods that the state cannot and can use

that capacity as a recruitment mechanism(Burgoon, 2006).

Terrorism also emerges as a result of states' actions. Most research focuses on how

state actions a�ect its perception of legitimacy (Crenshaw, 1981; Noricks, Noricks;

Weinberg, 1991; Weinberg et al., 1992). Terrorism often emerges in response to gov-

ernment violence or repression (Allen and Colley, 2008; Argo, 2006; Bloom, 2004;

Crenshaw, 1981; Davenport, 1995; De Mesquita, De Mesquita; Ehrlich and Liu, 2002;

Gurr, 1970, 1993; Marks, 2004; Metz and Millen, 2004; Moore, 1998; Noricks, Noricks;

Oberschall, 2004; Paul, Paul; Pape, 2003, 2005; Richardson, Richardson; Ross, 1993;
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Weinberg, 1991). Repression is often used as a broad term to refer to the class of

actions employed by the state to deny individuals access to resources. The important

feature of repression in the literature is that it is generally considered to radicalize

individuals, justi�es the use of violence against the state, and creates a sense that the

state is illegitimate (Noricks, Noricks).

Finally, states also decrease its legitimacy through its foreign policy. Pape argues

that terrorism is largely a response to foreign occupation (Pape, 2003, 2005). Robert

Pape argues that even though not all terrorism is a response to foreign occupation,

it does �appear to play a motivating role in at least a large subset of terrorism�

(Pape, 2003) In general the research on occupation is a subset of the growing body

of literature is focused on the reaction to foreign policy (Bergesen and Lizardo, 2004;

Crenshaw, 2001). This includes the tendency for states to pursue foreign policies that

generates resentment without actual occupation such as the support of an (perceived)

illegitimate foreign leader (Savun and Phillips, 2009).

In conclusion, the perception of state legitimacy plays a critical role in the causes

of terrorism literature(Brynjar and Skjølberg, 2000; Ross, 1993). State legitimacy is

closely tied to the degree to which a regime can address grievances within a pop-

ulation. When a state fails to address these issues either through choice, as in an

autocratic regime or in a �aw in the institutional design the legitimacy of that regime

is challenged. Legitimacy is also closely tied to the inability for weak and failed states

to provide the most basic human rights which exacerbates grievances. Finally, states

can act in speci�c ways, most notably through repressive tactics, to diminish its own

legitimacy. The lack of regime legitimacy not only generates grievances towards the

regime but also justi�es the use of violence.

Fourth, the causes of terrorism at the group level focuses primarily on how mo-

bilization structures and facilitative norms of violence form (Lizardo and Bergesen,

2003; Thayer, 2007; Bergesen and Lizardo, 2004). Mobilizing structures facilitate the

transition from general grievances to action. Both Charles Tilly and Darcy Noricks

contend that terrorism cannot emerge without some sort of structure to mobilize in-

dividuals into groups (Noricks, Noricks; Tilly, 1978). Mobilization structures are not

necessarily the source of the facilitative norms of violence. The distinction is often

blurred in the literature. Mobilization structures often refer to the organizational

principle that creates a collective group. The organizational principle could be based

religion, ethnicity, ideology or even a �ctive sense of community and is often based on

shared identities and experiences (Paul, Paul; Haahr, 2006). Christopher Paul argues

that terrorism is more likely to emerge from communities where individuals strongly
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associate with a single identity rather than multiple identities (Paul, Paul). These

identities provide ready-made foundations for group mobilization and often exist prior

to the emergence of grievances (Paul, Paul; McCallister, 2005). Facilitative norms of

violence also draw on shared identities to justify violence and take place within the

same mobilization structure but are distinct in the literature.

Facilitative norms of violence translate grievances and mobilization structures into

violent action. Facilitative norms of violence are the contextual factors that facilitate

the process of in-/out-group formation (Noricks, Noricks; Paul, Paul; Brynjar and

Skjølberg, 2000; de la Roche, 2001; Gerstenfeld, 2002). Individuals are generally

not considered to be naturally predisposed to violence (Noricks, Noricks). Rather,

Richard Rhodes argues �violent behavior is a consequence of violent socialization� as

quoted in (Noricks, Noricks). The formation of these norms are a social process in

which violence becomes an acceptable tactic (Brynjar and Skjølberg, 2000; Crenshaw,

1981). These norms are often linked to cultural propensities of violence, ideological

factors, historical experience, or the speci�c actions of an adversarial group (Miller,

2006; Noricks, Noricks; Brynjar and Skjølberg, 2000; Crenshaw, 1981; Gurr, 1970).

However, attempting to derive a cause of terrorism from these factors is controversial.

Noricks contends that �perhaps the area of greatest disagreement ... is the rela-

tionship between culture, ideology, religion, and terrorism� (Noricks, Noricks). There

is a tendency in the literature to conclude that a speci�c cultural, ideological, or reli-

gious trait is the cause of terrorism (Noricks, Noricks; Ross, 1993; Pape, 2003, 2005;

Sageman, 2004, 2008; Juergensmeyer, 2003; Krueger and Male£ková, 2003). These

approaches tend to lead to a fundamental attribution error that all members of that

group are terrorists (Noricks, Noricks; Ross, 1993; Pape, 2003, 2005; Sageman, 2004,

2008; Juergensmeyer, 2003; Krueger and Male£ková, 2003). For instance, Oberschall

argues that there must be �an ideology or belief system ... which frames discontent

into legitimate grievances, ... holds political leaders and elites responsible, transforms

discontent into grievances, ... and justi�es violence means� (Oberschall, 2004). Under

this approach, the social norms are considered to be the de-facto cause of terrorism.

However, this approach views the social bodies as a precipitant cause of terrorism

and discard role of political entrepreneurs. These facilitative social structures can

provide the justi�cation, motivation, and organizational structures required for mass

mobilizations but have been repeatedly shown not to be a direct, precipitant cause

of terrorism (Noricks, Noricks; Pape, 2003, 2005; Juergensmeyer, 2003). Rather, a

political entrepreneur is required to translate these facilitative social structures and

violent norms into action. The role of the political entrepreneur will be discussed in
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the precipitant causes of terrorism section below.

Fourth and �nally, the majority of the literature on the permissive root causes

of terrorism is done at the individual level. There are two approaches to addressing

the root causes of terrorism at this level: psychological approaches and sociological

approaches.

The psychological approaches in the literature have been dominated by the at-

tempt to generate a psychological pro�le of individuals involved in terrorist organi-

zations (Corrado, 1981; Crenshaw, 1981, 2000; Gurr, 1990; Freedman, 2005; Horgan,

2003; Miller, 2006; Post, 1990; Silke and Merari, 2003; Speckhard, 2006; Taylor and

Horgan, 2006; Thayer, 2007; Victoro�, 2005). Brynjar and Skjolberg summarize the

logic of psychological approaches as assuming �nonviolent behaviour is the accepted

norm, and that those engaged in terrorist activities therefore necessarily must be

abnormal� (Brynjar and Skjølberg, 2000). The psychological approaches seek to dis-

tinguish a psychological pro�le of terrorists through delays in cognitive development,

the pursuit of individual identity, narcissistic tendencies, susceptibility to moral po-

larization, or novelty seeking tendencies among other explanations (Crayton, 1983;

Crenshaw, 2000; Post, 1990; Ross, 1993; Shaw, 1986; Taylor and Quayle, 1994; Taylor

and Horgan, 2006; Victoro�, 2005). However, there is little empirical substantia-

tion to these approaches (Brynjar and Skjølberg, 2000; Crenshaw, 2000). What little

empirical study has been done has been plagued by low samples sizes and the lack

of systematic comparison to non-terrorist samples (Victoro�, 2005). Walter Reich

argues that �psychological accounts of terrorism are replete with explanations that

ignore or blur the variety and complexity ... a product of loose and weak thinking,

a disregard for the need for evidence, and the habit, unfortunately endemic in so

many areas of psychological discourse, of having a single idea and applying it to ev-

erything� as quoted in (Victoro�, 2005). As Andrew Silke observed, �[a]fer 30 years

of research all that psychologists can safely say of terrorists is that their outstanding

characteristic is their normality� as quoted in (Thayer, 2007). This �nding is sub-

stantiated throughout the literature (Brynjar and Skjølberg, 2000; Crenshaw, 1981;

Horgan, 2003; Sprinzak, 1995; Turk, 2004; Victoro�, 2005). However, most research

done at the individual level of analysis on the causes of terrorism focus �nd stronger

substantiated relationship between sociological factors and the emergence of terrorism

(Corrado, 1981). The literature based on sociological explanations of terrorism focus

on three broad causes: modernization, human insecurity, and economic problems.

Modernization facilitates terrorism by creating social instability (Brynjar and

Skjølberg, 2000). For instance, Charles Kegley Jr. argues, �terrorism [occurs] be-
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cause modern circumstances make terrorist methods exceptionally easy� as quoted in

(Brynjar and Skjølberg, 2000). Advancements in communication and transportation

technology increase the organizational capacity and ease in which groups can recruit

members and access resources (Brynjar and Skjølberg, 2000; Ho�man, 2004; Cronin,

2003; Crenshaw, 2000, 1981). Furthermore, modernization is a destabilizing force in

society (Crenshaw, 1981; Brynjar and Skjølberg, 2000; Noricks, Noricks). �The con-

cept of modernization� Norkicks contends �is a bit too broad to be empirically useful,

but it is based on the idea that societies transition from more traditional patron-

client relations toward market relations, which leads to an interrelated set of factors,

each constituting a potentially signi�cant permissive cause of terrorism� (Noricks,

Noricks). These factors include increasing urbanization and demographic shifts, un-

even economic growth, technological advancement and a general sense of alienation

and loss of identity (Crenshaw, 1981; Ehrlich and Liu, 2002; Ho�man, 1998; Noricks,

Noricks). The relationship between modernization and its e�ect on social instability is

di�cult to conceptualization. However, Noricks contends it �might best be understood

viscerally in terms of the e�ects of feelings of desperation, loss of valued traditions

and relationships, and general anxiety that often accompany modernization� (Noricks,

Noricks). This is how modernization, a social factor, links to individual feelings of

alienation and loss of identity (Miller, 2006). Quintan Wiktotwicz contends that

modernization creates a crisis that �shakes certainty in previously accepted beliefs

and renders an individual more receptive to the possibility of alternative views and

perspectives� as quoted in (Helmus, Helmus). �The process of modernization�, Noricks

argues �destabilizes society and may ultimately weaken the perceived legitimacy of

the state as it undergoes a rapid expansion and centralization� (Noricks, Noricks).

Modernization exacerbates the demand placed on the state and can increase basic

human insecurity.

Human insecurity encapsulates a broad and ambiguous set of grievance produc-

ing issues, but is considered a signi�cant cause of terrorism (Ehrlich and Liu, 2002;

Krueger and Male£ková, 2003; Speckhard, 2006; Piazza, 2008b; Callaway and Harrelson-

Stephens, 2006; Feldmann and Perala, 2004). Basic human insecurity refers to the

conditions in which populations are unable to access the most basic human needs or

are systematically denied the ability or resources to improve their condition. These

conditions are often associated with a lack of health care or education, widespread

crime or disease, and is often systematically directed towards a speci�c sub-section of

the population. Human insecurity is further exacerbated by human rights violations

by the state (Noricks, Noricks; Callaway and Harrelson-Stephens, 2006; Feldmann
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and Perala, 2004). These conditions are generally considered to erode the legitimacy

of the state as well as create widespread feelings of humiliation, despair, or impotence

within a population (Miller, 2006; Ho�man, 1998).

Finally, factors of economic discontent are considered to be a major, but indirect,

contributing cause of terrorism. In particular, factors such as poverty, lack of em-

ployment opportunities, economic stagnation, and inadequate resources all contribute

to the onset of terrorism (Abadie, 2006; Benmelech, Berrebi, and Klor, Benmelech

et al.; Benmelech and Berrebi, 2007; Berrebi, Berrebi; Burgoon, 2006; Krueger and

Male£ková, 2003; Krueger and Laitin, 2008; Piazza, 2006; Berrebi, 2003; Feldmann

and Perala, 2004; Callaway and Harrelson-Stephens, 2006; Sambanis, 2004; Horne

and Bloom, Horne and Bloom). There is signi�cant debate in the literature regarding

the e�ects of these factors since, as Cale Horne and Mia Bloom argue, �viable ways

to address the socio-economic roots of terrorism are far from obvious� (Horne and

Bloom, Horne and Bloom).

The logic for this approach is derived from studies in traditional criminal literature

that as the level education increases, economic prospects increase and individuals be-

come less willing to engage in risky behavior (Burgoon, 2006; Krueger and Male£ková,

2003). However, much of the �ndings in the terrorism literature contradict the ex-

pectation that terrorists are relatively less educated than their non-terrorist peers

(Azam, Azam; Benmelech and Berrebi, 2007; Berrebi, 2003; Burgoon, 2006; Caplan,

2006; Krueger and Male£ková, 2003; Llussa and Tavares, 2007; Noricks, Noricks). Fur-

thermore, the literature recurrently �nds that terrorists are not, relatively, more poor

or illiterate (Benmelech, Berrebi, and Klor, Benmelech et al.; Bueno de Mesquita,

2008; De Mesquita, De Mesquita; Krueger and Laitin, 2008; Piazza, 2006). As a

result, Krueger and Maleckova argue that �economic models of crime tend not to

be applicable to terrorism based on the �ndings that participat[ion] in terrorism is

positively related to income level and education� (Krueger and Male£ková, 2003).

There is a substantial amount of literature that agrees with Krueger and Maleckova's

assessment and contend that political factors tend to be of greater importance than

common economic indicators (Piazza, 2006; Krueger and Laitin, 2008; Li and Schaub,

2004; Abadie, 2006). However, there is a debate in the literature that questions these

conclusions.

Numerous authors have argued that economic factors do a�ect the onset of ter-

rorism (Abadie, 2006; De Mesquita, De Mesquita; Li and Schaub, 2004; Ross, 1993;

Benmelech, Berrebi, and Klor, Benmelech et al.; Brynjar and Skjølberg, 2000). On

theoretical grounds, Ethan Bueno De Mesquita argues that economic conditions like
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poverty and income inequality a�ect levels of deprivation, feelings of injustice, and

increase grievances (De Mesquita, De Mesquita). The lack of strong empirical con-

clusions tends to discount the role economic indicators play in causing terrorism

(Blomberg et al., 2004; Bueno de Mesquita, 2008). However, an analysis of the sup-

ply and demand factors terrorism illuminates the complex role of economic factors on

terrorism.

The supply and demand aspect of terrorist organizations tends to distort the em-

pirical relationship between individual economic factors such as education, poverty,

unemployment, and economic growth and terrorism. Cale Horne and Mia Bloom ar-

gue that the connection between economic factors, especially poverty, and terrorism

cannot be easily dismissed (Horne and Bloom, Horne and Bloom). In fact, it com-

monly agreed that feeling of despair over economic conditions can be exploited by

political entrepreneurs (Burgoon, 2006; Horne and Bloom, Horne and Bloom). How-

ever, multiple studies show that perpetrators of terrorism tend not to be in economic

despair of any kind relative to their peers (Berrebi, 2003; Krueger and Male£ková,

2003). It is important to note the literature considers economic factors to increase the

supply of willing individuals to join terrorist organizations, but does not a�ect the de-

mand for terrorist volunteers (Bueno de Mesquita, 2008). Ethan Bueno de Mesquita is

skeptical that economic factors ought to be dismissed. Because the empirical �ndings

that show terrorists to be better educated and relatively wealthy does not re�ect the

screening process in which terrorist organizations choose speci�c types of operatives

for terrorist attacks (Bueno de Mesquita, 2008; De Mesquita, De Mesquita; Benm-

elech, Berrebi, and Klor, Benmelech et al.; Benmelech and Berrebi, 2007; Benmelech

et al., 2007; Berman and Laitin, 2005; Piazza, 2008a). Terrorist organizations choose

recruits that are most likely to succeed in executing an attack (Benmelech and Berrebi,

2007; Benmelech et al., 2007; Benmelech, Berrebi, and Klor, Benmelech et al.). Efraim

Benmelech and Claude Berrebi present empirical evidence show that better educated

terrorists are usually more e�ective in carrying out logistically complex and dangerous

attacks than their less education counterparts (Benmelech and Berrebi, 2007; Benm-

elech et al., 2007; Benmelech, Berrebi, and Klor, Benmelech et al.). The literature

on suicide terrorism indicates a consensus that better educated individuals are more

e�ective in executing an attack (Berman and Laitin, 2005). While this line of argu-

ment does not show that economic factors directly cause terrorism, it does provide

a general framework to argue that economic factors to in�uence the onset of terror-

ism and should not be discounted (Abadie, 2006). Furthermore, Bueno de Mesquita

contends that the data employed in economic analysis of terrorism often masks the
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e�ect of economic variables and concludes that �the economy may have a variety of

e�ects on terrorism at the micro level that ... are not observable at the macro level�

(de Mesquita, 2008).

Finally, terrorism requires precipitating causes to emerge. Two factors are gen-

erally identi�ed as being precipitant factors: political entrepreneurs and windows of

opportunities. These factors receive less attention due to the di�culties distinguish-

ing speci�c entrepreneur(s), events, or circumstances that directly precipitated the

emergence of terrorism. Furthermore, these factors can be ephemeral as an individual

or opportunitiy may in�uence on the onset of violence but the terrorist movement

itself can continue long after these entrepreneurs are eliminated and the windows of

opportunities close. As a result, examination of these factors do not lend themselves

to uncovering any policy relevant prescriptions and, due to the problem solving ap-

proach, tend not be addressed. However, it has been repeatedly noted that terrorism

cannot emerge based on permissive factors alone (Gupta, 2005). Thus, addressing

the literature on precipitant factors is required to provide a complete understanding

of the causes of terrorism.

To begin with, political entrepreneurs are required to establish the coercive nar-

rative of the terrorist organization. They translate grievances into action and often

facilitate or espouse a philosophy that legitimizes the use of violence. Even though

mobilizing structures may already pre-exist in a society, a political entrepreneur is

necessary to manipulate a movement away from other forms of protest and towards

the use of violence. It is widely agreed upon that among the few identi�ed precipitant

factors required for the emergence of terrorism, the presence of a political entrepreneur

is critical (Gupta, 2005, Gupta). Ultimately, Gupta concludes, that the emergence of

terrorism �rests with the ability of a political entrepreneur to take the aspects of frus-

tration and frame the grievances in terms a matter of collectively identity complete

with a plan of action� (Gupta, Gupta). There is growing evidence in the literature

that a�rms the idea that a political entrepreneur is a critical precipitant cause of ter-

rorism (Gupta, 2005; Llussa and Tavares, 2007; Perliger and Pedahzur, Perliger and

Pedahzur; Sageman, 2008). There are four arguments in the literature regarding why

a political entrepreneur deicides to employ terrorism: failure of conventional means,

declining social support, agenda setting, and contagion.

Failure to mobilize a population through nonviolent means is often cited as a

reason why political entrepreneurs decide to engage in violence (Noricks, Noricks;

Weinberg, 1991; Brynjar and Skjølberg, 2000; Della Porta, 1995; Weinberg et al.,

1992). As Brynjar and Skolberg argue, the �decision to employ terrorism often follows
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the failure to mobilize popular support for a radical political programme� (Brynjar

and Skjølberg, 2000). Declining social support refers to the attempt to compensate for

declining social support for a nonviolent agenda (Llussa and Tavares, 2007). Highly

motivated entrepreneurs seek to confront indi�erence in the general population by

adopting radical tactics (Weinberg, 1991).

Next, political entrepreneurs choose terrorism in order to compensate for the lack

of agenda setting power. When entrepreneurs become disa�ected with the inability

to participate in the agenda setting functions of the state, they are more likely to

engage in violent means as a way to in�uence political agendas outside of the legal

framework of the state (Brynjar and Skjølberg, 2000; Crenshaw, 1981). Terrorism

is often perceived to be a force multiplier that compensates for numerical weakness

which makes it especially appealing to entrepreneurs that lack the required social

support needed enter into the agenda setting process (Brynjar and Skjølberg, 2000).

Finally, political entrepreneurs choose terrorism because they witnessed the suc-

cessful use of terrorism in other locations and similar situations (Brynjar and Skjøl-

berg, 2000; Midlarsky et al., 1980; Crenshaw, 1981; Im et al., 1987; Dugan et al.,

2005).

The other precipitant cause of terrorism is the window of opportunity. The window

of opportunity is a vague concept in the literature. They are di�cult to distinguish

from many of the permissive factors but are nonetheless important to understanding

how violence is triggered. Windows of opportunity are closely related to a sense of ur-

gency to act within a population (Crenshaw, 1981). The sense of urgency can be asso-

ciated with the emergence of a broad societal movement or a speci�c triggering event.

Windows of opportunity, in the broad sense, typically emerge during times of social

change. Some authors contend that the emergence terrorism is closely associated

with periods signi�cant social change such as the anti-colonialization movement, the

spread of left-wing ideologies, millennial fear, or religious fundamentalism (Rapoport,

2001). Groups see the use of terrorism as a means to expedite these changes (Cren-

shaw, 1981). A window of opportunity might also emerge from a change that occurs

in a more localized context. Factors such as changes in public support for a cause or

the emergence of a sympathetic international climate may also in�uence the decision

to engage in terrorism (Oberschall, 2004). Most importantly, the perception that a

window of opportunity has opened is the factor that translates permissive factors into

precipitating factors. It is often di�cult to distinguish between permissive and pre-

cipitant factors because many permissive factors can open a window of opportunity

for terrorism to emerge. The literature on the timing of terrorist attacks often try
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to link violence to a speci�c event or signi�cant date (Abrahms, 2008; Berrebi and

Klor, 2008; de Mesquita and Dickson, 2007; De la Calle and Sánchez-Cuenca, 2007;

Jaeger and Paserman, 2008; Krueger and Laitin, 2008; Kydd and Walter, 2006, 2003;

Pape, 2005, 2003; Siqueira and Sandler, 2006). However, windows of opportunity do

not necessarily have a cause and e�ect type logic to them.

In conclusion, there are three broad permissive factors that contribute to the onset

of terrorism: facilitative norms about the use of violence, grievances, and mobilization

structures.5 Furthermore, the review of the literature also identi�ed two precipitant

causes of terrorism: political entrepreneurs and windows of opportunities. Noricks

concludes that there is substantive agreement in the literature that these general fac-

tors form the basis for the root causes (Noricks, Noricks). However, when attempting

to identify the speci�c causal factors that initiate terrorism, the level of agreement in

the literature begins to diminish (Noricks, Noricks). These issues are a re�ection of

the current state of the literature. Martha Crenshaw noted in 1981, that �nowhere

among the highly varied treatments does one �nd a general theoretical analysis of the

causes of terrorism� (Crenshaw, 1981). Most of the literature on the root causes of

terrorism, as Ross contends �simply list the possible causes of terrorism, but fail to

note which factor(s) a�ect them and which are hierarchically more important than

others, as well their �ndings are not generalizable beyond a particular country, or

historical period� (Ross, 1993).

While there is no general consensus on a causal model of the emergence of terror-

ism, the review of the literature does provide a comprehensive review of the factors

form the root causes of terrorism. This review of the root causes of the literature

form the basis of the coercive narrative terrorist organizations attempt to establish.

Because the same factors that are thought to cause terrorism also in�uence the level of

support for terrorist movements as well as form the basis for recruitment into terror-

ist organizations, the root causes are intricately linked to the sustainment of terrorist

organization as they attempt to use violence to achieve their goals. The next section

of the literature review focuses on how terrorist organizations, once terrorism has

emerged, use violence to obtain its goals.

Strategies of Terrorism

Organizations use terrorism is a tactic used strategically to obtain a goal. While

the primary focus of the terrorism literature is to provide policy prescriptions, an

5See Figure 2 on page 27
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increasing amount of research also focuses on how organizations use terrorism to

obtain goals. Traditional terrorism research tends to discount the strategic use of

terrorism because of the opaque nature of terrorist decision making. Furthermore,

understanding the strategies of terrorism does not necessarily generate actionable pol-

icy prescriptions to combat terrorism. However, there is a consensus throughout the

literature that terrorist organizations believe they can use violence to in�uence its tar-

get audiences, advance group goals, and produce positive reactions within the group

(Atkinson et al., 1987; Azam, 2005; Crenshaw, 2001; Bloom, 2004; Brandt and San-

dler, Brandt and Sandler; de Mesquita and Dickson, 2007; De�em, 2004; De la Calle

and Sánchez-Cuenca, 2007; Freedman, 2007; Kydd and Walter, 2006; Marks, 2006;

McCormick, 2003; Merari, 1993; Metz and Millen, 2004; Pape, 2003, 2005; Richard-

son, Richardson; Sandler and Scott, 1987). Accordingly, terrorist organizations use

violence strategically.

In a generic sense, terrorists use violence as form of costly signaling to demonstrate

the organization's resolve, displeasure, or strength (Blomberg et al., 2004; de Mesquita

and Dickson, 2007; Kardes and Halls, 2005; Llussa and Tavares, 2007; Overgaard,

1994; Kydd and Walter, 2006). Kydd and Walter contend that because threats are

cheap �terrorists who wish to in�uence the behavior of an adversary must resort to

costly signals ... [that are] actions so costly that blu�ers and liars are unwilling to

take them� (Kydd and Walter, 2006). However, an organization employs terrorism

because it lacks the strength to achieve its goals through strength of arms alone

(Freedman, 2007). Thus, terrorist organizations only use violence for coercive pur-

poses (Freedman, 2007). Additionally, coercive strategies re�ect a unique relationship

to the target of the violence (Freedman, 2007). Coercive strategies �have the problem

of persuading an adversary who remains a voluntary agent to change behavior in re-

sponse to threats� (Freedman, 2007). The literature focuses primarily on the coercive

nature of terrorist violence. However, this tendency is problematic when examining

the actions of terrorist organizations.

It has been noted repeatedly that terrorist organizations fail to establish a stable

political platform and routinely engage in inter-group con�ict with groups with iden-

tical political platforms, all of which contradict the ability to establish an e�ective

coercive narrative (Abrahms, 2006a,b, 2008). This contradiction arises because ter-

rorist organizations also use violence to sustain the group (Abrahms, 2008). Thus,

the strategic application of coercive violence is thought to directed towards multiple

parties simultaneously (Josiger, 2008; Kydd and Walter, 2006; Schmid, 2005). Table

4 lists the audience, goal, and strategies of terrorism.
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Table 4: Terrorist Goals and Strategies by Audience

Audience Goal Sustainment Goal Political
Goals

Active Public Maintain support Intimidation

Passive
Public

Recruitment Propaganda

Intra-Group Solidarity Operational Security

Inter-Group Marginalization Outbidding

Enemy Political Victory Provocation Attrition

There are �ve primary audiences for terrorist violence: the active public, passive

public, intra-group members, intra-group members, and the enemy. The active public

refers to the general supporters of a terrorist organization within a population. These

are the individuals who provide support for the terrorist organization but are not ac-

tive participants within the organization. The passive public refers to the individuals

that are indi�erent to the terrorist organization but do not support the government.

Intra-group individuals refer to the actual member of the organization while the inter-

group individuals refers to members of competing organizations. Finally, the enemy

refers to both the government and local supporters of the government. The enemy is

the conduit to which terrorist organizations can achieve their political goals.

Table 4 also identi�es the two broadest goals of terrorist organizations: organiza-

tional sustainment and political goals. Table 4 also identi�es the �ve general strategies

of terrorist organizations: to maintain support, recruitment, solidarity, marginaliza-

tion, and political victory. Each of these goals is directed to a speci�c audience.

Terrorist organizations direct violence towards each of these audiences as a strategy

to either sustain the group or to obtain political objectives. Before discussing the

strategic uses of terrorist violence, it is necessary to understand the political and

sustainment goals of terrorist organizations.

Political goals usually represent the ultimate desires of the organization. Kydd and

Walter identify �ve general political goals of terrorist organizations: regime change,

territorial change, policy change, social control, and status quo maintenance (Kydd

and Walter, 2006). However, beyond this discussion there tends to be little examina-

tion of the dynamics of political goals in the literature. Political goals are not widely

examined in the literature for four primary reasons. First, political goals are regarded

as de�ning characteristic of terrorism. All terrorism is political nature. As a result,
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most research does not attempt to articulate the speci�c goals a terrorist organiza-

tion. Second, political goals are not examined because it is assumed that the goal of

terrorism is synonomous with the root causes of terrorism. Third, the problem solv-

ing approach in the literature places little emphasis on understanding political goals

and greater emphasis on group sustainment. Fourth, the clandestine nature, internal

dynamics, and external constraints on terrorist organization may limit the ability of

a group to articulate a consistent political goal. Because of these four reasons, little

theoretical work has addressed the goals of terrorist organizations.

It is noted in the literature that terrorist organizations knowingly choose actions

that directly contradict their ability to achieve political goals (Abrahms, 2008). Ter-

rorist organization often forgo opportunities to engage in political processes, refuse

to accept signi�cant policy concessions, and refuse to disband even when the origi-

nal grievances have been rendered moot (Abrahms, 2008). Also, terrorist often use

violence against their supporters and in such a way to limit states' willingness to nego-

tiate Abrahms (2008). However, as Abrahms argues, terrorist organizations also act

in such a way to sustain the terrorist organization itself, and group sustainment is, in

and of itself, a goal of terrorist organizations (Abrahms, 2008). These contradictory

actions re�ect a strategy of self-sustainment.

A conclusion derived from the root cause literature is that terrorist organizations

represents a social movement to some degree. Pape contends that �[i]t is not that

terrorists pursue radical goals terrorists are simply the members of their societies who

are the most optimistic about the usefulness of violence for achieving goals that many,

and often most, support� as quoted in (Abrahms, 2006b). The root-cause literature,

however, is limited to only establishing the relationship between a social movement

and terrorism. In order to fully understand how terrorist organizations achieve its

goals, it is necessary to understand how organizations use terrorism stratgically. The

review of the strategies of terrorism will address how terrorist organizations use vio-

lence to sustain their organization, achieve its political goals, and adapt in response

to counter-terror policies.

The literature identi�es six separate strategies terrorist organizations employ in

an attempt to obtain its goals. An organization can use terrorism to ful�ll sepa-

rate strategies simultaneously. Therefore, the strategies of terrorism are conceptually

distinct but are di�cult to identify in reality.

First, terrorist organizations use violence as a form of intimidation aimed at main-

taining support from the active public. When communicating with the active public,

terrorist organization use violence, as Kydd and Walter argue, to �convince the pop-
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ulation that the terrorists are strong enough to punish disobedience and that the

government is too weak to stop them� (Kydd and Walter, 2006). Paul contends that

�intimidation ... can be extremely e�ective at generating certain kinds of support,

particularly passive support. Where �collaborators� are punished, average citizens are

much more likely to keep their heads down and chose to ignore evidence of terrorist

or insurgent activity� (Paul, Paul).

Second, organizations use terrorism as form of propaganda to recruit from the pas-

sive public. Brian Jenkins is frequently quoted in the literature that terrorist �want

a lot of people watching, not a lot of people dead� as quoted in (Jackson, Jackson).

Terrorist events are meant to communicate as well as act as a propaganda tool. It

is common in the literature to interchange the concept of communication and propa-

ganda. While all terrorism violence is meant to communicate, it is not always utilized

to maximize the propaganda value. This is a complex distinction in the literature

because terrorist violence is often arranged to ensure a message is heard by multiple

audiences. Propaganda, on the other hand, is meant for a speci�c strategic purpose:

to recruit members of the neutral public (Paul, Paul; Schmid, 2005; Schelling, 1991;

Bloom, 2004; Kydd and Walter, 2006; Marks, 2006; Metz and Millen, 2004; Helmus,

Helmus; de Mesquita and Dickson, 2007). Terrorist organizations maximize the pro-

paganda value of their attacks by maximizing the news value of the attack through a

process of target of selection and timing (Drakos and Gofas, 2006; de Mesquita and

Dickson, 2007). The propaganda value of the attack is meant to coerce non-supporters

into believing that the terrorist organization is a viable alternative to supporting the

government. Terrorist attacks with greater logistical complexity, attacks on highly

symbolic targets like national leaders or symbols, or coinciding with signi�cant dates

require greater resources and risk but are often employed to maximize the e�ect of

the propaganda strategy of terrorism (de Mesquita and Dickson, 2007).

Third, organizations direct terrorism towards intra-group members as a form

of internal discipline (de Mesquita, 2008; Bloom, 2004; Bueno de Mesquita, 2005;

De Mesquita, 2005; de Figueiredo Jr and Weingast, de Figueiredo Jr and Weingast;

Berrebi and Klor, 2006). Violence is typically directed towards possible enemy collab-

orators, defectors, or non-compliant members in order maintain operational security.

The threat of factionalization is a signi�cant threat to the internal security of a terror-

ist organization (Arce and Sandler, 2007; Bueno de Mesquita, 2005; Rosendor� and

Sandler, 2005; Shapiro and Siegel, 2007; Brophy-Baermann and Conybeare, 1994;

Enders and Sandler, 1993; Kress and Szechtman, 2008). Lawrence Freedman argues

that �because of the large gap between ends and means ... [there is] a lack of a
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natural consensus on how to advance a campaign against the main enemy� terrorist

organizations often fragment into competing factions (Freedman, 2007). Intra-group

violence is common in terrorist organizations. For instance, Sanchez-Cuenca and de

La Calle found close to 15% of all deaths in western Europe terrorist organizations

were security related (Sanchez-Cuenca and de la Calle, 2009). However, this type of

violence is the least likely to be reported since there is some security reasons why

the organization would not the violence made public. However, the violence is likely

communicated to internal member to deter future defection.

Fourth, terrorist organizations employ terrorism as an outbidding strategy. Out-

bidding is the term, coined by Mia Bloom, to describe the increasing levels of terrorist

violence caused by inter-terrorist-group competition (Bloom, 2007, 2004). Often mul-

tiple terrorist organizations operate in the same space and compete for support from

the active public. Thus, terrorist organizations employ an outbidding strategy to

demonstrate to the active public that the terrorist organization is representing their

interests (Kydd and Walter, 2006). Again this strategic application of violence is in-

directly directed at the target audience. Outbidding is intended to coerce the active

public not to defect to competing organization. Thus, the terrorist organization is

also communicating to rival groups. This can create a situation where competing

terrorist organizations escalate their level of violence to maximize the coercive value

of their attacks (Bloom, 2004).

Fifth, government provocation is considered to be one of the most consistent

strategies of terrorist organizations (Kydd and Walter, 2006). Terrorist organiza-

tions apply violence in order to coerce the government into a disproportional and

indiscriminate response (Lake, 2003). The disproportional response is intended to

signi�cantly a�ect the wider population. There is a consensus that disproportional

state response to terrorist violence increases support from the active public, magni-

�es the propaganda e�ects of attacks, and maintains group cohesion (Bloom, 2007;

Brym and Araj, 2008; Brophy-Baermann and Conybeare, 1994; de Mesquita and

Dickson, 2007; Clauset, Heger, Young, and Gleditsch, Clauset et al.; Jaeger et al.,

2008; Kydd and Walter, 2006; Lake, 2003). Because, as Lawrence Freedman argues,

the ultimate goals of terrorist organizations may be too far in the future for each act

of violence to advance the political agenda, provocation strategies can demonstrate

that the violence is having an e�ect on the enemy (Freedman, 2007). It is impor-

tant to note that provocation is e�ective only when the government is incapable

or restrained from applying high levels of violence in response to terrorist attacks

(Kydd and Walter, 2006). Terrorist organizations often expect retaliation from the
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state (Brophy-Baermann and Conybeare, 1994). The use violence in a provocation

strategy is intended to trigger a counter-terror dilemma. The counter-terror dilemma

refers to the cyclical pattern of interaction where violence is met with increasing lev-

els of counter-terror violence which in turn generates more support and resources for

the terrorist organization (Allen and Colley, 2008; Brophy-Baermann and Conybeare,

1994; Catignani, 2005; Davenport, 1995; Enders and Sandler, 1993). This process rad-

icalizes supporters and increases the capacity and willingness for terrorist organiza-

tions to carry out more violent attacks in the future (De Mesquita, De Mesquita;

de Figueiredo Jr and Weingast, de Figueiredo Jr and Weingast; Rosendor� and

Sandler, 2004). As a result, governments dedicate more resources towards counter-

terror operations and less towards public good expenditures further reinforcing this

cycle (Siqueira and Sandler, 2006). As the cycle intensi�es, governments tend to

adopt increasingly repressive counter-terror actions leading to further radicalization

of the population (De Mesquita, De Mesquita; Rosendor� and Sandler, 2004; Kaplan

et al., 2006; Siqueira and Sandler, 2006; Jaeger, Paserman, and Scopus, Jaeger et al.;

Jaeger and Paserman, 2006, 2008; Silke and Merari, 2003; Gupta, 2005; Moore, 1998;

de Figueiredo Jr and Weingast, de Figueiredo Jr and Weingast; de Mesquita and

Dickson, 2007; Bueno de Mesquita, 2008; Gurr, 1970; Gupta et al., 1993; Sandler

et al., 1983; Ross and Gurr, 1989; Davenport, 1995; Allen and Colley, 2008). Thus by

provoking the government into a disproportionate response, a terrorist organization

can sustain itself by increasing its support base and using government repression as

justi�cation for the continued use of violence.

Sixth and �nally, terrorist organizations employ a strategy of attrition in order to

achieve their political goals. The strategy of attrition is intended to provide an �in-

dependent, decisive means of achieving the desired political ends� (Freedman, 2007).

Attrition is the only violent strategy terrorist organizations employ to achieve its

political goals (Kydd and Walter, 2006). Attrition is an asymmetric coercive strat-

egy intended convince the enemy that the continued cost of the con�ict would be

unendurable and should concede the terrorist organization (Betts, 2002). Attrition

strategies attempt to destabilize the economy or polity to undermine the e�ective-

ness and willingness of the enemy to continue the con�ict (Frey et al., a; Schelling,

1991). This is a strategy that occurs over time. David Lake summarizes the attrition

strategy as:

�Their strategy is to shift the balance of power in their favor and, over

time, to shift the bargaining range closer to their ideals. Practically,

this implies that no overt bargaining is likely to occur at the time of the
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terrorist act. The object is not to bargain over what is acceptable today,

but to change the range of what is acceptable tomorrow� (Lake, 2003)

Furthermore, terrorist organizations also demonstrate their resolve to continue the

con�ict through extreme acts of violence. The use of suicide bombing is often cited

as the most extreme sign of terrorist resolve (Pape, 2005, 2003). The logic being that

if individuals are willing to die for a cause then that action re�ects the commitment of

individuals to the organization and cause. Terrorist organizations also demonstrate

their resolve through the use of violence to spoil peace initiatives or negotiated set-

tlements by demonstrating that they will not accept any concession short of victory.

The spoiling strategy demonstrates a terrorist organization's commitment to a long

run con�ict of attrition (Kydd and Walter, 2006; Stedman, 1997).

There is some doubt in the literature whether or not attrition strategies are ef-

fective for obtaining political goals (Miller, 2007; Abrahms, 2006a; Schelling, 1991).

The consensus seems to be that more moderate groups with less grandiose political

goals that do not in�ict high civilian casualties are e�ective in achieving its goals

through attrition (Abrahms, 2006b; Miller, 2007; Cronin, 2006; Jones and Libicki,

2008). Thomas Schelling argued that terrorist organizations frequently accomplish

�intermediate means toward political objectives . . . but with a few exceptions

it is hard to see that the attention and publicity have been of much value except

as ends in themselves� (Schelling, 1991). However, there is an increasing body of

literature that argues that terrorism, in general, is e�ective as a coercive strategy

(Atran, 2004b; Dershowitz, 2002; Lake, 2003; Kydd and Walter, 2006, 2003; Pape,

2003, 2005). Attrition strategies can also come at a cost to the terrorist organization.

Often a terrorist organization must choose between violence for attrition sake and

violence for sustainment strategies (Sanchez-Cuenca and de la Calle, 2009). Over

time the targeted populations become desensitized to violence (Josiger, 2008). To

maintain the coercive e�ects of violence, terrorist groups must escalate their level

of violence (Sandler and Lapan, 1988). However, escalations of terrorist violence is

likely to cause to decline in popular support over time, so terrorist organizations must

balance their violence strategies with other forms of non-violence strategies.

While the review of the literature focuses mainly on the coercive uses of violence,

it is important to also address the primary non-violence coercive strategy terrorist

organizations often employ: the provision of social services. The role of terrorist or-

ganizations as a source of social services is a recurrent theme in the literature (Ly,

2007; Burgoon, 2006; Helmus, Helmus; Bloom, 2007). The provision of social services

is directed towards the public audiences, both active and neutral, as a government
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substitute. This is critical for terrorist organization because, as Benjamin Tejerina

noted, �at least in part, success or failure of an organization using political violence

directly depends as much on its military e�ciency as on its capacity to create a social

movement around itself, or to attract organizations from di�erent social movements to

its objectives� as quoted in (Magouirk et al., 2008). Provisions of social services allow

terrorist organizations to o�set the negative e�ects of violence and demonstrate that

the organization is committed to bene�ting the wider population (Sanchez-Cuenca

and de la Calle, 2009; Magouirk et al., 2008; Byman, 2001). Furthermore, the provi-

sion of social services act as an e�ective propaganda tool and denial of social services

can be a highly e�ective threat (Paul, Paul; Helmus, Helmus; Ly, 2007; Bloom, 2007;

Berman and Laitin, 2005).

The ability to distinguish which strategy in�uenced a terrorist attack is highly

problematic in the literature. The lack of a clear understanding of terrorist goals,

the process of internal decision making, the e�ects of time, and the fact that a single

terrorist attack could serve to advance one or all of these strategies simultaneously

makes examining them in systematic fashion di�cult. In the literature, the strategies

employed by a terrorist are often derived from the terrorist's tactics. Four general

tactical factors are employed in the literature: the attack tactic, the attack timing,

and the attack target (Sandler and Lapan, 1988; De la Calle and Sánchez-Cuenca,

2007, a).

First, attack tactics refer to the choice of weapon predominately used in terror-

ist campaigns (Atkinson et al., 1987; Sandler and Scott, 1987; Wilson, 2000; San-

dler and Lapan, 1988; Berman and Laitin, 2005; De la Calle and Sánchez-Cuenca,

a, 2007). Common terrorist attack tactics include, but are not limited to, hostage

taking, kidnapping, targeted killing, indiscriminate killing through small arms, con-

ventional bombings, suicide bombings and threats of future violence. Kidnapping,

distinct from hostage taking, is an e�ective intimidation strategy where a terrorist

organization uses kidnapping to threaten active public to maintain support through

fear (Paul, Paul). Hostage taking is distinct because it is used for propaganda pur-

poses. Terrorist organizations use the subsequent negotiation process as a platform to

espouse their ideology, grievance, and resolve (Wilson, 2000; Sandler and Scott, 1987).

Organizations employ targeted killing to maintain group cohesion, diminish the ca-

pabilities of a rival terrorist group, or to provoke a punitive government response.

Targeted killing refers to speci�c attacks where the victims of the violence are the ac-

tual targets. This type of violence would still be considered terrorist violence because

it is meant for certain coercive purposes (De la Calle and Sánchez-Cuenca, b, 2007).
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Indiscriminate killing refers to the general bulk of terrorist violence examined in the

literature. Indiscriminate violence is the most e�ective way for terrorist organizations

to achieve political victory through the process of attrition (Atran, 2004a). However,

indiscriminate killing may also service the strategy of intimidation since the active

public may be threatened by the random nature of the violence (De la Calle and

Sánchez-Cuenca, 2007; Berman and Laitin, 2005; Pape, 2003, 2005). Also, there is

a tendency for terrorist organization to increase indiscriminate violence to outdo its

rivals (Bloom, 2007, 2004; Brym and Araj, 2008). Terrorist organizations use various

techniques to attack in this fashion including, but not limited to, small arms, bombs,

and suicide bombing.

Second, the timing of an attack is often attributed to a speci�c strategy of ter-

rorism (Kydd and Walter, 2006, 2003; Pape, 2005, 2003; Jaeger and Paserman, 2008;

De la Calle and Sánchez-Cuenca, 2007; Berrebi and Klor, 2006, 2008; Gould, Klor,

and Scopus, Gould et al.; de Mesquita and Dickson, 2007; Siqueira and Sandler,

2006; McCormick, 2003). Often terrorist organizations choose highly symbolic dates

for terrorist attack in order maximize its propaganda value. Examples in the lit-

erature include connection to important historical dates that are important to the

group or society in general or speci�c to a terrorist organization. Furthermore, ter-

rorist attacks tend to correspond with signi�cant political events, such as elections,

in order to maximize its general coercive e�ect. The literature on attack timing gen-

erally concludes that timing of attacks advances a general narrative, can enhance

the propaganda value of attacks, and maximize the likelihood of provoking a strong

counter-terror response.

Third, a signi�cant amount of literature focuses on the target selection of terror-

ist violence (Sandler and Lapan, 1988; De la Calle and Sánchez-Cuenca, 2007, a).

The target of terrorist violence literature refers to the actual victim or location of

the terrorist attack. Targets, according to Berrebi and Lakdawalla, are chosen for a

combination of political �attractiveness, feasibility, e�ectiveness, and cost� (Berrebi,

Lakdawalla, and Santa Monica, Berrebi et al.). As a result, conclusions drawn about

speci�c strategies employed based on the target of terrorist violence can be prob-

lematic. However, Ignacio Sanchez-Cuenca and Luis de la Calle argue that target

selection exists on a spectrum from indiscriminate to highly discriminate (De la Calle

and Sánchez-Cuenca, b). As terrorist violence becomes indiscriminate, de la Calle

and Sanchez-Cuenca argue that terrorist organizations are focused more on a attri-

tion strategy while highly discriminate targets re�ect violence directed more towards

intra-group control or intimidating the wider population (De la Calle and Sánchez-
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Cuenca, b).

While there is an attempt to understand the presence of terrorist strategies through

the examination of tactics, it is important to note that the conclusions are limited. To

begin with, there is a tendency to associate terrorist tactics with terrorist goals in the

literature. Dipak Gupta argues that an organization reveal its ideological orientation

through its actions (Gupta, 2005). This assumption is adopted in a broad range of

evaluations of tactical factors of terrorism. Conclusions drawn from terrorist tactics

attempt to determine how extreme the ideology of the organization is, the level of

popular support the group has, even the likelihood that a terrorist organization will

successful in achieving their goals (Asal and Rethemeyer, 2008; Laqueur and Laquer,

1999; Ho�man, 1998; Lesser, 1999). However, these attempts discount the contextual

factors of terrorist tactics. Assumptions drawn about terrorist organizations from

their tactics ought to be treated with some moderation. Terrorist tactics are a re-

�ection of strategies not about the status of the terrorist organization itself. The

degree to which strategies can be determined by terrorist tactics are moderated by

the internal decision making process.

In conclusion, terrorist organizations act is such a way as to maximize the coer-

cive e�ect of their violent actions. However, terrorist organizations face a number

of constraints that limit their ability to construct a coercive narrative. Therefore,

there is a signi�cant e�ort in the literature to understand the constraints of terrorist

organizations in relationship to counter-terror operations.

Before addressing the literature on constraining factors to counter-terrorism, it is

important to note that despite the expansion of the research on terrorism there is little

attention paid to understanding of the e�ectiveness of counter-terror strategies (Lum

et al., 2006, 2008). In one of the few comprehensive reviews on the e�ectiveness of

counter-terrorism strategies, Cynthia Lum et. al., found only 15% of all the research

they reviewed indirectly addressed the question of counter-terror e�ectiveness, and

only seven of the 20,000 articles reviewed addressed the question of e�ectiveness

directly (Lum et al., 2006, 2008).

Lum et. al., argue that the e�ects of counter-terror strategies are typically not

directly observable due to the clandestine nature of terrorist organizations and state

counter-terror operations (Lum et al., 2006, 2008). Thus, most empirical evaluations

in the literature focus only on tactical countermeasures that could be directly observed

by the researcher (Alexander, 2006; Kaplan et al., 2006; Atran, 2004a,b; Pape, 2003;

Lyall, Lyall; Spencer, 2006; Zussman and Zussman, 2006). As a result, evaluating

the e�ectiveness of counter-terror strategies are often limited to theoretical debate.
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However, it is still important to understand how counter-terrorism is treated in the

literature.

Governments form counter-terror strategies in an uncertain environment and against

a highly adaptive and motivated enemy. The goal of counter-terror strategies is al-

ways to achieve victory for the state. This is often de�ned as the eradication of

a speci�c terror threat. However, actions needed to obtain total victory are often

beyond the willingness or ability for the state to achieve (Dershowitz, 2002). Even

though governments can employ a wider range of strategies and have more resources

at their disposal than a terrorist organization, there is a consensus that a government

cannot eliminate all of the reasons that may inspire a group to employ terrorist vio-

lence without signi�cant repercussions and costs. Because of this understanding, the

literature typically views counter-terror actions to be cost increasing either in a direct

or indirect fashion.

Direct counter-terror operations are intended to increase the material costs of a

terrorist attack. Primarily, the state employs tactical force against a speci�c organiza-

tion. The application of tactical force is primarily on counter-intelligence operations,

targeted assassinations, or wider state actions such as police action or military in-

tervention (David, 2002, 2003; Rosendor� and Sandler, 2004; Jacobson and Kaplan,

2007; Jaeger, Paserman, and Scopus, Jaeger et al.; Gambill, 1998; Bandyopadhyay

and Sandler, Bandyopadhyay and Sandler; Fierke, 2005; Brophy-Baermann and Cony-

beare, 1994; Jones, 2008; Franck and Melese, 2004; Jones and Libicki, 2008; Zussman

and Zussman, 2006; Housen and LOGIC, 2002; Carley et al., 2003; Kaplan et al.,

2006; Campbell and Connolly, 2003; Enders and Sandler, 1993; Catignani, 2005;

de Mesquita, 2005; de Mesquita and Dickson, 2007; Alexander, 2006; Arce M and

Sandler, 2005; De�em, 2004; Kress and Szechtman, 2008; Lempert et al., 2008; Lum

et al., 2006, 2008; Lyall, Lyall; Spencer, 2006). These actions are meant to directly

a�ect the operational capabilities of a terrorist organization (Rosendor� and Sandler,

2004; Frisch, 2006; Sandler and Enders, 2007). While direct action is intended to

disrupt and eventually destroy the terrorist organization, the primary mechanism is

increasing the cost of operations for a terrorist organization. In order for a terrorist

organization to operate e�ectively, it must maintain a level of operational security.

Counter-terror operations that disrupt the operational security force terrorist orga-

nizations to dedicate larger amounts of resources to maintaining their secrecy. Thus,

future attacks become more expensive and, theoretically, terrorism becomes too cost

prohibitive to pursue.

The literature on indirect, cost increasing methods falls under the broad concept
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of deterrence. There is a signi�cant debate in literature regarding the applicability

of the deterrence concept to terrorism (Roberts, 2007; Frey et al., b; Gupta et al.,

1993; Jones, 2008; Jones and Libicki, 2008; Arce M and Sandler, 2005; Heymann,

2002; Lempert et al., 2008; Housen and LOGIC, 2002; Dugan et al., 2005; Rosendor�

and Sandler, 2005; Thomas and Casebeer, 2004; Trager and Zagorcheva, 2005; Ca-

plan, 2006; Bar, Bar; Cadigan and Schmitt, Cadigan and Schmitt; Frey et al., a;

Melese and Angelis, 2004; Sandler and Siqueira, 2006). Opponents of the deterrence

concept argue that terrorist organizations do not respond to traditional deterrence

threats (Long, 2008). Proponents of the deterrence framework agree that the classical

deterrence framework of massive nuclear destruction during the Cold War is not appli-

cable to terrorism, but a re-conceptualization of deterrence to include both deterrence

by threat of retaliation and deterrence by denial are appropriate for counter-terror

frameworks (Roberts, 2007).

Unlike the targeting of capabilities, deterrence through denial is intended to in-

crease the cost of an attack by erecting defensive barriers to terrorism (Arce M and

Sandler, 2005; Bandyopadhyay and Sandler, Bandyopadhyay and Sandler; Cauley

and Im, 1988; Enders and Sandler, 1993, 2005; Housen and LOGIC, 2002; Jones,

2008; Jones and Libicki, 2008; Powell, 2007; Rosendor� and Sandler, 2004; Sandler

and Enders, 2007; Sandler, 2009; Thomas and Casebeer, 2004). Deterrence through

threats refers to the more classical sense of the deterrence concept: the threat of

retaliation as a coercive mechanism (Gupta et al., 1993; Roberts, 2007). While ap-

plication of deterrent threats is widely examined, it is criticized for assuming that

terrorist organizations respond to the threats. In sum, as Brad Roberts argues, �the

role of deterrence [is no longer] foundational to national security in the way it was in

the Cold War,� but it is often used as a cost increasing mechanism for counter-terror

strategies (Roberts, 2007).

The primary critique of these strategies, as Bruno S. Frey et. al., is that they only

raise the material costs of terrorism, but e�ective counter-terror policies must also

raise the opportunity costs (Frey et al., a). Counter-terror policies can increase the

opportunity cost of terrorism by addressing grievances or by denying political gain.

The �rst mechanism used to increase the opportunity cost of a terrorist organi-

zation is to address the root grievances of the terrorist organization (Anderton and

Carter, 2005; Frey et al., a; Housen and LOGIC, 2002; Sandler and Enders, 2007).

Grievance addressing policies incentivize moderate elements of a terrorist organiza-

tion and its support base to forgo terrorism, reframe the government in a positive

light, and increase the e�ectiveness of other counter-terror operations (de Mesquita,
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2003; Byman, 2009; Caplan, 2006; Bueno de Mesquita, 2008, 2005; de Mesquita, 2005;

Sederberg, 1995).

The other way counter-terror policies are considered to increase the opportunity

costs terrorist organizations is by denying the organization political gain. This policy

is encapsulated in the no-negotiation paradigm in the literature (Abrahms, 2008).

Ethan Bueno de Mesquita contends that �if governments do not [negotiate], the argu-

ment goes, potential terrorists will be deterred because they will believe that violence

will be unlikely to further their goals� (Bueno de Mesquita, 2008).

In sum, all the counter-terror methods addressed in the literature are intended

to increase the cost of operations for a terrorist organization. However, terrorist

organization readily adapt to changes in their environment. The review of the liter-

ature typically concludes that terrorist organizations are able to e�ectively manage

cost-increasing initiatives through a number of common adaptations.

Terrorist organizations are highly �uid and adapt readily in order to o�set the

costs of counter-terror initiatives. Direct counter-terror costs are generally viewed

as being less preferred to indirect costs. Terrorist organizations can generally adapt

better to overcome the indirect costs. As a result, o�setting direct costs are the

primary imperative of terrorist organizations. Direct costs are much more disruptive

to a terrorist organization than indirect costs.

The primary way terrorist organizations adapt to o�set direct counter-terror op-

erations is by modifying its organization structure (Jackson et al., 2005; Helfstein,

2009; Carpenter et al., 2002; de Mesquita, 2008; Enders and Su, 2007; Perliger and

Pedahzur, Perliger and Pedahzur; Shapiro, 2005; Ho�man, 2004; Lesser, 1999; Sage-

man, 2004, 2008; Jackson et al., 2005; Krebs, 2002). To begin with, the literature

focuses on two generic forms of terrorist organizations: the networked form and the

hierarchical form. The network form is characterized by a relatively �at organization

of multiple cell-like command and control groups (Helfstein, 2009). Networked orga-

nizations are leaderless by de�nition only loosely related to one another through an

ideological leadership rather than a direct leadership (Mayntz, Mayntz). Whereas, hi-

erarchical organizations have a clearly bounded membership with codi�ed horizontal

relationships that denote rank and authority (Mayntz, Mayntz; Heger et al., 2008).

Furthermore, hierarchical organizations are also characterized by a clear vertical dis-

tribution, or specialization, of rights and duties (Mayntz, Mayntz; Heger et al., 2008).

In reality, these organizational forms exist on opposite ends of a spectrum (Heger

et al., 2008). Terrorist groups adopt an organization that best counteracts direct

counter-terror costs (Goolsby, 2006). Both forms have their advantages and disad-
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vantages for terrorist organization. Networked organizations are assumed to be more

adaptive and �uid in response to counter-terror actions (Mayntz, Mayntz). Net-

worked organizations allow each cell a signi�cant degree of autonomy to conduct

terrorist activities. This autonomy requires the cells to foster a broad skill set and

become relatively self-su�cient in the decision making and resource procurement pro-

cess. Because of this autonomy, networked organization are more secure because the

di�erent cells are not linked closely together either through a hierarchical leadership

or by being dependent on other parts of the organization for resources (Enders and

Jindapon, 2008; Heger et al., 2008; Helfstein, 2009). Furthermore, networked organi-

zations require fewer resources to maintain the organization so a greater percentage

of available resources can be dedicated towards terrorist attacks (Marks, 2006; Asal

and Rethemeyer, 2008). As a result, networked forms of terrorist organizations are

preferred in environments where states can impose high direct costs.

Hierarchical organizations, by contrast, have clearly de�ned organizational struc-

ture that allows a central leader to set the group's agenda, have clearly de�ned en-

forcement mechanisms to maintain the organization, and can coordinate actions more

e�ciently (Heger et al., 2008; Shapiro and Siegel, 2007; Mayntz, Mayntz; Enders and

Jindapon, 2008). Furthermore, hierarchical organizations also allow individuals to

specialize in a skill which allows for a more e�cient allocation of resources and the

organization to create an economy of scale that is highly productive in producing

terrorism (Heger et al., 2008; Mayntz, Mayntz; Asal and Rethemeyer, 2008). Fi-

nally, hierarchical organizations are assumed able to learn more e�ciently as new

information is better processed through a central hierarchical leadership that can

receive input from specialists and disseminate the learning throughout the organiza-

tion (Post et al., 2002). Hierarchical forms of terrorist organization tend to emerge

in places where states are ine�ective at imposing high direct costs. However, these

idealized organization forms are also assumed in the literature to create signi�cant

problems for terrorist organizations.

In the networked form, the primary problem is the issue of coordination (En-

ders and Jindapon, 2008; Heger et al., 2008; Tucker, Tucker). With a networked

organization, the decision making is largely left to the separated cell units. As a

result, di�erent groups can form competing agendas and adopt its own strategies

(Enders and Jindapon, 2008; Heger et al., 2008). There is also a lack of enforce-

ment methods to punish groups that pursue its own agendas (Heger et al., 2008).

The only accountability mechanism available in these forms of organizations is, as

Tucker argues, �an accepted set of standards of conduct, supported by peer pressure�
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(Tucker, Tucker). The lack of an e�ective enforcement mechanism to eliminate com-

peting agendas makes networked highly susceptible to factioning (de Mesquita, 2008;

Stedman, 1997; Kydd and Walter, 2003; Siqueira and Sandler, Siqueira and Sandler;

de Mesquita and Dickson, 2007; Bueno de Mesquita, 2008; de Mesquita, 2005). The

risk of factionalization highlights the limititations of networked organizations have

in coordinating their actions. Terrorist organizations attempt to circumvent these

de�ciencies by emphasizing the formation of cells around strong familial or friendship

bonds (Helfstein, 2009; Sageman, 2004).

Hierarchical organizations also face a number of issues. The primary issue is that

the organizational form relies on the hierarchical relationships to function. There-

fore, a disruption to high enough level of the organization can compromise the entire

organization (Tucker, Tucker). Furthermore, with a hierarchical organization, a bu-

reaucracy is required to ensure the organization functions. This is generally assumed

to limit, distort, or slow the �ow new information from reaching the necessary deci-

sion makers (Mayntz, Mayntz; Tucker, Tucker). The bureaucracy can be resistant to

adopt changes so adaptation is generally considered to be slow if not impossible in

highly bureaucratic hierarchical organizations (Tucker, Tucker).

In sum, terrorist organizations will �nd a balance between the security of net-

worked organizations and the coordination of hierarchical organizations in order to

o�set the direct costs of counter-terror operations (Goolsby, 2006; Enders and Jin-

dapon, 2008; Ressler, 2006; Krebs, 2002; Heger et al., 2008). At the same time, ter-

rorist organizations also adapt to indirect counter-terror operations by substituting

their attack tactics.

Terrorist organizations have been shown to substitute attacks over time, targets,

and tactics to increase the likelihood of attack success (Kardes and Halls, 2005; San-

dler and Enders, 2007; Brandt and Sandler, Brandt and Sandler; Im et al., 1987;

Helfstein, 2009; Enders and Sandler, 2002; Enders and Su, 2007; Cauley and Im,

1988; Clauset, Heger, Young, and Gleditsch, Clauset et al.; Spencer, 2006; Miller,

2006). Enders and Sandler have e�ectively shown that terrorist organizations readily

switch their attack tactics as response to counter-terror actions (Enders and Sandler,

1993, 2003; Sandler, 2009; Sandler and Scott, 1987). Terrorist organizations adapt

quickly to increases in costs for a preferred attack method and seek to maximize the

e�ectiveness of an attack by alternating to other attack tactics (Enders and Sandler,

2003). In addition to attack tactics, terrorist organizations have been shown to substi-

tute attack locations and the timing of attacks in order to counteract counter-terrorist

policies (Brandt and Sandler, Brandt and Sandler; Sandler, 2003; Enders and San-
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dler, 2003, 2006; Brophy-Baermann and Conybeare, 1994; Enders and Sandler, 1993;

Clauset, Heger, Young, and Gleditsch, Clauset et al.; Im et al., 1987; Moore, 1998;

Enders and Sandler, 2000, 2002). `

The relationship between terrorist organization and counter-terrorism is complex.

Unfortunately, from a theoretical perspective, there is little common understanding on

how counter-terror operations a�ect terrorist decision-making. Rather, the counter-

terror literature is primary focused on policy prescription. However, some conclusions

can be made from this literature in order to understand how counter-terror actions

a�ect the ability of terrorist organizations to establish a coherent coercive strategy

through violence to obtain their goals. Counter-terror polices are designed to increase

the cost of terrorism. Terrorist organizations readily adapt their organizational struc-

ture, utilize international borders, and substitute attack tactics to minimize the direct

costs of counter-terror. The underlying problem solving approach in the literature

focuses on how counter-terror operations can be improved in order to o�set these

adaptations. As a result, little attention is paid to understanding how terrorism

ends. The literature typically concludes that terrorism ends either as a result of

counter-terror policies or an internal terrorist decision to forgo violence. As a result,

conciliatory political solutions have not been systemically analyzed. The following

section will present the literature on how terrorism ends prior to the conclusion of

this section.

Decline of Terrorism

Because the literature on terrorism evolved as a response to current events, the un-

derstanding of how terrorism ends is seriously understudied (Cronin, 2006). The

literature on terrorism is episodic and problem solving in nature, and the primary

thrust of the extant literature focuses on the causes of terrorism and how to im-

plement e�ective counter-terror policies (Crenshaw, 1991; Cronin, 2006; Gurr, 1990;

Jones and Libicki, 2008; Ross and Gurr, 1989; Miller, 2007; Gvineria, Gvineria). As a

result, the understanding of how terrorism ends is not considered necessary in order

to solve the problem of terrorism (Cronin, 2006). Cronin contends that �given the

close ties between terrorism analysis and government support, when the perception of

imminent attacks subsides, support for solid research declines. Work on a declining or

defunct terrorist group is therefore typically sparser than is the tackling of its origin

and evolution� (Cronin, 2006). Furthermore, examining the end of terrorist organi-

zations is problematic from practical standpoint. Gvineria contends that due to the
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problems de�ning terrorism and the sporadic nature of terrorist attack patterns it is

di�cult to determine when a terrorist organization ends (Gvineria, Gvineria).

To begin with, assumptions about how terrorist groups end typically begin by

trying to link the causes of terrorism to the end of terrorism (Cronin, 2006). This

is a popular approach based on the logic that the once the impetus for terrorism is

resolved, terrorist violence will cease. However, one consistent conclusion regarding

the end of terrorism is that the rise and fall of terrorist organizations are rarely the

same (Gvineria, Gvineria; Cronin, 2006; Crenshaw, 1991). This is not to discount the

importance of understanding the origin of terrorist organizations and the social move-

ments they are associated with. The root causes can have an important secondary

role in in�uencing the a group's decision making process including the decision forgo

terrorism. Rather, the dynamic interaction between terrorist organizations and its

audience evolve over time and identifying the link between the causes of terrorism and

the end of terrorism becomes di�cult. As a result the evaluation of how terrorism

ends focuses on either, as Gvineria argues, either the �attributes of a particular group

or at the counter-terrorist policies of a state�(Gvineria, Gvineria).

Most of the literature on terrorist decline focuses on the e�ectiveness of counter-

terror actions (Enders and Sandler, 2000; Crenshaw, 1987; Gurr, 1990; Sederberg,

1995; Crenshaw, 1981; Weinberg and Eubank, 1994; Eubank and Weinberg, 2001; Li,

2005; Schmid, 1992; Ross and Gurr, 1989; Freedman, 2007; Kydd and Walter, 2006;

Jones and Libicki, 2008; Allen and Colley, 2008; Moore, 1998). Direct state action

refers to the traditional counter-terror operations of a state including the use of police

action, counter-intelligence operations, military force (both overt and covert actions),

and large-scale repression (Gvineria, Gvineria; Jones and Libicki, 2008). Direct state

action has been shown to be the most common mode of terrorist decline (Gvineria,

Gvineria; Jones and Libicki, 2008). Cronin contends that �because of the heavy state

interest in combating terrorism, the emphasis is understandably on a comparison

of counter-terrorist techniques used by states over the life span of each group, with

policy implications for current challenges� (Cronin, 2006).

Cronin contends that the organizational dynamics of group are especially popular

in the literature (Cronin, 2006). Organizational theories of terrorist decline focus on

how the internal pressures within the group cause the organization to disintegrate

(Crenshaw, 1987; McCormick, 2003; Oots, 1989). Cronin identi�ed �ve methods of

internal disintegration: the group factioning into smaller organizations, burning out

over time, the loss of leadership, unsuccessful generational transition, or the loss of

popular support.
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First, terrorist organizations decline through a process of factionalization and

burnout (Crenshaw, 1991, 1987; Bloom, 2004; Ross and Gurr, 1989; Kydd and Walter,

2006; Jaeger and Paserman, 2006; Jones and Libicki, 2008). Due to the competing in-

ternal agendas, disagreements over the use of violence, competition from other similar

groups, lack of progress made towards political goals and the lack of e�ective coordi-

nation and enforcement mechanisms discussed in the previous sections all contribute

to the possibility of terrorist organization disintegrating (Kress and Szechtman, 2008;

Jones and Libicki, 2008; Gvineria, Gvineria). Furthermore, the disunity of the group

can lead to simple burnout with members of the organizations forgoing terrorist in-

de�nitely (Gvineria, Gvineria; Ross and Gurr, 1989; Bloom, 2004; Crenshaw, 1991;

Jaeger and Paserman, 2006; Kydd and Walter, 2006).

Second, closely related to the disintegration of terrorist organizations is the loss

of terrorist leaders as a mode of terrorist decline. The loss of political entrepreneurs,

identi�ed as an important factor for causing terrorism, can eliminate the interlocutor

necessary to maintain the narrative of the terrorist organization. However, the litera-

ture is skeptical that loss of a terrorist leader alone is the direct cause for the decline

of terrorist organizations (Gvineria, Gvineria; Cronin, 2006; JORDAN, 2009; Jenkins,

1987; David, 2002, 2003; Jacobson and Kaplan, 2007; Zussman and Zussman, 2006;

Jones and Libicki, 2008). Because terrorist organizations adapt their organizational

structure to counteract the e�ects of counter-terror action, the lost of a leader does not

necessarily diminish the capacity of other clandestine parts of the organization from

continuing the con�ict (Gvineria, Gvineria; Cronin, 2006; Jenkins, 1987; JORDAN,

2009). Accordingly, the evaluation of policies of targeted assassination of terrorist

leaders is mixed (Gvineria, Gvineria; Cronin, 2006; JORDAN, 2009; Jenkins, 1987;

David, 2002, 2003; Jacobson and Kaplan, 2007; Zussman and Zussman, 2006).

Third, terrorism also declines through unsuccessful generational transition (Cronin,

2006; Gvineria, Gvineria; Ross and Gurr, 1989; Jones and Libicki, 2008). An unsuc-

cessful generational transition is usually a result of a terrorist organization's goals

become outdated or irrelevant over time (Gvineria, Gvineria; Enders and Sandler,

2000; Cronin, 2006). As a result, there is a general unwillingness among a younger

generation to sustain the terrorist organization (Cronin, 2006).

Fourth, the loss of support refers to the strategic miss-calculations that terrorist

organizations make (Enders and Sandler, 2000; Crenshaw, 1991; Cronin, 2006; Bur-

goon, 2006; Sederberg, 1995; Schmid, 1992; Ross and Gurr, 1989; Jones and Libicki,

2008). Because terrorism is a tactic to provoke an unpopular government response in

order to galvanize a wider population, violence can back�re when the counter-terror
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violence signi�cantly decreases the support of the terrorist organization (Gvineria,

Gvineria; Cronin, 2006).

Fifth, terrorism declines due to the emergence of new alternatives. Terrorist or-

ganizations can either move towards legitimate means of protest, towards criminality,

or towards full-�edged insurgency (Gvineria, Gvineria; Cronin, 2006; Ross and Gurr,

1989; Jones and Libicki, 2008). Terrorist organization often rely on illicit markets

to buy weapons, smuggle individuals and material, and to sell illicit goods to fund

terrorist operations, it not unlikely that terrorist organizations may move away from

terrorism for collective political goals and towards criminality to enhance their indi-

vidual wealth (Gvineria, Gvineria; Cronin, 2006). Gvineria argues that the �circum-

stances of such a shift can be diverse, but they appear to fall within one or more of the

di�erent dynamics associated with, for example, loss of the leader and support, orga-

nizational breakdown, and generational transition� (Gvineria, Gvineria). A terrorist

organization generally moves towards full-�edged insurgency when their movement

gains enough strength and support from the population to engage the state is direct

warfare (Gvineria, Gvineria; Ross and Gurr, 1989; Cronin, 2006; Kydd and Walter,

2006).

Sixth and �nally, the most neglected form of terrorist decline in the literature is

through terrorist success (Cronin, 2006; Gvineria, Gvineria). Only a small subset of

terrorist organizations has achieved substantial success (Cronin, 2006; Jones and Li-

bicki, 2008). Successful terrorist organizations typically have narrow, clearly de�ned

and realistically attainable goal or a power third party supporter (Abrahms, 2006b;

Cronin, 2003; Gvineria, Gvineria; Jones and Libicki, 2008). Gvineria argues that

substantial victory through terrorism alone is unlikely and many of the examples of

successful terrorist actions were accompanied by other less violent political action or

larger scale violence (Gvineria, Gvineria). However, there has been a growing litera-

ture that focuses on the idea that terrorism works to secure at least partial success

a terrorist organization and partial success is more likely to cause terrorist decline

than outright victory (Sederberg, 1995; Kydd and Walter, 2003; Pape, 2003, 2005;

Dershowitz, 2002; Lake, 2003; Trager and Zagorcheva, 2005; Atkinson et al., 1987;

Bapat, 2006; Lapan and Sandler, 1988; Spector, 2003; Pruitt, 2006; Pronin et al.,

2006; Neumann, 2007; Cronin, 2006, Cronin). Often, governments can subsume a

violent political movement by providing political alternatives through a negotiated

settlement, a viable political party emerges that is better able to address the grievance

of the terrorist organization, or the government takes action to addresses the main

source of grievances (Cronin, 2006; Sederberg, 1995). However, the dynamics associ-
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ated with conciliatory counter-terror strategies and the e�ects on terrorism are poorly

understood in the literature.

Literature Review Conclusions

In conclusion, the extant literature on terrorism is disparate. The lack of a consen-

sus de�nition of terrorism is a re�ection of the current state of the literature. The

lack of a de�nitive de�nition of terrorism limits the ability to integrate insights and

knowledge within the �eld. However, the study of terrorism has proceeded, primarily,

because the focus of the �eld is on solving the problem of terrorism. As a result, ad-

vancing the theoretical understanding of terrorism is secondary to �nding a solution

to the terrorism problem. It is an over-generalization to conclude that the entire �eld

ignores theoretical advancement in favor of the problem solving approach. Rather,

the problem solving approach is so pervasive within the �eld, it becomes di�cult to

present an accurate and coherent re�ection of the current understanding of the ter-

rorism literature. This literature review attempted to integrate the relevant literature

in order to address why terrorist violence increases after a government concession.

From the concepts of terrorism, it was argued that terrorism is a special form of

coercive violence. Terrorism, in accordance with this concept, is best characterized

as the tactical use of violence or the threat of violence to achieve a political goal.

Terrorist violence is intended to communicate to a message through the emphasis

on terror to a broad audience where the target of the violence is not necessarily the

victims of violence. Despite the fact that this conceptualization and characteristics

are used widely in the literature, the theoretical understanding of how organizations

use terrorism strategically is poorly understood.

The review of the literature on the causes of terrorism demonstrated that terror-

ism emerges as part of a wider social movement. There is no single or uni�ed causal

model that explains the emergence of terrorism. However, the use of terrorism can-

not be disassociated from its origins. The fact that terrorism emerges as part of a

social movement provides an opportunity for the government to address these social

grievances.

The strategies of terrorism reviewed the current literature on how organizations

use terrorism to achieve its sustainment and political goals as well as adapt to gov-

ernment counter-terror operations. Terrorism is a tactic used as part of an organiza-

tion's wider strategy to achieve a goal. All terrorist violence is intended to satisfy at

least one of the generic strategies identi�ed in the literature. While these strategies
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are identi�ed in the literature, the understanding of how terrorist organizations act

strategically is poorly understood. This lack of understanding is evident in the end

of terrorism literature.

The literature on the end of terrorism is a direct re�ection of the problem solving

approach. The primary focus in the end of terrorism literature is to assess the success

of government counter-terror operations in order to improve counter-terror operations

elsewhere. Secondary to that focus, is the assessments of terrorist organizations as

they a�ect the decline of terrorist organizations. The purpose of these assessments is

to identify the weaknesses of terrorist organizations in order to make policy recom-

mendations to combat comparable organizations. Thus, the end of terrorism literature

re�ects the wider tendency to forgo the development of theoretical understanding in

order to make direct counter-terror recommendations to policy makers. The e�ects

of conciliatory government policies and the decline of terrorism is under-studied be-

cause of the problem solving approach in the literature. The problem solving tendency

categorically rejects the idea of conciliatory counter-terror policies because it would

require the development of a theoretical understanding of terrorist behavior.

There is a signi�cant gap in the literature in understanding the strategic interac-

tion between a government and a terrorist organization. The problem solving ten-

dency in the literature has created a body of literature where policy recommendations

are prioritized above theoretical understanding of terrorist behavior. Terrorist orga-

nizations can respond to concessions in unexpected and contradictory ways. The

review of the literature demonstrates that terrorist organizations act strategically to

achieve their goals. In order to advance the understanding contradictory terrorist

behavior, it is necessary to address the theoretical gaps in the literature. This study

addresses why terrorist organizations escalate after a government concession. The an-

swer to that question is intended to �ll a gap in the theoretical understanding of the

strategic interaction between the government and a terrorist organization. By demon-

strating that terrorist organizations escalate their violence strategically in response

to government concessions, this study will advance the theoretical understanding of

terrorism. The next section will introduce the assumptions of the three theoretical

models examined in this study.

3 Theory

Three theoretical models seek to explain why terrorist violence increases after a gov-

ernment concession. The theory section seeks to introduce these three theoretical
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models and place them in a comparative framework. The �rst theory is the Spoil-

ing Theory developed by Andrew Kydd and Barbara F. Walter (Kydd and Walter,

2003). The Spoiling Theory contends that a terrorist organization escalates after a

concession in order to spoil the implementation of a government concession (Kydd

and Walter, 2003). The second theory is the Factioning Theory developed by Ethan

Bueno de Mesquita. The Factioning Theory contends that terrorist violence increases

because moderate members of a terrorist organization accept the concession while ex-

treme members continue the con�ict (de Mesquita, 2005; Bueno de Mesquita, 2005).

The still-active remaining terrorists escalate because of the organization became rel-

atively more extreme after the concession (de Mesquita, 2005; Bueno de Mesquita,

2005). Finally, the third theory is the Concession Maximizing Theory. The Con-

cession Maximizing Theory represents the popular conception that government con-

cessions embolden terrorist organizations to increase its level of violence to extract

greater concessions from the state. Each of these theories draw di�erent conclusions

regarding the relationship of terrorist violence and government concessions. However,

all three theories share some primary assumptions about that relationship. These pri-

mary assumptions provide the basis for comparing these three models.

The three theoretical models evaluated in this study share four primary assump-

tions regarding the relationship between a government concession and terrorist esca-

lation. First, each theory begins with the assumption that a concession a�ects the

reason for a terrorist escalation. Second, a government concession is a counter-terror

strategy. The intent of a concession is to lessen or eliminate the use of terrorism.

Third, the e�ect of a concession on a terrorist organization provides the causal ex-

planation why terrorist violence increases after a government concession. Fourth,

the relationship between a concession and a terrorist escalation is distinguished by

a distinct pattern of terrorist violence. Thus, the timing and duration of a terrorist

escalation correspond with a distinct theoretical pattern of behavior. Combined, the

reason for escalation, the intent of a concession, the e�ect of a concession on a ter-

rorist organization, and the observable pattern of behavior can be used compare the

applicability of the theories.

Using these primary assumptions as a guide for comparison, the following sections

will introduce each theoretical model compared in this study. Following the intro-

duction of the three theories, the conclusions are presented. The Spoiling Theory is

concluded to be the theory that most likely explains why terrorist violence escalates

after a government concession.
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Spoiling

The Spoiling Theory developed by Andrew Kydd and Barbara F. Walter contends

that a terrorist escalation after a government concession because a terrorist organiza-

tion is attempting to spoil the concession implementation (Kydd and Walter, 2003).

There are four basic contentions of the theory. The �rst contention is that a ter-

rorist organization decides to escalate its violence based on a limited tactical goal of

stopping the implementation of a government concession. The second contention is

that the concession is an existential threat to the terrorist organization. The con-

cession is a type of counter-terror tactic, according to the third contention, that the

government employs to undermine the popular support for the terrorist organization.

Finally, the fourth contention is that timing escalated levels of violence corresponds

with the implementation of the concession.

The decision to escalate the level of terrorist violence is a tactical decision. The

purpose of the escalation is to undermine the implementation of the concession. The

use of terrorism, in general, is a strategy intended to either sustain the organization

or obtain a political goal of the organization. The primary purpose of the tactical

escalation in the Spoiling Theory is to provoke the government. Speci�cally, the intent

is to provoke the government to renege on its concession. The provocation strategy is

intended to sustain the organization. Therefore, the Spoiling Theory assumes that the

concession poses a signi�cant threat to the terrorist organization's ability to sustain

its campaign into the future.

In the Spoiling Theory the second and third contention are closely linked. The

Spoiling Theory, according to the second contention, assumes that the e�ect conces-

sion threatens the future existence of the terrorist organization. The third contention

in the Spoiling Theory assumes that the government o�ers the concession in order

eliminate or reduce the popular support for the terrorist organization within the

wider population. The intention of the government concession is to satisfy a root

cause grievance of the con�ict thus limiting the appeal for the terrorist organization.

The terrorist organization recognizes that the implementation of the concession would

eliminate its support base and render its organization irrelevant. Therefore, the ter-

rorist organization seeks to reverse the concession by increasing its level of violence.

The Spoiling Theory assumes that a terrorist organization uses spoiling violence to

return to the pre-concession status quo. A terrorist organization will forgo any polit-

ical gain from accepting the concession in order to ensure that the organization can

sustain itself. Terrorist organizations would prefer to engage in a long-term war of

attrition to realize its full political goals instead of accepting a limited government
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Figure 3: Expected Pattern of Violence after Concession: Spoiling

concession. Spoiling violence seeks to eliminate threat to the organized posed by the

concession by provoking the government to renege on the concession.

Finally, the Spoiling Theory contends that the observable pattern of escalation

should correspond with implementation of a concession. Figure 3 shows the expected

pattern of behavior of the Spoiling Theory. The expected pattern of behavior begins

after a concession is �nalized. The escalation of violence occurs during the concession

implementation period. The escalation of violence during the implementation period

is a direct attempt to spoil the concession. However, a terrorist organization can

escalate to spoil a concession indirectly. The second period of escalation shown in

Figure 3 corresponds to an election period. Kydd and Walter assume that a terrorist

organization can indirectly spoil a concession by attempting to in�uence the outcome

of elections. By escalating its level of violence prior to an election, a terrorist orga-

nization seeks to in�uence voters to elect less conciliatory leaders. When these new

anti-concession leaders take o�ce, the concessions are curtailed or abandoned.

In summary, the Spoiling Theory contends that a terrorist organization escalates

in an attempt to spoil the implementation of a concession. A government designs a

concession in order to undermine support for a terrorist organization. Thus, a ter-

rorist organization escalates in order to stop the implementation of the concession

and sustain itself. As a result, terrorist escalation should correspond with the im-

plementation of a concession. The decision to escalation, according to the Spoiling

Theory, is a response to changes in the dynamics between a government and a ter-
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rorist organization. By contrast, the second theory, the Factioning Theory, contends

that terrorist escalation after a concession is due to a change in the internal dynamics

of a terrorist organization.

Factioning

The second theory explaining why terrorist violence escalates after a government con-

cession is the Factioning Theory developed by Ethan Bueno de Mesquita (de Mesquita,

2005; Bueno de Mesquita, 2005). Bueno de Mesquita provides a basic model where

a government concession causes a terrorist organization to split into smaller factions.

Moderates within the group accept the concession and forgo terrorism. Extremists

within the group inherit complete control of the organization, and due to its extremist

ideology, escalate the level of violence. There are four basic contentions of the theory.

The �rst contention is that a terrorist organization's decision to escalate its level of

violence is based on the ideology of the group. The second contention is that the

government o�ers a concession in order to cause an internal divide within the ter-

rorist organization. The third contention is that the concession will entice moderate

terrorist members to forgo violence leaving only members with extremist ideologies in

control of the organization. Fourth, the pattern of violence, according to the fourth

contention, should escalate immediately following a concession in order to spoil the

concession. The level of violence is expected to remain in an escalated state for an

extended period after the concession.

The decision to escalate is determined by an organization's ideology. Bueno de

Mesquita assumes that terrorist organizations are ideological heterogeneous (de Mesquita,

2005; Bueno de Mesquita, 2005). A terrorist organization comprises both relatively

moderate and extreme ideological factions, and a government concession is more likely

to appeal to the moderate factions of a terrorist organization. Thus, the moderates

with a terrorist organization will accept the government concession and forgo terror-

ism. The extremists within the organization will not forgo terrorism. As a result, the

remaining extremist faction is assumed to have less ideological restraints in its use

of violence. Therefore, the extreme faction's decision to escalate is based the group's

post-concession ideological makeup.

The second contention made in the Factioning Theory is that a concession will

cause a terrorist organization to faction. The terrorist organization, prior to the con-

cession, is assumed to be a uni�ed, heterogeneous organization. Bueno de Mesquita

assumes that a concession satis�es the demands of a moderate faction of a terrorist
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Figure 4: Expected Pattern of Behavior after Concession: Factioning adapted from
Bueno de Mesquita (2005)

organization. That faction accepts the concession and chooses to forgo terrorism. As

a result, the organization factions along ideological lines. A concession is the causal

factor that causes a terrorist organization to faction.

The government's intent, according to the third contention, is to cause the terror-

ist organization to faction. The government uses a concession as a counter-terror tool.

The intent of the concession is to co-opt moderate terrorist members and convince

them to forgo terrorism. In the Factioning Theory, the government does not believe

that the concession will end the terrorist campaign. Rather, the goal of the concession

is to weaken the terrorist organization by co-opting members. At a minimum, the

government expects that the terrorist organization, without moderate members, will

have less support and resources thus making the group less e�ective. At most, the

concession can co-opt moderate terrorist members to assist the government in future

counter-terror operations. Either way, Bueno de Mesquita assumes that the govern-

ment's counter-terror e�ectiveness will increase after the concession (de Mesquita,

2005; Bueno de Mesquita, 2005).

Finally, the Factioning Theory contends that the observable pattern of escalation

should spike immediately following a concession followed by an extended period of

escalated violence. Figure 4 shows the expected pattern of behavior for the Factioning

Theory. The extremist members of a terrorist organization that remain active have

a strong incentive to try to spoil the government concession. If moderates accept
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the concession, the government will have additional resources and, possibly, the aid

of the former terrorists to combat the still active terrorist members. Therefore, it is

expected that immediately following a concession, the level of violence is escalates

due to an attempt to spoil the concession. The distinction between the expected

pattern of behavior in the Spoiling Theory and the Factioning Theory is that in the

Factioning Theory contends that the escalated level of violence will remain for an

extended period of time. Figure 4 shows that the level of violence escalates after

the concession and reaches its highest point immediately following a concession. The

distinguishing characteristic of the Factioning Theory is that the level of violence does

not return to the pre-concession level following the implementation period. Rather,

the Factioning Theory contends that a concession will cause a terrorist organization

to become more extreme. Thus, a more extreme terrorist organization will maintain

an escalated level of violence for extended period of time after the implementation

period of a concession ends.

In summary, the Factioning Theory contends that terrorist violence escalates after

a government concession because the internal dynamics of a terrorist organization has

changed. The escalation in violence is due to the factioning of a terrorist organiza-

tion. A government o�ers a concession with the intent of co-opting moderates within

a terrorist organization. When the moderates accept the government concession and

forgo terrorism, only the most extreme members of a terrorist organization remain

active. Thus, the decision to escalate after a concession is due to the new ideological

makeup of a terrorist organization. Similar to the Spoiling Theory, terrorist violence

is expected to escalate immediately following a concession in order to spoil the conces-

sion. However, the pattern of behavior in the Factioning Theory is distinct because

the violence remains escalated for an extended period. Both the Spoiling Theory

and the Factioning Theory assume that a terrorist organization opposes a concession.

However, the third theory, the Concession Maximizing Theory, contends that a ter-

rorist organization welcomes a concession and uses terrorist violence to increase the

gain from a concession.

Concession Maximizing

The �nal theory under consideration is the Concession Maximizing Theory. The

Concession Maximizing Theory originates in the normative literature from the line

of argument that governments should never conceed to terrorist demands. There are

four basic contentions of the theory. The �rst contention is the decision to escalate
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is a tactical choice intended to increase the gain from the government concession.

The second contention is that the e�ect of the concession emboldens the terrorist

organization. The third contention is that the intent of the concession is to resolve

the con�ict with the terrorist organization. Finally, the fourth contention is that

the expected pattern of terrorist escalation should correspond with a �window of

opportunities.�

The Concession Maximizing Theory assumes that the intent of the escalation is to

gain additional concessions from the state. Terrorist organizations view a government

concession as a signal of the government's weakness. As a result, a terrorist organiza-

tion is emboldened by the government concession. The intent of the concession is not

intended to reverse the concession. Rather, the escalation is intended to maximiz-

ing the coercive e�ect of terrorist violence and win additional concessions from the

government. Thus, the intent of the concession is to gain additional concessions and

the e�ect of the concession on the terrorist organization is to embolden the terrorist

organization to escalate.

Second, the Concession Maximizing Theory is based on the assumption that the

o�er of a concession poses a signi�cant risk to the government. Not only is it assumed

that the concession will embolden the terrorist organization but also that the govern-

ment is likely to lose support for capitulating to terrorist demands. Therefore, the

Concession Maximizing Theory assumes that the government is only willing to take

the risk of granting a concession only if the gain from the concession is signi�cant. It

is assumed that the intent of the concession is intended to be signi�cant enough to

resolve the con�ict.

Finally, the Concession Maximizing Theory contends that the observable pattern

of escalation should correspond with a window of opportunity. Figure 5 shows the

expected pattern of behavior for the Concession Maximizing Theory. The expected

pattern of behavior begins after a concession is o�ered. The concession creates a

window of opportunity wherein a terrorist organization believes that an escalation of

violence will cause the government to grant additional concession. However, a window

of opportunity is di�cult to identify. The review of the literature contends that a

window of opportunity is a period of time when the use of terrorist violence can gener-

ate signi�cant gain for an organization. The Concession Maximizing Theory assumes

that under normal circumstances a government would never pursue a conciliatory

counter-terror strategy. Thus, a government only o�ers a concession to a terrorist or-

ganization during extraordinary circumstances. The Concession Maximizing Theory

assumes that the concession signals to the terrorist organization the opening of the
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Figure 5: Expected Pattern of Violence after Concession: Concession Maximizing

window of opportunity. These windows of opportunities, thus, are assumed to occur

during periods of signi�cant change within local, national or international environ-

ment. Therefore, the expected pattern of behavior should correspond to a historically

unique period during or after a period of signi�cant change and persists until that

opportunity passes.

In summary, the Concession Maximizing Theory contends that a terrorist organi-

zation escalates after a concession in order to maximize the gain from a concession.

A government concession emboldens a terrorist organization to escalate its level of

violence. A concession is assumed to be an attempt to resolve the con�ict. A terrorist

organization recognizes that the concession creates a window of opportunity that a

terrorist organization can exploit to gain additional concessions from a government.

Theory Conclusions

Table 5 summarizes the three theories. The Spoiling Theory contends that terrorist

violence increases after a government concession because an organization is attempt-

ing to spoil the implementation of a concession. The Spoiling Theory contends that

a concession is intended to undermine the wider support for a terrorist organization.

Because a concession threatens the existence a terrorist organization, the timing of

the escalation should correspond the implementation of the concession. By contrast,

the Factioning Theory contends that terrorist violence increases because of an ide-
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ological shift within a terrorist organization. The Factioning Theory contends that

a concession causes an internal division within an organization. The intent of the

concession is to co-opt moderate terrorist members to forgo terrorism. As a result,

the most ideological extreme members of an organization remain active and increase

violence after a concession. The pattern of behavior in the Factioning theory is dis-

tinct because the violence remains escalated for an extended period after a concession.

Finally, the Concession Maximizing Theory contends that a terrorist organization es-

calates in order to increase the gain from a concession. The Concession Maximizing

Theory contends that a government o�ers a concession to resolve the con�ict with a

terrorist organization. Instead of accepting the concession, a terrorist organization

increases its level of violence to extract greater concession from a government. A con-

cession creates a window of opportunity that a terrorist organization believes it can

use violence to its greatest e�ect. In conclusion, each of these theories presents di�er-

ent explanations for why terrorist violence increases after a government concession.

However, when terrorist violence escalted after a government concession, the Spoiling

Theory provides the best theoretical explanation why terrorist violence escalates after

a government concession.

Table 5: Escalation Theories

Spoiling Factioning Concession
Maximizing

Escalation
Reason

Tactical: Undermine
implementation of

concession

Ideological: More
extremist ideology

Tactical: Increase
gain from concession

Concession
E�ect

Threatens existence of
cause

Causes internal
divide

Emboldens group

Concession
Intent

Undermine the
popular support for a
terrorist organization

Entice moderates
to mainstream

Resolve Con�ict

Behavior
Pattern

Escalation associated
with implementation

of concessions

Escalation
sustained after a

concession

Escalation during
'windows of
opportunity'

The Spoiling Theory satis�es all of the strategies of terrorism identi�ed in the

literature.6 Organizations use terrorism to both sustain the organization as well as

6Table 4 on page 43 lists the goals and strategies of terrorism identi�ed in the literature.
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achieve its political goals. The Spoiling Theory accounts for all the strategies of

terrorism. Thus, the Spoiling Theory is expected to be the most likely explanation

for why terrorism increases after a government concession.

The literature review of strategies of terrorism concludes that the use of terrorism

is a tactic employed strategically to obtain a goal. Thus from a theoretical perspec-

tive, the escalation of terrorist violence after a government concession must serve a

strategic purpose. Based on that argument, the Factioning Theory is the least ap-

plicable theory because it explains terrorist escalation as an ideological shift and not

for tactical reasons. Both the Concession Maximizing and Spoiling Theories assume

that the terrorist escalation is a tactical decision employed strategically to obtain

a goal. However, the Concession Maximizing only explains terrorist escalation as a

strategy for terrorist organizations to obtain its political goals. The Spoiling Theory

is the most robust theory accounting for strategic intent of the escalation in order

for the organization to obtain its sustainment goals and sustainment is a necessary

precondition for obtain political goals.

The Factioning Theory assumes that the still-active terrorist members will es-

calate immediately following a concession in order to spoil the concession. This is

a strategic application of terrorist violence and consistent with the contention that

terrorist violence is employed strategically to obtain a goal. However, the Factioning

Theory assumes that terrorist violence will remain escalated after a concession due

to the ideology of the still-active extremist terrorist faction. The continued period of

terrorist escalation does not serve any strategic purpose. Even though the terrorist

organization is more ideologically extreme after the concession, it is unlikely that the

organization will not use terrorism strategically to obtain its goals. Assuming that

terrorist organizations escalate due to its ideology would imply that terrorist violence

is executed for the sake of violence. Therefore, the assumption that terrorist violence

remains escalated due to the ideology of a group is contradictory to the concept that

terrorist organizations use violence strategically. When the ideological assumptions

are removed from the Factioning Theory, the expected pattern of behavior is indistin-

guishable from the Spoiling Theory. Therefore, the Factioning Theory is not expected

to provide the best explanation for terrorist escalation after a government concession.

The Concession Maximizing Theory is not the best explanation to understand

why terrorist violence escalates after a government concession. The Concession Max-

imization model contends that a government concession acts to embolden a terrorist

organization. The organization then escalates in order to obtain further concessions

from the government. The Concession Maximizing Theory recognizes that the esca-
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lation in violence is a strategic decision to increase the attrition e�ect of the violence.

However, the Concession Maximizing Theory is not the best explanation of terrorist

escalation because the model only focuses on the political goals and fails to account

for the sustainment goals of terrorist organizations.

The Concession Maximizing Theory assumes that a government concession is the

culmination of the successful application of attrition-based terrorist violence over

time. The lack of a government concession, by extension, signals to the terrorist

group that government is strong enough to whether terrorist violence. Thus, the

Concession Maximizing Theory contends that terrorist violence should escalate only

after a government concession creates a window of opportunity. The Concession

Maximizing Theory might be the most appropriate model if terrorist organizations

act only to achieve its political goals. However, organizations also use terrorism to sus-

tain themselves and often engage in seemingly counter-productive actions to sustain

themselves (Abrahms, 2006b, 2008). Because sustaining the terrorist organization is

a necessary precondition for succeeding in an attrition-based strategy, terrorist orga-

nizations often engage in actions that harm its political agenda but act to sustain the

organization. The Concession Maximizing Theory is based on the assumption that

terrorist organization act to maximize its political gain. Because the model discounts

the sustainment strategies of terrorist violence the Concession Maximizing Theory

is unlikely to explain why terrorist violence escalates after a government concession.

Rather, the Spoiling Theory is more likely to explain why terrorist violence escalates

after a government concession.

Finally, when terrorist violence escalates after a government concession, the Spoil-

ing Theory is the best theoretical model to explain why terrorist violence escalates

after a concession because the Spoiling Theory is the most theoretically robust of

the three theories. The Spoiling Theory assumes that terrorist organizations escalate

after a government concession because the organization in order to spoil the imple-

mentation of a government concession and return to the pre-concession status quo.

The literature review identi�ed �ve strategies terrorist organizations pursue to sus-

tain its organization: intimidation, propaganda, operational security, outbidding, and

provocation. Each of these strategies can be accounted for in the Spoiling Theory.

By acting to sustain the organization after a government concession, spoiling violence

allows for a terrorist organization to continue its war of attrition and, over time,

achieve its political goals. Each of the sustainment strategies are discussed below to

demonstrate how the Spoiling Theory is the most theoretical robust model presented.

For both the active public and the intra-group members, spoiling violence serves
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the same purpose. Spoiling violence signals to these groups that the terrorist or-

ganization is neither willing to accept the concession nor is the organization unable

to continue the con�ict. For the active public, the general supporters of the orga-

nization, spoiling violence is intended to intimidate the population to continuing to

support the terrorist organization. For the intra-group members, the active members

within the terrorist organization, spoiling violence demonstrates the group resolve

and capability to discourage any internal defection. By blocking the implementation

of the concession, the terrorist organization is attempting to retain the support from

these two groups inde�nitely.

Next, spoiling violence also sends a clear propaganda message to the passive pub-

lic: government concessions will not decrease violence. This message is directed at the

non-supporters in the general public in order to recruit from this population. Spoiling

violence demonstrates that the government cannot lessen the violence through limited

political concessions. The terrorist organization can use the government's inability

to lessen terrorist violence to legitimize the ongoing use of terrorism. If the spoiling

violence is successful and the government retracts the concession, the terrorist organi-

zation can claim the insincerity of the government's commitment for reform. Though

tautological, the terrorist organization can use the retraction of the concession to its

advantage as a propaganda ploy to recruit from the passive public.

Spoiling violence can also be interpreted as a form of outbidding. A concession is

assumed to pose an existential threat to a terrorist organization. If there are multiple

organization operating in the same organizational space, then a terrorist organization

may use the spoiling violence to distinguish itself from the other organizations. As

a result, other organization are likely to follow in order to outbid other groups and

expand its sphere of in�uence after a government concession.

Finally, the entire purpose of spoiling violence is intended to provoke the govern-

ment to retract the concession. The retraction of the concession, which is assumed to

pose an existential threat to the organization, can ensure the organization is able to

continue the con�ict. In sum, the Spoiling Theory serves to satisfy all of the strategic

goals to sustain a terrorist organization. Because a government concession can pose

an existential threat to a terrorist organization, the group must act strategically in

order to ensure its survival. Organizational survival is a necessary precondition for

waging an attrition-based con�ict, and, by extension, achieving the organization's

political goals. Only the Spoiling Theory accounts for the various strategic uses of

terrorism. Therefore, the Spoiling Theory is the most theoretically robust model and

the best explanation for escalation of terrorist violence after a government concession.
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4 Data and Methodology

The data and methodology section introduces the Threshold Auto-Regressive (TAR)

procedure use to provide a data-determined de�nition of terrorist escalation. The

TAR methodology eliminates the need for the creation of an ad hoc de�nition of why

terrorist violence escalates. The TAR methodology will eliminate the need to make

a priori assumptions about terrorist behavior and escalation and provide a neutral

method for identifying when terrorist violence escalates. This neutral starting point

will facilitate the comparison of the three theoretical models for each study examined

in this study.

For this study, terrorist escalation is de�ned as an observable increase of terrorist

violence relative to a previous period of violence. This de�nition does not provide

any additional criteria for identifying periods of terrorist escalation. Consequently,

the lack of clear de�nitional criteria results in an ad hoc de�nition of a terrorist

escalation being applied in the research. Ad hoc de�nitions of terrorist escalation often

rely on a researcher's a priori assumptions about terrorist behavior. Unfortunately,

these a priori assumptions introduce researcher bias into the analysis, and researcher

bias commonly results in deterministic analysis. Deterministic analysis of terrorist

escalation identi�es periods of terrorist escalation in such a fashion so that the analysis

adheres to the theoretical expectations of the research. Thus, the de�nition of terrorist

escalation is manipulated to support the researcher's desired outcome. Furthermore,

deterministic analysis employs multiple methods to identify terrorist escalation. As

a result, previous studies of terrorist escalation lack commensurability. Therefore,

multiple theoretical explanations of why terrorist violence escalates after a government

concession exist in the literature, but the �ndings cannot be directly compared. An

example of the two seminal papers that address why terrorist violence escalates after

a government concession demonstrates the e�ect of deterministic analysis.

The Spoiling Theory and the Factioning Theory were derived from the work of

Andrew Kydd and Barbara F. Walter (2003) and Ethan Bueno De Mesquita (2005),

respectively. Because both studies rely on a priori assumptions about the timing of

terrorist escalation and an ad hoc de�nition of terrorist escalation, the studies su�er

from deterministic analysis and lack commensurability. As a result, it is impossible

to determine which theory holds better explanatory power. It is possible to demon-

strate these issues since both studies analyze the Israel-Palestine case to a�rm the

expectations of their theories.

Kydd and Walter (2003) and Bueno de Mesquita (2005) both expect that terrorist
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organizations in Israel-Palestine will escalate after a government concession in an

attempt to reverse or spoil the implementation of the Oslo Accords in the period

between 1993 and 2000. Bueno de Mesquita (2005), however, contends that Kydd

and Walter's work does explain the escalation of the Palestinian terrorist violence that

did not correspond to the implementation of the Oslo Accords. Both studies begin its'

analysis by identifying periods of the Israel-Palestine con�ict when terrorist violence

is expected to escalate to spoil the Oslo Accords. Kydd and Walter indenti�ed six

opportunities for terrorist organizations to attempt to spoil the implementation of

the Oslo Accords and conclude that terrorist violence escalated in response to all

six opportunities. Bueno de Mesquita expanded used a larger set of opportunities

that included Kydd and Walter's set but added an additional seven opportunities for

a total of thirteen opportunities. Not surprisingly, Bueno de Mesquita found that

terrorist violence only escalated in relation to three of the thirteen opportunities he

identi�ed. Thus, Bueno de Mesquita seeks to conclude that terrorist organizations

also escalated at di�erent periods due to a general increase in militancy and not in

a limited attempt to spoil the concession as expected by his theory.7 Both studies

used a priori knowledge of periods of the Oslo Accords process that terrorist violence

was most likely to escalate and selectively choose which periods to include to better

a�rm its' expectations.

Furthermore, both Kydd and Walter and Bueno de Mesquita lack standard quan-

ti�cation of what constitutes a terrorist escalation in the Israel-Palestine case. Kydd

and Walter due not de�ne what constitutes an escalation in terrorist violence. Rather,

they use they use the a priori identi�cation of spoiling periods and terrorist attacks

occurring at the same time to claim that the terrorist violence is intended to spoil the

concession. There is no mention of the intensity of the spoiling attacks or whether

these attacks were any more or less violent than any other attacks at any other time.

Consequently, it is impossible to di�erentiate what constitutes spoiling violence from

any other type of terrorist violence. Furthermore, Bueno de Mesquita also uses a

priori assumptions to manipulate data to adhere to his expected �ndings. Bueno

de Mesquita seeks to disprove Kydd and Walter's contentions empirically. He com-

pares the violence in the periods he previously identi�ed to other periods of terrorist

violence. Not surprisingly, Bueno de Mesquita does not �nd any statistical di�er-

7Bueno de Mesquita views the Spoiling Theory developed by Kydd and Walter as complimentary
but lacking. Bueno de Mesquita contends that his analysis �support[s] the contention that factors
beyond the spoiler e�ect, such as increased militantism, contribute to the increase in violence ex-
perienced since the signing of the Oslo accord, con�rming the complementarity of the two models�
(de Mesquita, 2005).
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ence between the violence of expected spoiling-opportunity periods and non-spoiling-

opportunity periods. Bueno de Mesquita then concludes that terrorist escalation must

be caused by other factors than attempts to spoil a concession. However, Bueno de

Mesquita relies only on his own judgment to conclude that terrorist violence increased

in the Israel-Palestine case after the signing of the Oslo Accords. He provides only

limited descriptive statistics to support this claim.

An empirical de�nition of escalated terrorist violence would provide a set of clearly

di�erentiated periods of terrorist violence to examine. Furthermore, a de�nition

drawn from the case-speci�c data would allow for a standard process to identify

terrorist escalation across di�erent cases. Thus, the development of the Threshold

Auto-Regressive methodology is intended to limit the necessity for the researcher to

make a priori assumptions regarding when terrorist should escalate and provide an

empirical de�nition of terrorist escalation. This methodology is intended to avoid the

introduction of deterministic analysis. By eliminating the need for a priori assump-

tions, the TAR methodology will provide a neutral and parsimonious starting point

for the comparison of the three theoretical contentions presented above.

Data Employed

The data used in this study is drawn from the Global Terrorism Database (GTD)

maintained by the National Consortium for the Study of Terrorism and Responses

to Terrorism (START). The GTD contains over 80,000 terrorist events from 1970

to 2007, and includes both domestic and international terrorist incidents making it

one of the most comprehensive databases for terrorist incidents. (LaFree and Dugan,

2007).

The GTD integrated two separate databases. The �rst database (GTD1) was

compiled by the Pinkerton Global Intelligence Services (PGIS) and included terrorist

attacks from 1970 through 1997 (LaFree and Dugan, 2007; GlobalTerrorismDatabase,

2010). The Center for Terrorism and Intelligence Studies, in conjunction with START,

compiled data from 1998 to 2007 to create the GTD2 dataset. The two datasets

were integrated in 2008. The GTD1 and GTD2 databases employed two di�erent

de�nitions of terrorism. To integrate the datasets, the information in the GTD1

database was reviewed, coded to meet the GTD2 de�nitional criteria of terrorism

and added any available missing variables for each event (GlobalTerrorismDatabase,

2010). The PGIS data for 1993 was lost prior to the integration of the datasets

(LaFree and Dugan, 2007; GlobalTerrorismDatabase, 2010). A complete collection
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of data for 1993 has not been completed, and instead of a partial listing, the GTD

excludes data from this year. Despite this gap in the dataset, the GTD provides the

most comprehensive data openly available on terrorist violence.

Finally, in general, there are many endemic epistemological issues in terrorism

research.8 The primary epistemological concern for this study is to ensure that the

de�nition of terrorism employed in the GTD is congruent with the conceptualization

of terrorism used in this study. The GTD employs a broad de�nition of terrorism that

is highly congruent with the conceptualization of terrorism employed in this study.

The GTD de�nes terrorism by two criteria. The �rst criterion is that a terrorist inci-

dent must be an intentional threat or use of violence by a sub-national actor (LaFree

and Dugan, 2007). Second, the event must meet two of three additional conditions:

the �act must be aimed at attaining a political, economic, religious, or social goal,�

and �there must be evidence of an intention to coerce, intimidate, or convey some

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

�the action must be outside the context of legitimate warfare activities� (LaFree and

Dugan, 2007). The GTD de�nition aligns with the characteristics prevalent through-

out the literature. Thus, the use of the Global Terrorism Database is appropriate for

use in this study.

Threshold Auto-Regressive Theoretical Assumptions

The Threshold Auto-Regressive (TAR) methodology was �rst developed by Tong

(1978); Tong and Lim (1980); Tong (1983) and subsequently applied to terrorist time

series by Enders and Sandler (2000, 2002). A Threshold Auto-Regressive methodology

represents a class of non-linear, regime-switching, self-exciting time series model.

The TAR model is a forecasting tool designed to account for non-linear behavior

in time series. A non-linear time series refers to any time data series that does not

follow a linear trend over time. Traditional auto-regressive time series forecasting

procedures are inadequate for forecasting the behavior of non-linear trends. Terrorist

violence is often sporadic in both timing and intensity. Consequently, terrorist time

series tend to not follow linear trends over time. The Threshold Auto-Regressive

model assumes that that a non-linear time series can be deconstructed into separate

sub-regimes. Each sub-regime exhibits a linear trend with di�erent auto-regressive

behaviors in each regime. The regimes are separated by a threshold value. The TAR

model deconstructs a time series so that the sub-regimes exhibit linear autoregressive

8A review of the general epistomoligical issues in terrorism research can be found on page 16.
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tendencies (Cryer and Chan, 2008). Thus, the TAR methodology deconstructs a non-

linear time series into smaller sub-regimes that follow linear auto-regressive trends.

From these sub-regimes, traditional auto-regressive procedures can be applied and a

regime-dependent forecast found. The intended use of the TAR methodology in this

study is not to provide an accurate forecast of terrorist behavior. Rather, the purpose

is to identify when the terrorist violence switches regimes.

While a complex non-linear time series can be deconstructed into multiple regimes,

a two regime speci�cation is employed in this study. The two-regime TAR methodol-

ogy deconstructs a time series into a low and high, relatively, regime separated by a

single threshold value. Conceptually, the low regime represents a normal or base level

of terrorism. The high regime represents the escalated level of violence. When the

level of terrorist violence exceeds the threshold value, the pattern of violence exhibits

a di�erent pattern of behavior. Because this level of violence represents a change in

behavior compared to previous periods and is causes more casualties than in previous

periods, terrorist violence that exceeds the threshold value constitutes the escalated

level of violence.

Finally, the TAR model is self-exciting. A self-exciting model implies that the

value of the series in the next period is dependent only on some function of the values

of the previous periods. The cause for the regime switch is exogenous to the TAR

model (Tong, 1983). Therefore, the regimes switch on in response to some exogenous

shock. Conceptually, this implies the periods of terrorist escalation identi�ed by the

TAR methodology were caused by some external stimulus. For this study, the exoge-

nous shock under examination is a government concession. The TAR methodology

models the terrorist behavior only. The TAR methodology assumes that terrorist or-

ganization will remain in the low level of violence unless there is a signi�cant shock or

change to the status quo. Any change to the status quo inputs that terrorist decision

makers calculate are exogenous to the organization. Thus, a government concession

is an exogenous change or shock to the decision making of the organization. The

primary advantage of the TAR method is that the timing of the exogenous shock

does not need to be known a-priori. The threshold value is data-determined. The

following section provides the methodological process used to identify the threshold

value.
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Threshold Auto-Regressive Procedure

The Threshold Auto-Regressive procedure begins with establishing a basic parameter

for the threshold model. One of the primary issues with employing a TAR model is the

curse of dimensionality. Essentially, there is an in�nite number of model speci�cations

that can be used when applying a threshold model to time series data. Thus, the �rst

step to apply the TAR model is to establish the standard Auto-Regression (AR) order

of the time series for each case. The basic AR order will establish a basic parameter

for the TAR methodology. The two-regime TAR methodology deconstructs a non-

linear time series into two linear sub-series. Because the two regimes are derived from

the overall time series data, it is unlikely that the AR order for both the sub-regimes

will be larger than the AR order for the overall time series (Cryer and Chan, 2008).

Thus, the determination of the AR order provides an upper parameter for the TAR

methodology making it possible to apply a TAR model to a time series when the

threshold value is unknown.

The AR order is determined by minimizing the Akaike Information Criteria (AIC)

value. The AIC is a goodness-of-�t tool used to determine the most appropriate AR

order. �The AIC selects the model that minimize

AIC = −2log(maximum likelihood) + 2k

where k = p+ q+ 1 if the model contains an intercept or constant term and k = p+ q

otherwise� (Cryer and Chan, 2008). Where p is the AR parameter the and q is the

Moving Average (MA) parameter. Furthermore �the addition of the term 2(p+ q+ 1)

or 2(p+ q) serves as a �penalty function� to help ensure the selection of parsimonious

models and to avoid choosing models with too many parameters� (Cryer and Chan,

2008). Though the AIC can be used to determine both the AR and MA order,

for purposes here, only the AR order is needed. The MA parameter is unnecessary

because the threshold is determined from a skeleton TAR model where the error term

is not factored into the separate regimes. The error term in the TAR speci�cation

remains exogenous to the model. Therefore, there is no need to determine the MA

order because it does not a�ect the AR order of the low and high regimes of the TAR

model. The AIC method is a model selection tool used to evaluate the appropriateness

of an AR order relative to other model speci�cations. The lowest AIC value denotes

the AR order with the best tradeo� between the bias and variance.9 Furthermore,

the AIC value can be used to compare di�erent auto-regressive model speci�cations

9http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Akaike_information_criterion
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can be used to compare the appropriateness of TAR model relative to a AR model

speci�cation. This implies that the AIC value demonstrates the appropriateness of

a linear Auto-Regressive model compared to a non-linear Threshold Auto-Regressive

model.

Next, the Threshold Auto-Regressive model is appropriate only for time series that

exhibit non linear trends. The non-linear test developed by Daniel Keenan is used

to establish that the time series is non-linear. The Keenan test was chosen because

as Cryer and Chan note, �Keenan's test is both conceptually and computationally

simple and only has one degree of freedom, which makes the test very useful for small

samples� (Cryer and Chan, 2008; Keenan, 1985). The Keenan procedure uses the

speci�ed AR order to test the null hypothesis that the time series is linear.

The next diagnostic test to determine if the TAR model is appropriate is a unit

root test. Both the AR and TAR models assume that the time series follows a stochas-

tic or stationary trend. If a unit root is present, the time series is non-stationary and

the basic AR assumption, and by extension the TAR assumption, of stationarity is

violated. A Phillips-Perron Unit Root test for the presence of a unit root is used.

Once the AR order is established and each series is tested to ensure they are both

non-linear and stationary, it is possible to estimate the Threshold Auto-Regressive

model.

The two regime version of the Threshold Auto-Regressive model is provided in

Equation 1:

yt = It

[
α0 +

p∑
i=1

αiyt−i

]
+ (1− It)

[
β0 +

p∑
i=1

βiyt−i

]
+ εt (1)

where yt is the time series of interest or the number of casualities per month. The

αi, and βi are the estimated coe�cients and p is the estimate order of AR model for

each regime. It is the Heaviside indicator function. The Heaviside indicator function

is shown in Equation 2.

It =

{
1 if yt−d ≥ τ

0 if yt−d < τ
(2)

τ is the value of the threshold. Because the threshold is unknown, the �rst-di�erence

of {yt−1} is used to determine the threshold from the data. (Tong and Lim, 1980).

Thus, Equation 2 is replaced by Equation 3:
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It =

{
1 if ∆yt−d ≥ τ

0 if ∆yt−d < τ
(3)

The nature of the system is that there are two states of the world. In the high-

terrorism state, the change from yt−1 to yt−0 exceeds the value of the threshold value,

τ , so that It = 1 and (1 − It) = 0, where yt follows the autoregressive process,

α0 +
∑
αiyt−i. Similarly, in the low-terrorism state, if the change from yt−1 to yt−0

is below the threshold value,τ , so that It = 0 and (1 − It) = 1, where yt follows the

autoregressive (AR) process, β +
∑
βiyt−i. Moreover, the degree of autoregressive

decay will di�er across the two states if for any value of i, αi 6= βi. If, however,

all αi = βi, then the TAR model is equivalent to a standard AR model. The key

feature of the TAR model is that a su�ciently large εt shock can cause the system

to switch between states. When the threshold value, τ, is known, the process of

estimating the model is straight forward. However, in this instance the threshold

value is unknown. To determine the threshold value, the AIC is again used to specify

the most appropriate threshold speci�cation. Using the AR speci�cation as an upper

bound for the search, recursive simulations of the data search all combinations of the

AR order for each sub-regime, the threshold value, and the model delay functions.

It is standard procedure to remove the highest and lowest 15% values of each time

series prior to the simulation. This procedure is intended to ensure an adequate

number of observations on each side of the threshold (Enders and Sandler, 2002,

2005). The TAR model speci�cation with the lowest AIC value is the considered

the most appropriate model speci�cation. The AIC value of the TAR model can be

compared to the AIC value of the standard AR model. Thus, the AIC also provides a

method to compare the appropriateness of the TAR model relative to the AR model.

Finally, it is important to note the percentile of the threshold value. In general, a

threshold value too close to either the upper (85%) or lower (15%) percentile may

be unreliable because too little data are falling into one of the regime. This poses a

signi�cant issue with the reliability of the threshold value in this study.

De�ning Escalation

The primary purpose of the TAR model is to determine the threshold value for each

time series. Escalated terrorist violence is any month when the level of violence meets

or exceeds the threshold value. The start of a period of escalation is the month when

the level of violence exceeds the threshold value. A period of escalation is any extended
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period of time when the level of violence exceeds the threshold value. However, just a

cursory examination of any terrorist campaign shows that over time the can level of

violence �uctuate signi�cantly from month to month. The use of months as the unit of

time measurement was used speci�cally to provide accuracy. The resources required

to maintain an escalated level of violence are signi�cant restraints. Combined with

the fact that counter-terror operations are likely to increase in response to terrorist

escalation, there is likely a gap between a terrorist organization's ability and desire

to maintain escalated levels of violence. In order to determine periods of escalation

that take into account these realities, the concept of escalated intent was developed

and employed.

Escalated intent refers to periods of time in which violence is switching regimes

on a monthly basis. Arguably, the organization has escalated its level of violence

but due to resource and counter-terror constraints are unable to achieve a high level

of violence month to month. Therefore, the periods in which the level of violence

oscillates across the threshold on a monthly basis are considered to be periods of

�escalated intent.� If the level of violence remains in the low regime for more than 1

month, then the level of violence has switched from high to low terrorism.

Data and Methodology Conclusions

In conclusion, the Threshold Auto-Regressive (TAR) methodology provides a data-

determined procedure to identify when terrorist violence escalates. The two-regime

TAR methodology deconstructs non-linear data into two separate regimes separated

by a threshold value. Since terrorist violence exhibits non-linear time series behav-

ior, the TAR methodology is an appropriate model. The TAR methodology assumes

that a non-linear time series exhibits two theoretically distinct patterns of behav-

ior. When the time series crosses a data-determined threshold value, the pattern of

behavior changes. In the context of terrorist violence, the distinct patterns of be-

havior represent a base level of violence, in the low regime, and an escalated level

of violence, in the high regime. Thus, all violence that meets or exceeds the data-

determined threshold value constitutes escalated terrorist behavior. This is a robust

methodology since no a-priori assumptions are needed to de�ne what constitutes an

escalation of terrorist violence. Because the threshold is determined from analysis

of the data, the TAR methodology eliminates the need for arbitrarily de�ning ter-

rorist escalation. The Threshold Auto-Regressive procedure section established the

mathematical process for applying the TAR method. Once the threshold value is de-
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termined for each time series, that value can be applied to the time series to �nd the

months of terrorist activity that exceeded the threshold value and, by de�nition, were

escalated. While the TAR methodology provides a data-determined, context-speci�c

identi�cation process, it is not without its limitations.

The Threshold Auto-Regressive methodology was originally designed as a time

series forecasting tool for non-linear data. However, the methodology section es-

tablishes that the assumptions of the TAR methodology can be easily adapted for

identifying the periods of terrorist escalation. Since the TAR methodology provides

a data-determined estimate of the threshold, it is superior to more arbitrary methods

of de�ning terrorist escalation. However, in adapting the TAR methodology for these

purposes, there are some limitations that arise. The TAR methodology had not been

used in this context in the literature. Thus, the TAR method was applied using the

least amount of unnecessary complexity to the model speci�cation. This was done to

limit the degree that the estimate of the threshold is unbiased by the researcher. In

keeping the TAR methodology simple, one major limitation arises.

Of special concern are the periods of terrorist inactivity. A terrorist campaign

often persists with highly infrequent attacks and long periods of inactivity. Long

periods of inactivity are likely to systemically degrade the threshold value estimate.

This issue is exacerbated by the use of months as the unit of time measurement.

The use of months as the unit of time measurement was intended to provide a more

precise identi�cation of the timing of the escalation than using quarterly terrorist

casualties. The likely e�ect of using months as the unit of time measurement is

the presence of extended periods of inactivity. The presence of extended periods

of terrorist violence is likely to degrade the reliability of the threshold value. The

simulation of the threshold values begins by excluding the upper and lower 15% of

the data are removed to ensure that are a su�cient number of observation on either

side of the threshold value. However, if the months with zero activity exceed 15% of

the total observed months, more than 15% of the data are removed. Thus, the TAR

simulation has a smaller set of data to search for the threshold value. Furthermore,

the more months removed from the search for the threshold the less likely data will

remain time-consistent. The removal of a high number of months with zero activity

implies that the analysis of the threshold is based on a time series without a regular

interval of time between observations. As a result, the TAR methodology as presented

in this study is unlikely to provide an accurate data-determined of terrorist escalation

for terrorist time series with long periods of inactivity. Careful consideration of this

limitation was taken into account in how each case study was chosen.
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Case Selection

A case had to meet three requirements to be included in this study. First, there must

be an adequate sample to construct the time series for Threshold Auto-Regressive

(TAR) analysis in order to provide an accurate identi�cation of terrorist escalation.

Second, the TAR methodology must be appropriate for the case time series. Finally,

at least one period of escalation identi�ed, as identi�ed by the TAR methodology,

must correspond with the timing of a government concession.

The TAR model is limited due to the nature of terrorist campaigns. Terrorist

campaigns are often either short in duration or attacks are infrequent over time.

A reliable estimate of the threshold value requires an adequate sample of terrorist

violence over time. There is no statistical method available to de�ne what constitutes

an adequate sample of terrorist violence over time for the TAR methodology. In

general, terrorist campaigns that persist over long durations and maintain a high

frequency of attacks will likely provide the most reliable estimates of the threshold

value.

The level of violence used in this study measured by number of causalities per

month. The number of causalities is the sum of each individual killed or wounded in

each attack per month. The Global Terrorism Database requires that the causalities

count for any single terrorist attack must be veri�ed by at least two independent

sources. When the number killed or wounded is reported in a single source but is not

veri�ed or is discrepant in any other source, the value is coded as -99. These events

were eliminated from the time series. This process did not signi�cantly decrease the

number of total events. Months with no causalities were coded as zero and retained

in the time series to maintain time consistency.

The use of months as the unit of time for the study has its advantages and dis-

advantages. The advantage of using months as the unit of time measurement, as

opposed to quarterly units, is that the timing of terrorist escalation will be more

precise. Therefore, it will be easier to pinpoint the timing of the escalation. However,

the problem with monthly unit of time is that terrorist organizations may go through

extended periods when there is no activity. These periods of inactivity may have a

distorting e�ect on the estimate of the TAR model. Taking this concern into account,

the determination of the start date for each time series and the case selection are used

to minimize this issue.

In order to minimize periods of inactivity, the start date for each time series for

each case is data determined. Each time series begins with the �rst-successive two-

month period of terrorist activity with at least one casualty. This criterion is intended
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to capture the start of a terrorist campaign. The logic being that an organization

may be able to strike sporadically, but when it is able engage in monthly attacks, the

organization has the resources and desire to engage in a sustained campaign. The

determination of the end date of the terrorist campaign relies on the data provided

by Seth G. Jones and Martin C. Libicki(Jones and Libicki, 2008). If no end date was

provided then the end of the data series, December 2007, is used as the end date.

Next, terrorist campaigns were sorted by country. Multiple terrorist organizations

can operate in the same country at the same time. Often these organizations are in

competition with one another. By using the country of the terrorist campaign, the

entire terrorist-government con�ict is accounted for. The GTD collected data on

terrorist attacks from 1970 to 2007. The GTD excludes terrorist attacks from 1993.

Thus, there were a total of 432 total months. The GTD was used to identify the

25 countries with the highest number of months with at least one casualty from a

terrorist attack. Those countries and the total number of months with at least one

causality are listed in Table 6.

The time series for each country were created by �rst determining the terrorist

organizations active in each country. It should be recognized, that many acts of

terrorism are not attributable to a speci�c terrorist organization. Therefore, attacks

attributed to an unknown organization were excluded. Each case study identi�es the

terrorist organization included in that speci�c time series. With a time series created

for each of these 25 countries, the Threshold Auto-Regressive model was applied.

It is assumed that these 25 cases provide an adequate sample for the TAR model

to accurately to identify the timing of terrorist escalation. Therefore, all 25 cases

met the �rst criteria for the case selection. The TAR methodology proved to be

appropriate for all 25 cases also. However, only four cases satis�ed the third criteria

that the periods of escalation clearly correspond with a government concession. The

four cases chosen for analysis Algeria, El Salvador, Israel-Palestine, and Spain.

5 Analysis

Using the Threshold Auto-Regressive methodology as a method to identify the tim-

ing of terrorist escalation, four cases were chosen for analysis. The four cases ex-

amine instances when terrorist violence escalated after a government concession in

Algeria, El Salvador, Israel, and Spain, respectively. For each case, the Threshold

Auto-Regressive results are presented �rst. Next, the three theoretical models, the

Spoiling, Factioning, and Concession Maximizing theories were applied to each case.
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Table 6: Countries with Most Terrorist Activity

Rank Country Months

1 Northern Ireland 374

2 Spain 371

3 Colombia 364

4 Philippines 319

5 Israel/Palestine 334

6 India 312

7 United States 299

8 Lebanon 297

9 Turkey 294

10 France 292

11 Greece 262

12 Pakistan 260

13 Sri Lanka 242

14 Argentina 233

15 Italy 231

16 Guatemala 228

17 South Africa 227

18 Peru 223

19 El Salvador 214

20 Chile 201

21 Corsica (France) 193

22 United Kingdom 192

23 Nicaragua 186

24 Germany 177

t-25 Algeria 168

t-25 Thailand 168

t-25 Iran 168
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Finally, the conclusions for each case study are presented. From the application of

the three theoretical models, the Spoiling Theory provides the best theoretical model

for explaining why terrorist violence escalated after a government concession in all

four cases.

Algeria Threshold Auto-Regressive Results

The Threshold Auto-Regressive methodology is a �ve-step process. First, the Algeria

time series is constructed. Second, two diagnostic tests, the Phillips-Perron Unit

Root and Keenan Non-Linearity tests are applied. These tests demonstrate that the

Algeria time series is stationary and non-linear, respectively. Third, the non-linear

TAR model speci�cation is demonstrated to be a good �t to the data relative to a

linear Auto-Regressive model speci�cation. Fourth, the data-determined threshold

value is determined. Finally, the �fth step is to use the threshold value identify the

periods of terrorist escalation in the Algeria time series.

First, the Algeria time series was created. The Algeria time series examined the

monthly terrorist casualties beginning in January 1991 and ending in December 2007.

The months of January and February 1991 were the �rst consecutive months of ter-

rorist violence with at least one casualty in the Algeria time series. The terrorist

violence in Algeria continued to the end of the dataset in December 2007.10 The

Algeria time series had 180 observed months with a total of 3,731 casualties. There

was an average of 27.73 casualties per month. Of the 180 observed months in the

Algeria time series, there was 80 months with zero casualties from terrorist violence.

There were four terrorist organizations were included in the series. The organizations

and the total number of causalities they in�icted are listed in Table 7. The primary

terrorist organizations involved in the Algerian Civil War were the Front Islamique

du Salut (FIS) and the Groupe Islamique Arme (GIA). The FIS formed as the pri-

mary legal Islamic party after the adoption of the 1988 constitutional reform. The

GIA emerged after the onset of the Algerian Civil War as a more radical Islamic

fundamentalist organization Gray and Stockham (2008). The GIA �sought to gain

popular support not through providing services or provoking government responses

but rather through fear and intimidation� Gray and Stockham (2008); Hafez (2000).

Consequently, the GIA pursued power through the unpopular policy of extorting the

Muslim middle class and civilian massacres Gray and Stockham (2008); Hafez (2000).

As popular support for the GIA declined throughout the 1990s, a splinter organiza-

10Data from 1993 is not available in the Global Terrorism Database
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tion emerged, the Groupe Sala�ste pour la Predication et le Combat (GSPC), in 1998.

The GSPC would later rename itself Al Qaeda in the Islamic Maghreb in 2006 Gray

and Stockham (2008). Al Qaeda in the Islamic Maghreb remains active to date.

Table 7: Terrorist Organizations: Algeria

Acronym Name Casualities

AQLIM Al-Qa`ida in the Lands of
the Islamic Maghreb

632

FIS Islamic Salvation Front Front Islamique du Salut 420

GIA Armed Islamic Group Groupe Islamique Arme 2,264

GSPC Sala�st Group for
Preaching and Fighting

Groupe Sala�ste pour la
Predication et le Combat

415

Total 3,731

Second, the Phillips-Perron Unit Root and Keenan Non-Linearity diagnostic tests

were applied to the time series. The Phillips-Perron Unit Root test had a value of

-215.37 and was signi�cant at the 1% signi�cance level. Thus, the null-hypothesis

that the Algeria time series contains a unit root is rejected, and the Algeria time

series exhibits a stationary trend. The Keenan Non-Linearity test had a value of

10.76 and was signi�cant at the 1% signi�cance level. Thus, the null-hypothesis that

the Algeria time series follows a linear trend is rejected, and the Algeria time series

follows a non-linear trend. The results of the Keenan test indicate that the non-linear

TAR model is an appropriate model speci�cation to apply to the Algeria time series

data.

Third, a linear Auto-Regressive (AR) model was applied to the time series. A

linear AR model is applied to the time series for two purposes. First, the linear

AR order provides an upper bound for the TAR model speci�cation. The AR order

speci�cation is determined using a minimum Akaike Information Criteria search. The

AR order that provides the lowest AIC value is determined to be the most appropriate

AR model speci�cation. Second, the AR model serves as a point of comparison to

the TAR model. If the TAR model is demonstrated to be a better �t to the data

than an AR model, it can be concluded that the TAR model is a relatively more

appropriate model speci�cation for the time analyzed in this case. The AR and TAR

model speci�cation are compared using the AIC.

For the linear AR speci�cation, the minimum AIC procedure chose an AR order of

3 denoted as AR (3)Algeria. The coe�cients, standard errors, t-statistics, and p-values
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of the AR (3)Algeria model appear in Table 8.

Table 8: Fitted AR (3) Model: Algeria

Coe�cients Std. Error t-statistic p-value

yintercept 14.67 4.19 3.50 0.00*

yt−1 -0.03 0.08 -0.42 0.67

yt−2 0.21 0.08 2.87 0.00*

yt−3 0.12 0.08 1.6 0.11

*Denotes signi�cance at the 0.05 level

The signi�cant coe�cients are shown in Equation 4:

yt = 14.67 + 0.21t−2 (4)

The �tted, two-regime TAR model produced a two-regime model with an AR

order of 3 for the low regime and an AR order of 0 for the high regime, denoted as

TAR(2; 3, 0)Algeria. The coe�cients, standard errors, t-statistics, and p-values of the

TARAlgeria(2; 3, 0) model appear in Table 9. The signi�cant coe�cients are shown in

Equation 5.

yt = [48.52 ]
(4.25)

It + [11.54
(4.32)

+ 0.11t−3]
(0.03)

(1− It) + εt (5)
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Table 9: Fitted TAR(2; 3, 0) Model: Algeria

Estimate Std. Error t-statistic p-value

Delay 2

τ 16

High Regime (n1 = 60)

α1,0 48.52 11.40 4.25 .00*

Low Regime (n2 = 120)

β1,0 11.54 2.67 4.31 0.00*

β1,1 -0.00 0.05 -0.01 0.98

β1,2 -0.78 0.47 -1.66 0.10

β1,3 0.11 0.05 2.22 0.03*

*Denotes sigini�cance at the 0.95 level

The AIC value for the linearAR (3)Algeria was 1,897. Comparatively, the AIC value

for the �tted TAR(2; 3, 0)Algeria model was 1,743. Because the TAR speci�cation has

a lower AIC value, the TAR model is a better �t to the data relative to the linear

AR speci�cation.

Fourth, the estimated threshold drawn from the TAR(2; 3, 0)Algeria model was 16

causalities determined from a minimum AIC �t with thresholds searched from the 46

percentile to the 85 percentile of all data. The estimated threshold is the 74 percentile

of all data. The TAR(2; 3, 0)Algeria delay was 2 periods.

Fifth and �nally, using the threshold value identi�ed, there were 20 unique periods

of terrorist escalation in the Algeria time series. Table 10 identi�es each of the 20

periods of terrorist escalation. In total, there were 49 months of terrorist violence

that exceeded the threshold value of 16 casualties, and 11 months that satis�ed the

escalated intent criteria for a total of 60 months of escalated violence.

An examination of each period of escalation identi�ed one period of escalation

that corresponds with a government concession. The period of escalation starting

November 1994 corresponds with the opening of negotiations with the legal opposition

parties and the FIS. These negotiations were the result of the stalled implementation

of the Algerian government's concession to include the FIS in a national dialog process

to resolve the Algerian Civil War. Terrorist violence escalated in November 1994

because the GIA was attempting to spoil the increasing legitimacy of the FIS. The

next section will provide the historical context leading up to the November 1994 period
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of terrorist escalation. The following three sections will apply the three theoretical

models to the Algeria case.

Table 10: Escalation Periods: Algeria

Start End Periods

February 1992 to February 1992 1

June 1992 to December 1992 7*

January 1994 to February 1994 2

November 1994 to March 1995 5*

July 1995 to December 1995 6

December 1996 to December 1996 1

September 1997 to May 1998 9*

September 1998 to September 1998 1

December 1998 to December 1998 1

May 1999 to June 1999 2

November 1999 to December 1999 2

July 2001 to July 2001 1

January 2002 to May 2002 5*

January 2003 to March 2003 3*

January 2005 to January 2005 1

June 2005 to June 2005 1

April 2006 to May 2006 2

October 2006 to October 2006 1

February 2007 to September 2007 8*

December 2007 to December 2007 1

*Denotes a period that met the escalated intent criteria

Algeria Case Analysis

Terrorism in Algeria re-emerged following the December 1991 military coup.11 Since

independence in 1962, the Front de Liberation Nationale (FLN) dominated Algerian

politics. The national-secular FLN formed in 1954 to combat the French colonial

11The use of terrorism was widespread during the Algerian war of independence (1954-1962).
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government, and became the only legal political party after independence in 1962.

By the 1980s the single party rule of the FLN was coming under increasing internal

pressure to reform. In 1988, the FLN conceded to constitutional reforms, and on

November 3, 1988, the Algerian people voted to adopt a new constitution.

The new Algerian constitution created the �rst multi-party elections since inde-

pendence in 1962. In response to these reforms the Front Islamique du Salut (FIS)

political party formed in 1989. The FIS consolidated the majority of the various

Islamist movements prior to the �rst round of national elections scheduled for De-

cember 1991 (ALGERIA, 2004). The surprising success of the FIS to a military coup,

suspension of Algerian democracy, and the banning of the FIS from Algerian politics.

The Algerian military then put into place the Haut Comite d'Etat (HCE) to govern

Algeria and embarked on a violent repression campaign against the FIS.

Multiple armed resistance groups emerged in response to the coup. Immediately

following the coup, the FIS fell into to disarray (ALGERIA, 2004). The most notable

Islamic armed resistance groups to emerge in the immediate wake of the 1991 coup

were the Mouvement Islamique Arme (MIA) and the Groupe Islamique Arme (GIA).

The MIA was one the original initiators of the resistance and sought to overthrow

the Algerian government and implement an Islamic state (ALGERIA, 2004). The

GIA, formed by veterans of the Afghan con�ict, sought to implement a stricter form

of Islamic rule and were characterized and engaged in increasingly brutal acts of

violence intended to coerce the Algerian population to adopt its strict interpretation

of Islamic law (ALGERIA, 2004). In mid-1994, the FIS was able to reorganize and

formed an armed wing the Armee Islamique du Salut (AIS). The FIS-AIS co-opted the

majority of MIA organization (ALGERIA, 2004). The two primary Islamic resistance

organizations that emerged by 1994 were the FIS-AIS and the GIA.

The inability of the Algerian military to repress the violence perpetrated by the

Islamic resistance by the end of 1992 led the Algerian military to begin exploring

political solutions to end the civil war (Willis, 1996). However, the Algerian govern-

ment sought to resolve the con�ict without the inclusion of the FIS and the other

banned political parties. �Despite their di�erence with the FIS,� Michael Willis con-

tends, all of [the legal political] parties made it clear to the government their view

that any realistic solution to the ongoing crisis had to involve at least representatives

of the FIS� (Willis, 1996). By mid-June 1993, the remaining legal opposition parties

had all issued resolutions calling for the involvement for the involvement of the FIS.

Regardless, the Algerian government resisted the inclusion of the FIS into these nego-

tiations. This reluctance to include the FIS created a political deadlock throughout
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1993 (Willis, 1996). The ruling HCE was divided between those who supported the

eradication of the FIS and Islamic resistance and those who supported a conciliatory

approach with the FIS (ALGERIA, 2004). In January 1994, the HCE appointed

Laimine Zeroual as head of the Algerian state. The appointment of Zeroual, widely

considered the leader of the conciliator faction within the HCE, �formed part of a

wider attempt by the Algerian regime to �nd a political solution to the country's

deepening malaise� (Willis, 1996). �A consensus had emerged on the way forward�

with Zeroual's appointment, as Hugh Roberts contends, �given the palpable failure

of sheer repression to resolve the problem of Islamic terrorism, it seemed to be agreed

that dialog with the opposition was the only option left, and that this dialog would

have to include the banned FIS in some way� (Roberts, 2003). Accordingly, Zer-

oual continued the process of national dialog and �rst time declared that the process

would continue �without exception� in February 1994 (Willis, 1996). The focus of the

Zeroual government, dialog sans exclusive aucune, dialog without exclusion, was an

implicit concession that the FIS would be included in future negotiations (Roberts,

2003). This marked a major concession by the Algerian government since it was

met with serious resistance from the hard-line factions within the Algerian military

(Willis, 1996). While the dialog process broke down in March 1994, the FIS did re-

sume prohibitive attempts to be included within the dialog process (Willis, 1996). In

addition, Zeroual was able to replace high-ranking government hard-liners in April

and again in May 1994 and another round of negotiations was announced in August

1994. The FIS was resistant to join this dialog process as questions of legalization,

amnesty, the sincerity of the Algerian government, and the actions of GIA remained

unresolved (Willis, 1996). In response to the lack of political progress in the dialog

process, Zeroual released two prominent FIS leaders in September 1994. The sec-

ond attempt for the Zeroual regime to instigate negotiations was declared over in

September 1994. In November 1994, �having failed in their attempts to in�uence the

government in o�cially sponsored talks over the preceding two years, the principal

legal opposition parties launched their own initiative� (Willis, 1996). The result of

these negotiations in Rome, Italy was the signing of the Rome Platform by the legal

opposition parties and the FIS. The FIS conceded to renouncing terrorist violence

and �the explicit acceptance of the main tenants of liberal democracy by . . . the FIS

was seized upon by supporters of the initiative as a major breakthrough representing

the apparent conversion of the FIS to democratic principles� (Willis, 1996). The Al-

gerian government refuted the Rome Platform causing the April 1995 negotiations to

fail (Willis, 1996). The Algerian government then abandoned the negotiations with
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the FIS and instead decided to proceed with national elections in late 1995 without

the inclusion of the FIS (Willis, 1996). The conclusion of the November 1994 meeting

in Rome, Italy corresponds to a period of terrorist escalation. November 1994 was

the �rst month after the Algerian government conceeded to negotiations with the FIS

that the national dialog process might break its continuing impasse. The Algerian

government had conceeded to negotiations that included the FIS in some capacity.

Why then does terrorist violence escalate in November 1994 after the Algerian gov-

ernemnt conceeded to negotiations? The Spoiling Theory best explains why terrorist

violence escalated in November 1994.

Spoiling Theory

The Spoiling Theory best explains the period of escalation from November 1994 to

March 1995 in Algeria. The escalation of violence beginning in November 1994 was

a response to the Algeria government's concession to include the banned FIS in the

national dialog negotiations to resolve the Algerian Civil War. Even though the dialog

process began in 1993, the prospect of resolving the con�ict did not increase until

Liamine Zeroual was appointed head of the HCE. The Zeroual-led HCE sought to

include the FIS into the negotiations and made several additional concessions in an

attempt to facilitate the talks. These concessions included the replacement of two

HCE leaders and the release of two FIS leaders. The more radical Islamic terrorist

organization, the GIA, did not escalate in response to these concessions. Rather, the

GIA escalated only after the legal opposition parties, not the Algerian government,

began negotiations with the FIS in Rome, Italy in 1994. The Rome negotiations

were a result of the failure by the Algerian government to negotiate with the FIS

and the most substantial and sincere attempt to reintegrate the FIS into mainstream

politics. Thus, the Rome negotiations signi�cantly increased the legitimacy of FIS

and solidi�ed its position as the leader of the Islamic resistance in Algeria. The

escalation of the violence in November 1994 to March 1995 corresponds closely to

the Rome negotiations and represents an existential threat to the GIA. Thus, the

escalation of violence beginning in November 1994 was an attempt to spoil the Rome

negotiations, decrease the legitimacy of the FIS, and end any attempts to resolve the

Algerian Civil War.

The Spoiling Theory developed by Kydd and Walter has four basic contentions.

First, the organization increases its violence after a concession in order to spoil the

implementation of the concession. Second, a terrorist organization seeks to spoil a con-

cession because the concession poses an existential threat to a terrorist organization.
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Third a government o�ers the concession as a counter-terror strategy to undermine

the wider support of a terrorist organization. Finally, the fourth contention of the

Spoiling Theory contends that the pattern of terrorist escalation should correspond

with the implementation of a concession.

For the Spoiling Theory to explain the escalation of violence in Algeria in Novem-

ber, the case must adhere to the basic theoretic contentions of the Spoiling Theory.

The Spoiling Theory assumes that the escalation of violence in November must have

been intended to spoil the Algerian government's attempt to include the FIS into

substantive negotiations to end the Algerian Civil War. Second, the Spoiling Theory

contends that the concession must have posed an existential threat to the GIA organi-

zation. Third, the Spoiling Theory contends that the o�er to negotiate directly with

the FIS was intended to undermine support for the use of terrorism by the Islamic

resistance organizations including both the FIS and the GIA. Finally, the period of

escalation is expected to correspond with the implementation of the concession to

negotiate.

The GIA sought to spoil any attempt for the Algerian government to reach a

negotiated settlement with the FIS. The GIA opposed all compromise with the Al-

gerian government. Immediately following the release of two prominent FIS leaders

in September 1994, the GIA �condemned all compromise with the �apostate regime�

and restated their established credo of �Neither reconciliation, nor truce, nor dialog�

as quoted in (Willis, 1996). The negotiations between the FIS and the government

did not pose a threat to the GIA until the start of the Rome meetings. Until that

point, GIA violence, the general disarray of the FIS, and the distrust of the Algerian

government limited the prospects that the con�ict could be resolved through negoti-

ations. The Rome negotiations and subsequent signing of the Rome Platform seemed

to break the political impasse and increased the legitimacy of the FIS. It was not until

this point that the negotiation concession posed an existential threat to the GIA. The

Algeria case study adheres closely to these expectations.

By the beginning of 1994, it was clear that the Algerian government was likely to

engage the FIS in direct negotiations through the dialog process. This process posed

an existential threat to the GIA. The years of 1993 and 1994 were de�ning years for

the Islamic insurgent groups. The FIS, the emerging GIA, and the various smaller

violent factions were shared an uneasy relationship by the beginning of 1993 (Malley,

1996). Many of the supporters of the armed insurgency �distrusted the politicians'

[within the FIS] willingness to negotiate with the regime, and the leaders of the

[FIS] feared that too intimate an association with the armed movement might tarnish
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their reputation� (Malley, 1996). Furthermore, the imprisonment and disruption of

the FIS leadership left the organization in disarray (Willis, 1996). The GIA seized

the initiative in 1993 by expanding the use of terrorist attacks and built support by

�demonstrating that it was willing to expand the armed struggle in much more ex-

treme and sinister directions� (Willis, 1996). �All other armed groups,� Michael Willis

contends, �explicitly or implicitly drew their legitimacy from or deferred politically to

the FIS� (Willis, 1996). The GIA rejected the FIS as the legitimate leader of the Is-

lamic resistance. The support of the GIA grew as evidence in a number of prominent

defections from the FIS to the GIA in early and mid-1994. While no precise reasons

were given, Willis contends it was �probably that [the defectors] perceived the base

of popular support for the Islamist to be shifting decisively away from the FIS and

towards the GIA and thus feared being sidelined� (Willis, 1996). However, Evans

and Phillips contend, �with hindsight . . . the GIA threat peaked in 1993� (Evans and

Phillips, 2007).

The failure of the legal struggle to reinstate the FIS and the increasingly violent

state repression convinced many within Algeria that only the use of terrorism could

lead to the reinstatement of multi-party elections or the creation of an Islamic state

(Willis, 1996). The rise of popularity of the GIA seemed to rea�rm this conclusion.

By the end of 1993, the GIA had seized the operational initiative within the Islamic

insurgency but had failed to monopolize the political initiatives (Willis, 1996). How-

ever, appointment of Laimine Zeroual as leader of the HCE marked the beginning of

the gradual re-legitimization of the FIS throughout 1994.

The dialog process intended to settle the Algerian Civil War began prior to the

appointment of Zeroual. However, these initiatives were not considered sincere since

they were o�ered by the same Algerian leadership that spent the past two years

actively attempting to repress the Islamic resistance. Furthermore, the dialog did not

include the banned FIS. The appointment of Zeroual, the most prominent member of

the �conciliator� faction within the Algerian government, represented the realization

that a political solution was needed to resolve the con�ict. Perceivably with a mandate

to resolve the con�ict, the Zeroual led dialog process would seek to include the FIS in

some fashion. The inclusion of the FIS in negotiations would signi�cantly diminish the

ability of the GIA to take the political initiative and usurp the political leadership

from the FIS. Thus, the appointment of Zeroual and subsequent policy shift to a

national dialog process that included the FIS posed an existential threat to the GIA.

The year 1994 was marked with the re-assertion of the FIS role as the legitimate

leader of the Islamic resistance. The �rst stage of this reassertion was the formation of
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an Executive Authority in September 1993 that led to the formation of a more uni�ed

military and political organization within the FIS (Willis, 1996). The creation of the

Executive Authority led to the formation of the AIS, the uni�ed military arm of the

FIS in 1994. The reformation and revitalization of the FIS signi�cantly curtailed

the GIA political initiatives (Willis, 1996). As a result, the GIA began targeting

foreigners to raise its pro�le in attempt to shift the initiatives back to its side (Willis,

1996). The result of the FIS uni�cation �pushed the GIA into looking for other

means of advancing their struggle both against the regime and the FIS . . . More

importantly, it sought to prevent these two adversaries from talking to each other�

(Willis, 1996). As Willis concludes, the �increasingly extreme nature of the GIA's

campaign appeared to serve the interests of the newly uni�ed FIS-AIS. It made the

latter seem a more moderate and pragmatic alternative to the GIA, both for the

ordinary people and the regime� (Willis, 1996). The replacement of hard-liners within

the Algerian government and the release of FIS leaders in September seemed to re�ect

the re-a�rmation of the FIS as the legitimate leaders of the Islamic resistance. The

breakdown of the September 1994 negotiations, which the FIS abstained, seemed to

indicate that negotiations between the FIS and Algerian government were unlikely to

immediately proceed. However, the initiative taken up by the legal opposition parties

that led to the Rome Platform in November 1994 rea�rmed the legitimacy of the

FIS. The Rome Platform re�ected the FIS commitment democratic principles. More

importantly, the international support granted to the FIS and other signatories of

the Rome Platform solidi�ed the FIS international legitimacy despite the fact that

the Algerian government refuted the agreement. The recognition of the FIS as a

result of the Rome Platform e�ectively eliminated the GIA's ability to claim political

leadership of the Islamic insurgency. Thus, the dialog process posed an existential

threat to the GIA.

Third, the process of reconciliation with the FIS was intended to provide a po-

litical solution to the Algerian Civil War. Thus, the dialog process was intended to

provide a mechanism to reintegrate the FIS into Algerian politics in some fashion.

However, numerous authors question the legitimacy of the negotiation o�ers. Some

authors contend that even though Zeroual was given the mandate to �nd a politi-

cal solution, the hard-liners within the Algeria government would never concede a

compromise with an Islamic party. Other authors contend that the concession was

a means of bolstering the position of the GIA. The Algerian government o�ered the

concessions with the intent of reneging in the future only to diminish the popular

support for the FIS. Without any popular support the FIS, the legitimate winner of
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the 1991 elections, would be marginalized, and the Algerian government could more

easily justify repression to combat the more militant GIA. Unfortunately, it is unclear

the true intent of the Algerian government in this period. To begin with, it is not

clear that the hard-line factions of the Algerian government that favored eradicating

the Islamic resistance were the true power brokers. In referring the to the eradica-

tors and conciliator camps with the Algerian government, Evans and Philips contends

�deciphering the relative strengths of the two camps was never easy as the regime was

dominated by a series of complex and shifting clan networks determined by family,

region, and personal friendship� (Evans and Phillips, 2007). Second, the dialog pro-

cess was abandoned in early 1995 when the Zeroual decided to proceed with elections

in November 1995. Subsequently, the Algerian government revised the constitution

explicitly banning any political party with an Islamic platform prohibiting the FIS or

any other Islamic party to enter Algerian politics. Thus, the intent of the concession

is interpretable. Therefore, it is possible to contend that the concession was intended

to undermine support for the GIA and strengthen the position of the FIS.

Finally, the period of terrorist escalation from November 1994 to March 1995

corresponds with the Rome negotiations between the FIS and the legal opposition

parties. These negotiations was intended to break the political impasse and posed

the �rst serious threat to the GIA in the dialog process. Thus, the timing of escalation

seems to correspond with the GIA attempt to spoil the dialog concession and stop the

reintegration of the FIS into Algerian politics. This period of escalation corresponded

with the beginning for the Rome meeting between the FIS and the legal opposition

political parties. While the Algerian government rejected the Rome Platform that

stemmed from these meeting, the GIA was still attempting to spoil the dialog process

by escalating in this period. The GIA was attempting to undermine support for

the FIS and counter-act the increasing legitimacy granted to the FIS. By escalating

during this period, the GIA sought to demonstrate that the FIS did not represent

the Islamic resistance and that any agreement the FIS made was moot because the

level of violence would not diminish regardless of any statements made by the FIS.

Essentially, the FIS gained considerable international legitimacy by agreeing to the

tenants of the Rome Declaration. The GIA sought to ensure that those gains would

not translate into any negotiated gains for the FIS in Algeria by escalating from

November 1994.

In conclusion, GIA-perpetrated violence escalated from November 1994 to March

1995 to spoil the Algerian government's concession to re-integrate the FIS as a legal

democratic party. The national dialog process intended to end the Algerian Civil War
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began in 1993. However, the possibility of resolution seemed unlikely until 1994. The

HCE appointed Liamine Zeroual as leader and conceded to expanding the negotiations

to include the banned FIS. Despite additional concession directed towards facilitating

these talks including the replacement of two anti-negotiation members of the HCE

and the release of two FIS leaders, the negotiations showed little promise of progress.

The legal opposition parties took the initiative to break this political impasse by

engaging in direct talks with the FIS in Rome, Italy in November 1994. It was not

until this point that the negotiations showed progress and �rst posed a threat to

the rise of the GIA. As a result, the GIA came to view the Rome negotiations as

an existential threat to the continued rise of the organization. Consequently, the

escalation of violence corresponded with the Rome negotiations and GIA's attempt

to spoil the reconciliation process. Thus, the escalation of violence from November

1994 to March 1995 adheres to the expectations of the Spoiling Theory.

Factioning Theory

By contrast, the Factioning Theory does not adequately explain why terrorist violence

in Algeria escalated from November 1994 to March 1995. The relatively more extreme

GIA carried out the escalation of violence. However, the cause of the escalation was

not driven by the ideology of the GIA. Rather, the escalation of violence was tactical:

to spoil the negotiations between the FIS and the legal political parties. Also, the

divide between the relatively moderate Islamic FIS organization and the relatively

extreme Islamic GIA was not caused by the government concession. Rather, the GIA

emerged early in the Algerian Civil War prior to the government concessions. Thus,

the Factioning Theory does not explain why the GIA escalated its level of violence in

November 1994. Though the intent of the government concession could be interpreted

as an attempt to entice the relatively moderate FIS into a legitimate democratic

process, the concession was directed towards undermining support for terrorism rather

than enticing the FIS into mainstream politics. Finally, the beginning and ending of

the terrorist escalation, November 1994 to March 1995, correspond closely with the

Rome negotiations. There is not an extended period of terrorist escalation. Thus,

the Factioning Theory does not explain why terrorist violence escalated in November

1994.

The Factioning Theory developed by Bueno De Mesquita has four basic con-

tentions. First, terrorist violence escalates after a concession because relatively more

extreme ideological members of the group have assumed power within an organization.

Second, the e�ect of a government concession caused the internal divide that led to
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extremist members of a terrorist organization gain control of the organization. Third,

the target of the concession is intended to entice moderate members of the terrorist

organization to disengage from terrorism. Fourth, the observed pattern of terrorist

violence should spike immediately following concession followed by a sustained period

of escalation.

For the Factioning Theory to explain the escalation of violence in Algeria in

November 1994, the case must adhere to the basic theoretical contentions of the

Factioning Theory. It would be expected that the escalation of violence in November

1994 was caused by the relatively extreme terrorist faction. Second, the Factioning

Theory would assume that Algerian concession to negotiate with the FIS caused the

Islamic insurgent organizations to faction along ideological lines. Third, the Faction-

ing Theory would assume that the concession was an to encourage the FIS to forgo

terrorism. Finally, the Factioning Theory expects that the level of violence should

have spiked in November 1994 in an attempt to spoil the negotiations between the

FIS and the Algerian government. Following the negotiations, the Factioning Theory

expects the level of violence to remain in an escalated state for an extended period

after the government concession due to the ideological nature of the organization.

The escalation of violence in November 1994 was perpetrated entirely by the GIA.

The GIA was relatively more extreme than the FIS. The GIA was founded by veterans

of the Islamic resistance �ghters returning from the con�ict in Afghanistan. These

veterans preached a hard-line belief in the establishment of an Islamic state based

on Islamic law. They did not believe in reaching accommodation with the Algerian

government and preferred to escalate its use of terrorism during the November 1994

Rome Dialog in order to demonstrate its unwillingness to negotiate with the Algerian

government. The FIS, by contrast, had emerged as a democratic party originally.

Even though they engaged in terrorism after the 1991 coup, its participation in the

Rome Dialog demonstrated their willingness to return to a democratic processes.

Furthermore, the period of repression from the beginning of 1992 until the end of

1994 gradually reinforced the GIA's position and limited the in�uence the moderate

FIS had within the Islamist movement. In fact, the division of the Islamic resistance

movement in Algeria was the cornerstone of the Algerian counter-terror policy at this

time.

The Factioning Theory asserts that the government uses a concession to cause or

exacerbate an internal divide within a terrorist organization or resistance movement.

The internal divide within the Islamist resistance had emerged prior to the Zeroual-

led concession to negotiate with the FIS. Therefore, it is expected that the Algerian
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government was using the concession to exacerbate these internal �ssures within the

Islamic resistance.

The third assertion of the Factioning Theory is that the concession will entice

the moderates within the terrorist organization to forgo terrorism. The Algerian

government's concession was intended to entice the FIS to enter into mainstream

politics. The appointment of Zeroual in early 1994 and his subsequent e�orts to

facilitate negotiations with the FIS represent and attempt to engage the FIS and

return Algeria to a multi-party democracy. The concession was not only an explicit

acknowledgement of the FIS role as the legitimate winner of the 1991 elections but

also an attempt to marginalize the more radical elements, namely the GIA, within

the Islamic resistance. The dialog concession was intended to encourage the FIS to

forgo terrorism while diminishing support for the GIA.

In the Algeria case, it is expected that the escalation of violence after the gov-

ernment concession in November 1994 was caused primarily by the relatively more

extremist GIA. In 1994, only the FIS and GIA were active in Algeria. The FIS

nearly ceases all terrorist attacks starting in March 1994. Therefore, the GIA is the

group that in�icted the escalated level of terrorism after the government concession.

Next, to a�rm the Factioning Theory, it is necessary to establish that the GIA was

a relatively more extreme terrorist organization than the FIS at this time.

Finally, the Factioning Theory contends that the extremist group will escalate

immediately following a concession in order to spoil the implementation of the con-

cession. However, the Factioning Theory is distinct because it assumes that the

duration of the escalation will persist for extended periods of time. GIA-perpetrated

terrorism escalated from November 1994 to March 1995, which corresponds with the

GIA's attempt to spoil the Rome Dialog process. The violence does not continue past

the March 1995. Therefore, the level of violence did not remain an escalated state for

an extended period after the concession.

In conclusion, the Factioning Theory partially explains the escalation of terrorist

violence in November 1994. The relatively more extreme GIA escalated its level of

violence in response to the government concession. The GIA opposed the negotiations

and sought to spoil them through increased terrorist violence. It seems that the nature

of the concession, the direct negotiations between the Algerian government and the

banned FIS, was intended to entice the moderate FIS to forgo terrorism. Furthermore,

the pattern of terrorist violence executed by the GIA beginning in November 1994

and ending in December 1995 seems to adhere to the expected pattern of behavior.

The level of violence spiked in November 1994 in order to spoil the negotiations
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between the FIS and the Algerian government, and the level of violence remained

escalated throughout 1995 due to the GIA extreme ideology. The series of civilian

massacres perpetrated by the GIA re�ect that ideological disposition for the use

of indiscriminant violence due to their extreme ideology of Islamic fundamentalism.

However, the critical aspect of the Factioning Theory is that the concessions cause

an uni�ed terrorist organization to faction along ideological lines. The split between

the GIA and FIS occurred well before the government concession. By contrast, the

Concession Maximizing Theory is easily refuted since the GIA strictly opposed the

government concession and was excluded from the negotiations. The GIA had nothing

to gain from additional concession made the FIS. Thus, the escalation in violence did

not adhere to the contentions of the Concession Maximizing Theory.

Concession Maximizing Theory

The Concession Maximizing Theory does not explain why the GIA escalated in

November 1994. First, the GIA was not seeking additional concession from the Al-

gerian government. Second, the concession did not embolden the GIA because the

organization opposed the negotiation concession. Third, the intent of the negotiations

was to resolve the con�ict but it did not create a window of opportunity for the GIA.

Because the Algerian government only conceded to negotiations with the FIS only

the FIS would gain from the concession. Consequently, the GIA did not believe that

the concession opened a window of opportunity in which additional acts of terrorism

would lead to additional concessions from the Algerian government.

The Concession Maximizing Theory has four basic contentions. First, terrorist

violence escalates after a concession because the terrorist organization is seeking ad-

ditional government concessions. Second, the e�ect of the government concession

emboldens the terrorist group. Third, the target of the concession is to resolve the

con�ict. Finally, the fourth contention is that the observed pattern of terrorist vio-

lence should escalate during periods of historically unique �windows of opportunity.�

For the Concession Maximizing Theory to explain the escalation of violence, the

Algeria case must adhere to the basic expectations of the theory. First, the GIA was

responsible for all the terrorist violence after November 1994. Therefore, the GIA

must have been seeking additional concessions stemming from the FIS and Algerian

government negotiations. Second, the GIA must have been supported the concession

and was emboldened to increase violence to gain additional concessions from the

Algerian government. Third, the negotiations must have been intended to resolve the

con�ict. Finally, the negotiations must have created a window of opportunity that the

103



GIA believed it could use to in�uence the Algerian government to grant additional

concessions. The Algeria case study does not closely adhere to these contentions.

The Concession Maximizing Theory does not explain why the GIA chose to esca-

late in November 1994. The GIA was not emboldened by the government concession.

Rather, the GIA strictly opposed any political reconciliation between the FIS and the

Algerian government. The GIA sought create a fundamentalist Islamic state in Alge-

ria through the destruction of the secular Algerian government and moderate Islamic

parties, including the FIS. Furthermore, it seems unlikely that the GIA increased

their violence to increase the potential gain from the Algerian government's conces-

sions. The GIA was not a part of the dialog process nor did the GIA have anything

to gain from the re-introduction of the FIS into Algerian politics. Therefore, GIA

escalation does not adhere to the expectations of the Concession Maximizing Theory.

Since the Algerian government did not direct the concession to the GIA, there was

no potential gain from the concession for the GIA. Finally, the Rome Dialog process

did not create a window of opportunity for the GIA to extract additional concessions

from the state. The Algerian concession made to the FIS to discuss the possibility of

restoring the FIS to Algerian electoral politics was part of a strategy to marginalize

the FIS.

In conclusion, the GIA had nothing to gain from the Algerian concession. The

Algerian government conceded to negotiations with the relatively moderate FIS. By

excluding it, the GIA had nothing to gain from the concession. Thus, there were no

additional gains to be made through increased concessions. Furthermore, the GIA

opposed the concession and likely acted to spoil the concession rather than seek any

gain.

Conclusions

In conclusion, the Spoiling Theory best explains why terrorist violence escalated in

November 1994. The Spoiling, Factioning, and Concession Maximizing theories each

make di�erent assumptions regarding the reason for the escalation, the e�ect of the

concession on the terrorist organization, the intent of the government concession, and

the observable pattern of behavior. By comparing these assumptions in the Alge-

ria context, it becomes clear that the Spoiling Theory provides the best theoretical

explanation why terrorist violence escalated after a government concession.

First, the reason why terrorist violence escalated in November 1994 was the GIA's

attempt to spoil the Algerian government's negotiations with the FIS. The GIA had

multiple opportunities to spoil the dialog process prior to November 1994. The Al-
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gerian government made a number of earlier concessions, including the appointment

of Zeroual, his decision to include the FIS into future negotiations, the release of FIS

leadership, and the replacement of hard-line members of the government. However,

the prospect of successful negotiations not increase in response to these concessions.

It was not until the FIS and the legal opposition parties engaged in negotiations in

November 1994 that the political deadlock might have been broken. As a result, the

GIA escalated in November 1994 to spoil these negotiations. Thus, the reason for

escalation adheres to the assumption of the Spoiling Theory. By contrast, the divide

between the FIS and GIA existed prior to the government concession. The year 1994

was a critical year in the FIS and GIA. The in�uence of the GIA was increasing. The

Algerian government concessions seemed to reinforce the legitimacy of the FIS and

to reverse the rise of the GIA. Thus, the reason for the escalation was for the limited

to tactical purpose of spoiling the negotiations as assumed by the Spoiling Theory.

The reason for escalation was not simply due to the relatively extreme nature of the

GIA as assumed by the Factioning Theory. Finally, the GIA strongly opposed any

Algerian government concessions. Thus, the GIA did not escalate to gain additional

concessions as assumed by the Concession Maximizing Theory.

Second, the e�ect of the concession posed an existential threat to the GIA. Through-

out 1993 and 1994, the GIA and FIS vied for supremacy over the Islamic resistance.

At the beginning of 1994, the GIA seemed poised to gain that supremacy. However,

the Algerian government's concessions aided the re-organization and re-assertion of

the FIS as the dominant Islamic resistance organization. This re-assertion of the

FIS posed an existential threat to the GIA. Up until 1994, the negotiations between

the Algerian government, the legal opposition parties and the FIS had made little

progress because of the exclusion of the FIS. When Zeroual expanded the dialog pro-

cess to include the FIS, signi�cant skepticism remained within both the FIS and the

GIA. Despite the release of two prominent FIS leaders and the replacement of two

prominent anti-negotiation members of the HCE, the September 1994 dialog talks did

not proceed due to the ongoing mistrust. However, when the legal opposition parties

engaged the FIS in Rome, Italy, the talks challenged the status quo political stale-

mate. It was not until the FIS began negotiation with the legal opposition parties that

the GIA was truly threatened because the negotiations seemed to break the political

deadlock between the FIS and the Algerian government, increased the legitimacy of

the FIS with both the legal political parties along with international observers, and

pressured the Algerian government to proceed with substantive negotiations. The

fact that the GIA did not escalate when Zeroual opened the possibility of negotiating
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with the FIS, the release of FIS leadership, or the change of HCE leadership repre-

sents the belief that the GIA did not believe that the HCE-FIS negotiations would

produce a settlement.

By contrast, the e�ect of the concession did not cause the Islamic resistance to

faction. The GIA emerged prior to the start of 1994. The GIA opposed both the

Algerian military and FIS leadership prior to the concession. Thus, the e�ect of

concession did not cause the Islamic resistance to faction as assumed by the Factioning

Theory. Finally, the GIA opposed any compromise with the Algerian government.

Thus, the concession did not embolden the GIA to escalate in order to gain additional

concessions from the Algerian government as assumed by the Concession Maximizing

Theory.

Third, the Algerian government's intent of the concession was to negotiate an end

to the Algerian Civil War. However, the intent of the concession could be interpreted

to adhere to all three theoretical contentions. The decision to make the concession

to the FIS was due to the FIS legitimate claim as the winners of the 1991 elections

as well as the rise of the GIA-led terrorism. The Algerian government sought to re-

integrate the FIS into mainstream politics in order to eliminate support for the GIA

and its increasingly violent terrorist tactics. Thus, the intent of the concession could

be intended to undermine support for the GIA as assumed by the Spoiling Theory.

By contrast, the intent of the concession could be interpreted as an attempt to entice

the moderate FIS into mainstream politics as assumed by the Factioning Theory.

Finally, the intent of the concession could be intended to end the Algerian Civil

War as assumed by the Concession Maximizing Theory. All three theories provide a

plausible explanation of the intent of the concession.

Finally, the pattern of terrorist behavior adheres to the expectation of the Spoil-

ing Theory. The period of escalation from November 1994 to March 1995 directly

corresponds with the Rome, Italy negotiations between the FIS and the legal oppo-

sition parties. The negotiations began in November 1994 and were �nalized in April

1995. Because the period of escalation closely corresponds with these negotiations,

the timing of escalation adheres to the expectation of the Spoiling Theory.

El Salvador Threshold Auto-Regressive Results

The Threshold Auto-Regressive methodology is a �ve-step process. First, the El

Salvador time series is constructed. Second, two diagnostic tests, the Phillips-Perron

Unit Root and Keenan Non-Linearity tests are applied to demonstrate that the El
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Salvador time series is stationary and non-linear, respectively. Third, the non-linear

TAR model speci�cation is demonstrated to be a good �t to the data relative to a

linear Auto-Regressive model speci�cation. Fourth, the data-determined threshold

value is determined. Finally, the �fth step is to use the threshold value identify the

periods of terrorist escalation in the El Salvador time series.

First, the El Salvador time series was created. The El Salvador time series exam-

ined the monthly terrorist causalities beginning in April 1978 and ending in January

1992. The months of April and May 1978 were the �rst consecutive months of terror-

ist violence with at least one casualty in the El Salvador time series. The Salvadoran

Civil War o�cially ended in January 1992. The El Salvador series had 168 observed

months with a total of 12,851 casualties. There was an average of 76.50 casualties

per month. Of the 168 observed months in the El Salvador time series, there was 8

months with zero terrorist casualties. There were four terrorist organizations were

included in the El Salvador time series. The organizations and the total number

of causalities they in�icted are listed in Table 11. The primary terrorist organiza-

tion active within the Salvadoran Civil War was the Frente Farabundo Marti para la

Liberacion Nacional (FMLN). The FMLN consolidated the various leftist insurgent

organizations early in the Salvadoran Civil War. The three additional terrorist orga-

nizations, the Fuerzas Populares de Liberacion Farabundo Marti (FPL), the Ejército

Revolucionario del Pueblo, and the Fuerzas Armadas de la Resistencia Nacional all

shared similar goals and were consolidated under the FMLN o�cially in October 1980

(??, lun).

Table 11: Terrorist Organizations: El Salvador

Acronym Name Casualities

FARN Fuerzas Armadas de la
Resistencia Nacional

Armed Forces of National
Resistance

21

FMLN Frente Farabundo Martí
para la Liberacion Nacional

Farabundo Marti National
Liberation Front

12,565

FPL Fuerzas Populares de
Liberacion Farabundo

Martí

People's Liberation Forces 187

ERP Ejercito Revolucionario del
Pueblo

People's Revolutionary
Army

78

Total 12,851
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Table 12: Fitted AR(4) Model: El Salvador

Coe�cients Std. Error t-statistic p-value

yintercept 26.61 9.36 2.84 0.00*

yt−1 0.10 0.08 1.26 0.21

yt−2 0.19 0.08 2.54 0.01*

yt−3 0.15 0.07 2.02 0.04*

yt−4 0.23 0.08 2.99 0.00*

*Denotes signi�cance at the 0.05 level

Second, Phillips-Perron Unit Root and Keenan Non-Linearity diagnostic tests

were applied to the time series. The Phillips-Perron Unit Root test had a value of

-147.57 and was signi�cant at the 1% signi�cance level. Thus, the null-hypothesis

that the El Salvador time series contains a unit root is rejected, and the El Salvador

time series exhibits a stationary trend. The Keenan Non-Linearity test had a value of

5.45 and was signi�cant at the 2% signi�cance level. Thus, the null-hypothesis that

the El Salvador time series follows a linear trend is rejected, and the El Salvador time

series follows a non-linear trend. Furthermore, the results of the Keenan test indicate

that the non-linear TAR model is an appropriate model speci�cation to apply to the

El Salvador time series data.

Third, a linear Auto-Regressive (AR) model was applied to the time series. A

linear AR model is applied to the time series for two purposes. First, the linear

AR order provides an upper bound for the TAR model speci�cation. The AR order

speci�cation is determined using a minimum Akaike Information Criteria search. The

AR order that provides the lowest AIC value is determined to be the most appropriate

AR model speci�cation. Second, the AR model serves as a point of comparison to

the TAR model. If the TAR model is demonstrated to be a better �t to the data

than an AR model, it can be concluded that the TAR model is a relatively more

appropriate model speci�cation for the time analyzed in this case. The AR and TAR

model speci�cation are compared using the AIC.

For the linear AR speci�cation, the minimum AIC procedure chose an AR order

of 4, denoted as AR (4)El Salvador. The coe�cients, standard errors, t-statistics, and

p-values of the AR (4)El Salvador model appear in Table 12.

The signi�cant coe�cients are show in Equation 6:
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yt = 26.61 + 0.19t−2 + 0.15t−3 + 0.23t−4 (6)

The �tted TAR model produced a two-regime model with an AR order of 4 in the

low regime and an AR order of 0 in the high regime denoted as TAR (2; 4, 0)El Salvador.

The coe�cients, standard errors, t-statistics, and p-value of the TAR (2; 4, 0)El Salvador

model appear in Table 13. The signi�cant coe�cients are show in Equation 7.

yt = It[113.95
(9.76)

] + (1− It)[21.37
(2.42)

+ 0.18t−1
(2.18)

+ 0.23t−4
(2.59)

] + εt (7)

Table 13: Fitted TAR (2;4,0) Model: El Salvador

Estimate Std. Error t-statistic p-value

Delay 2

Threshold 63

High Regime (n1 = 90)

α1,0 113.96 11.68 9.78 0.00*

Low Regime (n2 = 78)

β1,0 21.37 8.83 2.42 0.02*

β1,1 0.18 0.08 2.18 0.03*

β1,2 0.06 0.27 0.23 0.81

β1,3 0.13 0.09 1.41 0.16

β1,4 0.23 0.09 2.59 0.01*

*Denotes signi�cance at the 0.05 level

The AIC value for the linear AREl Salvador (4) model is 1,922. Comparatively, the

AIC value for the �tted TAR (2; 4, 0)El Salvador model was 1,845. Because the TAR

speci�cation has a lower AIC value, the TAR model is a better �t to the data relative

to the linear AR speci�cation.

Fourth, the estimated threshold drawn from the TAR (2; 4, 0)El Salvador model was

63 causalities determined from a minimum AIC �t with thresholds searched from the

15 percentile to the 85 percentile of all data. The estimated threshold is at the 59

percentile of all data. The TAR (2; 4, 0)El Salvador delay was 2 periods.
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Table 14: Escalation Periods: El Salvador

Start End Periods

April 1980 to August 1980 5*

January 1981 to March 1981 3*

January 1982 to March 1982 3*

July 1982 to December 1985 42*

May 1986 to June 1986 2

December 1986 to May 1987 6*

February 1988 to February 1988 1

May 1988 to May 1988 1

September 1988 to September 1989 13*

March 1990 to March 1990 1

November 1990 to November 1991 13

*Denotes a period that met the escalated intent criteria

Fifth and �nally, the Threshold Auto-Regressive process identi�ed 11 unique peri-

ods of terrorist escalation in El Salvador between April 1978 and January 1992. The

periods of escalation are listed Table 14. The Threshold Auto-Regressive model iden-

ti�ed a total of 71 months of escalated violence with causalities above the threshold

value and an additional 19 months that meet the escalated intent criteria for a total

of 90 months of escalated violence. An examination of these 11 periods of escalated

violence found that terrorist violence escalated in April 1980. April 1980 corresponds

with the �rst stage of a new land reform program implemented by the ruling Salvado-

ran junta. The following section examines the El Salvador case study to understand

why terrorist violence escalated after a government concession in April 1980.

El Salvador Case Analysis

Terrorism in El Salvador emerged alongside the widespread protest and unrest of

the 1970s. Terrorism played a central role in the Salvadoran Civil War (1980-1992).

The primary source of unrest was the vast social inequality between the small ruling

oligarchic class and the large impoverished rural population within El Salvador. The

issue of land reform was the primary source of discontent. In the 1970s, El Salvador

had the largest proportion of landless, rural poor in all of Central America (Grenier,
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2004; Mason, 1986). The unrest was compounded by the fraudulent 1972 and 1977

elections (Grenier, 2004; Mason, 1986; Menzel, 1994). The 1977 elections brought the

authoritarian General Carlos Humberto Romero to power. In October 1979, a military

coup ousted General Romero. The leaders of the October 1979 coup recognized that

without land reform the con�ict would only continue to grow and proposed a multi-

stage land reform program (Grenier, 2004; Mason, 1986). The leaders of October

1979 coup were overthrown in January 1980; nevertheless, the proposed land reform

program continued as planned.

El Salvador, at the outbreak of the con�ict in 1970s, had one of the highest pro-

portions of landless workers of any other country in Latin America (Seligson, 1995).

�The civil war that began in El Salvador,� Seligson contends, �appeared to many

observables to be a textbook case of agrarian insurrection� (Seligson, 1995). Recog-

nizing the basis of the insurrection, the junta began planning for extensive land reform

programs to redistribute nearly a quarter of the land controlled by the land holding

elite (Menzel, 1994). The land reform program proposed after the October 1979

coup and continued through the second military coup in January 1980 were intended

to disrupt the traditional oligarchic control of much of El Salvador and address the

primary grievances of rural based leftist opposition groups (Gettleman, 1987). The

land reform program was met with resistance from both the ruling oligarchic class as

well as the nascent leftist insurgency. �Ironically,� Gettleman argues, in response to

these reforms, both �the guerrillas and the oligarchy now found themselves support-

ing the same �cause� in terms of trying to break up the government's agrarian reform

program� (Gettleman, 1987).

Leftist opposition to the traditionally conservative and authoritarian Salvadoran

government emerged as early as the 1930s but the leftist insurgency that instigated

the Salvadoran Civil War emerged in the 1970s. With the military manipulation of the

1970 elections and the widespread fraud of the 1972 elections, the prospects of mean-

ingful social reform through democratic process was unlikely to succeed (Gettleman,

1987). Beginning in the early 1970s and continuing throughout the decade, popu-

lar armed elements began to emerge alongside massive civil protest throughout the

country. Leftist opposition groups were initially unable to e�ectively capitalize on the

chaos leading up to and following the 1979 coup largely due to lack of coordination of

the various armed factions (Gettleman, 1987). A Cuban-led initiative to consolidate

the groups in 1979 began the process of consolidating the various leftist organizations.

The increasing coordination between the various armed organizations resulted in the

emergence of the Frente Farabundo Marti para la Liberacion Nacional (FMLN) as
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the umbrella organization overseeing the activities of the various leftist revolutionary

groups in late 1980. The FMLN became the main insurgent force throughout the civil

war . The ruling junta recognized the source of con�ict in El Salvador and conceded

to a land reform. Despite these attempts for reform in El Salvador in early 1980,

the ruling junta experienced staunch resistance and increasing violence from leftist

organizations and eventually the FMLN. The Salvadoran Civil War o�cially began in

1980 and ended in 1992 when the Salvadoran government and the FMLN signed the

Chapultepec Peace Accords in 1992. The blood-less 1979 coup sought to implement

reforms and project a moderate stance within the polarized political landscape. To

counter the growing protest and rising use of violence, the �rst junta conceded to a

multi-stage land reform program intended to redistribute vast tracks of El Salvador to

the landless poor. Despite a second a coup in January 1980, the land reform program

continued as planned. By March 6, 1980, the second junta implemented the �rst

stage of the land reform concession. Terrorist violence escalated in April 1980. Why

then did terrorist violence escalate after the Salvadoran government implemented the

�rst stage of the land reform concession? The escalation of terrorist violence was the

nascent leftist insurgency's attempt to spoil the implementation of the land reform

program. Thus, the escalation of violence is best explained by the Spoiling Theory.

Spoiling Theory

The escalation of terrorist violence in April 1980 was an attempt by the nascent leftist

insurgency to spoil the land reform program. The leftist insurgency sought to create

a mass-based leftist insurgency with the ultimate goal of overthrowing the Salvado-

ran government and implementing a leftist regime. By the end of 1979, widespread

popular protest demanding government reforms seemed to indicate to the growing

leftist insurgent groups that the leftist insurgency could be successful in supplanting

the Salvadoran government. However, the October 1979 and January 1980 coups and

the land reform concession signi�cantly undermined the leftist insurgency's basis of

support. The escalation of violence in April 1980 occurred just after the ruling junta

implemented the �rst stage of the land reform program in March 1980. The escalation

of violence was the nascent leftist insurgency's attempt to spoil the implementation

of the concession.

The Spoiling Theory developed by Kydd and Walter has four basic contentions.

First, a terrorist organization increases its violence after a concession in order to

spoil the implementation of the concession. Second, a terrorist organization seeks to

spoil a concession because the concession poses an existential threat to a terrorist
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organization. The third contention holds that a government o�ers the concession as

a counter-terror strategy to undermine the wider support of a terrorist organization.

Finally, the fourth contention of the Spoiling Theory contends that the pattern of

terrorist escalation should correspond with the implementation of a concession.

For the Spoiling Theory to explain the escalation of terrorist violence in April

1980, the El Salvador case must adhere to the theoretical expectations of the theory.

First, the intent of the escalation must have been intended to stop the implementation

of the land reform concession. Second, the e�ect of the concession must have posed

an existential threat to the leftist insurgency. Third, the theory expects that the

Salvadoran government conceded to land reform to undermine the support for the

leftist insurgency. Finally, the Spoiling Theory contends that the escalation should

correspond with the implementation of the land reform program.

The land reform concession posed a signi�cant threat to the nascent insurgency.

The leftist insurgent groups formed with the goal of a radical land redistribution

(LeoGrande, 1981). The wider con�ict in El Salvador was based on the issue of land

distribution and the desire for substantive land reform (Shiras, 1981). At the outset

of the civil war, the insurgent organizations did not command widespread support.

Leftist non-violent political parties were successful throughout the 1970s arranging

mass protest and civil disobedience that continued up until and past the 1979 coup.

For instance, the leftist political parties brought over 100,000 Salvadorans into the

street in January 1980 to pressure the government into enacting the promised land re-

form program (Prosterman, 1981). After the land reform program was promulgated in

May 1980, only 2,000 protesters demonstrated against the government (Prosterman,

1981). The leftist insurgency opposed the land reform program, and the apparent

support for the reforms within the general population undermined their position.

The leftist insurgency, Gettleman contends, could �see that any reform would tend

to ameliorate the very real social grievances on which their revolutionary war and its

attendant guerrilla-political violence propaganda campaigns were based� (Gettleman,

1987). The insurgent leadership was acutely aware that these reforms would under-

mine their position and, as a result, began �advocat[ing] the use of coercive urban

and rural political violence as a countermeasure to inhibit or otherwise breakup the

reform e�ort.� (Gettleman, 1987).

The intent of the concession was to undermine the growing leftist insurgency

within El Salvador. Raymond Bonner contends that �land reform was hastily en-

acted because something had to be done to counter the growing strengths of the

left� (Bonner, 1984). The land reform concession undermined the leftist insurgency's
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ability to generate a mass-based insurrection against the Salvadoran government. Un-

able to justify the continued use of violence to obtain land reform, the Salvadoran

government sought to undermine general support for the insurgency. The intent of

the concession, as Bonner concludes, �was designed to prevent a revolution� (Bonner,

1984).

Finally, the timing of terrorist escalation closely followed the implementation of

the land reform concession. The land reform program was announced immediately

after the October 1979 coup. The land reform program was a three-stage process.

The �rst stage would have little impact on land redistribution. The second and third

stages were more substantial. The �rst stage of the land reform concession was im-

plemented in March 1980. The Threshold Auto-Regressive model demonstrates that

terrorist violence escalated in April 1980. The timing of the escalation corresponded

with the implementation of the land reform program. Thus, the timing of terrorist

escalation adheres to the theoretical expectation that the escalation corresponds with

the implementation of a concession. Consequently, the April to November 1980 period

of terrorist escalation corresponds with the expectation of the Spoiling Theory.

In conclusion, the escalation of terrorist violence in April 1980 is an example

of Spoiling violence. The land reform concession posed an existential threat to the

nascent leftist insurgency. The military juntas recognized that land reform would

signi�cantly curtail the support for the insurgent movement within the general pop-

ulation. Thus, the concession was an attempt to undermine support for the growing

leftist insurgency. Finally the escalation of violence in April 1980 corresponds with the

expected pattern of spoiling behavior since the timing of the escalation for violence

corresponded with the implementation of a government concession. The escalation of

terrorist violence in El Salvador is explained best by the Spoiling Theory. By com-

parison, the Factioning Theory and the Concession Maximizing Theory fail to explain

the terrorist escalation in April 1980. The next section will evaluate the merits of the

Factioning Theory in the El Salvador case.

Factioning Theory

By contrast, the Factioning Theory does not explain why terrorist violence escalated

in El Salvador in April 1980. First, the trajectory of the leftist insurgency was moving

towards consolidating the various factions. The process began in 1979 and continued

until the formal creation of the FMLN in October 1980. Thus, the land reform

concession did not have any e�ect on the leftist insurgency's organizational structure.

Furthermore, the intent of the concession was not directed towards the nascent leftist
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insurgency. Rather, the intent of the concession was to resolve the source of the

grievances in El Salvador undermine support for the insurgency. The intent of the

concession was not intended to entice moderate insurgent leaders to forgo terrorism.

Finally, the pattern of behavior did not remain escalated for an extended period after

the land reform implementation period passed.

The Factioning Theory developed by Bueno De Mesquita has four basic con-

tentions. First, terrorist violence escalates after a concession because relatively more

extreme ideological members of the group have assumed power within an organiza-

tion. Second, the e�ect of a government concession caused the internal divide that

led to extremist members of a terrorist organization gain control of the organization.

Third, the target of the concession is intended to entice moderate members of the

terrorist organization to disengage from terrorism. Fourth, the observed pattern of

terrorist violence should spike immediately following concession followed by sustained

periods of escalation.

For the Factioning Theory to explain why terrorist violence increased in the El

Salvador case the four basic contentions of the theory must be true. First, the cause of

terrorist escalation must have been due to emergence of an extremist faction within the

leftist insurgency. Second, the land reform concession caused the leftist insurgency to

split into smaller competing factions, and the escalation was caused by an ideologically

extreme faction. Next, the intent of the land reform would have been directed towards

the leftist insurgency to entice moderate factions to forgo terrorism. Finally, the level

of violence should have spiked after the implementation of the land reform program

in March 1980 and remain in an escalated state for an extended period after the land

reform program ended.

The Factioning Theory does not explain the escalation of terrorist violence in April

1980 because the leftist insurgency was not prone to internal factioning. The 1970s

were a tumultuous decade in El Salvador. Unrest within the country grew steadily

throughout the decade. The Salvadoran military's intervention in the 1972 election

was met with widespread protest and seemingly eliminated any reform through the

democratic process. The 1972 elections were, as Bonner contends, �widely seen as

a turning point, after which the march toward an armed revolution was inexorable�

When General Ramos was appointed the de facto military dictator in 1977, El Sal-

vador descended into widespread protest and revolt. However, the leftist insurgency

remained fragmentary through the 1970s. It was not until the late 1970s, with the

assistance of Cuba, did the leftist insurgency begin consolidate. Coordination among

the leftist insurgent groups increased throughout 1980 and the FMLN formally con-
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solidated the groups under a single directorate in October 1980. The 1979 coup and

subsequent land reform programs occurred during this period of consolidation. There

is no evidence that indicates that the leftist insurgency was factioning internally at

that moment. As a result, the escalation of violence was not due to the emergence

of an ideologically extreme terrorist faction. Furthermore, the leftist insurgency was

becoming consolidated rather splitting apart. Thus, the El Salvador case does not

adhere to the �rst two expectations of the Factioning Theory.

Furthermore, the land reform program was not intended to factioning the leftist

insurgent movement. The intent of the concession was to address the issue of land

equality as a means to undermine support for the leftist insurgency. The concessions

were directed towards the popular support of the insurgent groups. By o�ering land

reform, the Salvadoran government increased their legitimacy while simultaneously

reducing the justi�cation for the use of terrorist violence. Furthermore, the land

reform program increased the legitimacy of the Salvadoran government with inter-

national partners, namely the United States (Gettleman, 1987; LeoGrande, 1981).

Gettleman contends that the �most important result of the period of con�ict [the

early 1980s] was the gradual enhancement of the government's image of legitimacy�

(Gettleman, 1987). Thus, the intent of the concession was to reduce support for the

leftist insurgency and increase the legitimacy of the government.

Finally, the pattern of behavior in El Salvador does seem to correspond with

the expected pattern in the Factioning Theory. The duration of the escalation of

violence in April 1980 is only �ve months. While it is ambiguous what constitutes an

�extended period of escalated violence,� the �ve month period of escalated violence

does not constitute an extended period compared to the 42 months of escalated

violence between July 1982 and December 1985. Thus, it seems that the various

leftist insurgent groups were capable of sustaining violent attacks in the early 1980s.

The period of escalation that begun in April 1980 seems to be limited in duration.

Therefore, the period of violence does not represent an extended period of violence.

In conclusion, the Factioning Theory does not provide a feasible explanation of

why terrorist violence escalated in El Salvador in April 1980. The leftist insurgency

was consolidating, and no evidence seems to allude to internal factioning within the

movement. Furthermore, the Salvadoran government did not use the land reform

concession to cause an internal divide within the insurgent movement. Rather, the

land reform program was directed towards garnering legitimacy for the Salvadoran

government and undermining support for the leftist insurgency. Finally, the pattern

of terrorist behavior does not adhere to the expectations of the Factioning Theory.
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Thus, the Factioning Theory does not adequately explain the escalation in terrorist

violence in April 1980. In addition, the Concession Maximizing Theory does not have

much merit since there is no evidence to support that the leftist insurgency sought

additional land reforms. In fact, the FMLN's staunch opposition to the land reform

program, so the concession did not embolden the leftist insurgency to escalate to gain

additional concessions.

Concession Maximizing Theory

The Concession Maximizing Theory does not explain why the violence escalated in the

El Salvador case. First, the leftist insurgent organizations opposed the land reform

concession. Therefore, the leftist insurgent organizations were not seeking additional

concessions. Rather, the leftist insurgent organizations consolidated its forces under

the FMLN in October 1980 and sought a total victory against the Salvadoran govern-

ment. Second, the e�ect of the concession did not embolden the leftist insurgency to

increase violence in order to gain additional concession. Third, the intent of the land

reform was to resolve the con�ict. However, the concession did not create a window

of opportunity for the leftist insurgency to maximize its political gains. The period of

escalation was intended to spoil the land reform concession and not gain additional

land reform guarantees.

The Concession Maximizing Theory has four basic contentions. First, terrorist

violence escalates after a concession because the terrorist organization is seeking ad-

ditional government concessions. Second, the e�ect of the government concession

emboldens the terrorist group. Third, the target of the concession is to resolve the

con�ict. Finally, the fourth contention is that the observed pattern of terrorist vio-

lence should escalate during periods of historically unique �windows of opportunity.�

For the Concession Maximizing Theory to explain why terrorist violence esca-

lated in the El Salvador case, the four basic contentions of the theory must be true.

First, the intent of the escalation was to gain additional concessions from the Sal-

vadoran government. Intuitively, additional concession would include more extensive

land reform along with additional socio-economic reforms to address the economic

inequality. Second, the land reform must have emboldened the leftist insurgency to

increase violence to increase scope of the land reform concession. Third, the intent of

the land reform was to end the con�ict. Finally, the land reform should have created a

unique window of opportunity that the leftist insurgency could use to gain additional

concession.

The reasons for rejecting the �rst two contentions of the Concession Maximizing
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Theory are closely related. The nascent leftist insurgency strongly opposed the land

reform concession. Thus, the intent was not to gain additional reforms from the

standing Salvadoran government. The leftist insurgency adopted a more maximalist

position. The insurgent organizations sought to defeat the government. The various

groups consolidated its forces under the FMLN in late 1980 to coordinate their e�orts

and obtain total victory. Thus, escalation of violence in April 1980 was not intended

to gain additional concession. Nor did the land reform concession embolden the

insurgent groups to seek additional concession.

The intent of the concession was to stall the nascent insurgency (Gettleman, 1987).

Both the leftist insurgent groups as well as the land holding elites within El Salvador

opposed land reform (Gettleman, 1987). Numerous authors, as a result, question

the sincerity of the concession (Gettleman, 1987; LeoGrande, 1981). Rather than

reform, Gettlemen contends that the intent of land reform was to appease the demands

of the mass protestors while fostering a positive image of the government to the

United States (Gettleman, 1987). Therefore, it seems unlikely that the Salvadoran

government sought to use land reform as a platform to �nd a political solution to the

con�ict.

Finally, the land reform concession did not create a window of opportunity in

which additional terrorist violence was likely to extract additional concession. The

leftist insurgent organizations opposed the concession and did not seek additional

concessions. Furthermore, the concession was intended to increase the Salvadoran's

legitimacy in order to gain support from the United States. Both the leftist insurgency

and the Salvadoran government sought a more de�nitive victory. The land reform

concession was intended to undermine support for the insurgency and bolster the

government. Thus, there was not an open `window of opportunity' for an escalated

level of terrorist violence to force the Salvadoran government to commit to additional

concessions.

In conclusion, the escalation of terrorist violence in El Salvador in early 1980 is

not explained by the Concession Maximizing Theory. The nascent leftist insurgency

strongly opposed the land reform concessions. The leftist insurgency's actions were

focused on sustaining its organization rather than obtain their political goals of radical

land redistribution. The leftist insurgency's lack public support and the e�ect of the

concession, had been implemented, would have only jeopardized the leftist insurgency.

Therefore, the leftist insurgency was not emboldened by the land reform program and

sought additional concessions along these lines. Rather, the leftist insurgency sought

to spoil the concession. Certainly, the intent of the Salvadoran government's land
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reform program was to address the primary grievance of the con�ict. However, the

land reform program, by the time the second junta took power, was directed towards

garnering external support for the Salvadoran government rather than address the

legitimate grievances. Nor did the concession create a window of opportunity where

the Salvadoran government was perceived especially vulnerable to increased terrorist

violence. The concession did not create an opportunity for the leftist insurgency

to gain greater support. Rather, because the leftist insurgency was opposed to the

concession, the violence was intended to spoil the implementation of the land reform

instead of attempting to expand the reforms.

Conclusions

In conclusion, the Spoiling Theory best explains why terrorist violence escalated in

April 1980. The Spoiling, Factioning, and Concession Maximizing theories each make

di�erent assumptions regarding the reason for the escalation, the e�ect of the con-

cession on the terrorist organization, the intent of the government concession, and

the observable pattern of behavior. By comparing these assumptions in the El Sal-

vador context, it becomes clear that the Spoiling Theory provides the best theoretical

explanation why terrorist violence escalated after a government concession.

First, the reason why terrorist violence escalated in April 1980 was to spoil the

implementation of the land reform concession. The leaders of the Salvadoran gov-

ernment, beginning with the October 1979 coup and continuing through the January

1980 coup, recognized the primary source of protest was land distribution. The ma-

jority of Salvadorans living in rural El Salvador were landless and impoverished. The

land reform concession was intended to address these inequalities. The �rst stage of

the three-stage land reform program began in March 1980. The escalation of violence

in April 1980 was an attempt by the leftist insurgent organizations to spoil the im-

plementation of the land reform program. Thus, the reason for escalation adheres to

the assumption of the Spoiling Theory.

By contrast, the leftist insurgency was comprised of multiple organizations in early

1980. However, these organizations were becoming increasingly integrated and coor-

dinated beginning in 1979 and continuing through the creation of the FMLN in late

1980. There was no evidence that the land reform caused internal divides within the

insurgency to arise. Thus, the reason for escalation was not due to the factioning of

the leftist insurgency as assumed by the Factioning Theory. Finally, the leftist insur-

gency strongly opposed any land reform concessions. Thus, the leftist insurgency did

not escalate to gain additional concessions as assumed by the Concession Maximizing

119



Theory.

Next, the e�ect of the land reform concession posed an existential threat to the

nascent leftist insurgency. The leftist insurgency sought to overthrow the Salvadoran

government and implement a radical socialist redistribution of land. However, the

land reform concession undercut support for the insurgency since the land reform

satis�ed most of the general population's demands for reform. Thus, the land reform

concession posed a threat to the nascent leftist insurgency as assumed by the Spoiling

Theory. By contrast, the e�ect of the concession did not cause the leftist insurgency to

faction. The nascent insurgency was consolidating the various terrorist organizations

into a single command and control structure. That process began as early 1979 and

culminated in the creation of the FMLN in late 1980. Thus, the e�ect of the concession

did not cause the leftist insurgency to faction as assumed by the Factioning Theory.

Finally, the insurgent groups opposed comprise with the Salvadoran government.

Thus, the e�ect of the concession did not embolden the insurgency to escalate to gain

additional concessions as assumed by the Concession Maximizing Theory.

Next, the intent of the land reform concession was to undermine support for the

leftist insurgency and the use of terrorism. Support for the insurgency was closely

tied with the lack of the Salvadoran government attempt to reform. The land reform

concession was intended to diminish support for the insurgency by addressing the

primary grievance held by the wider Salvadoran population. Thus, the intent of the

concession was to undermine support for terrorist as assumed by the Spoiling Theory.

By contrast, the intent of the concession was not intended to entice moderate

within the insurgency to forgo violence. The concession was directed towards ap-

peasing the wider Salvadoran population. Thus, the intent of the concession was not

intended to faction the insurgency as assumed by the Factioning Theory. Finally, the

intent of the concession was meant to undermine support for the insurgency through

land reform. Thus, the concession was not directly intended to cease the con�ict as

assumed by the Concession Maximizing Theory.

Finally, the pattern of terrorist behavior adheres to the expectations of the Spoil-

ing Theory. The period of escalation in April 1994 occurs immediately following the

implementation of the �rst stage of the land reform concession. The timing of the

escalation indicates that the leftist insurgency was attempting to spoil the implemen-

tation of the land reform concession.

By contrast, the escalation of violence that began in April 1980 did not last for

an extended period. The escalation of violence began in April 1980 and concluded in

August 1980. While de�ning what constitutes an extended period of terrorist escala-
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tion is ambiguous, other periods of escalation were able to last much longer including

a 42 month period of terrorist escalation starting in July 1982. The leftist insurgency

seemed capable of perpetrating a much longer period of escalation. Thus, the pattern

of behavior does not adhere to the assumptions of the Factioning Theory. Finally,

because the leftist insurgency opposed the concession and did not gain from them,

it is unlikely that the insurgency believed the land reforms created a �window of op-

portunity� to extract greater concessions from the Salvadoran government. Thus, the

pattern of behavior does not adhere to the assumptions of the Concession Maximizing

Theory.

Israel-Palestine Threshold Auto-Regressive Results

The Threshold Auto-Regressive methodology is a �ve-step process. First, the Israel-

Palestine time series is constructed. Second, two diagnostic tests, the Phillips-Perron

Unit Root and Keenan Non-Linearity tests are applied to demonstrate that the Israel-

Palestine time series is stationary and non-linear, respectively. Third, the non-linear

TAR model speci�cation is demonstrated to be a good �t to the data relative to a

linear Auto-Regressive model speci�cation. Fourth, the data-determined threshold

value is determined. Finally, the �fth step is to use the threshold value identify the

periods of terrorist escalation in the Israel-Palestine time series.

First the Israel-Palestine time series was created. The Israel-Palestine time series

examined the monthly terrorist casualties beginning in November 1971 and ending in

December 2007. The months of November and December 1971 were the �rst consecu-

tive months of terrorist violence with at least one casualty in the Israel-Palestine time

series. The terrorist violence in Israel-Palestine continued to the end of the dataset

in December 2007.12 The Israel-Palestine time series had a total of 422 months with

12,610 casualties. There was an average of 29.88 casualties per month. Of the 422

observed months in the Israel-Palestine time series, there were 124 months with zero

terrorist casualties. Twenty-�ve terrorist organizations were included in the series.

The organizations and the total number of casualties they in�icted are listed in Table

15. �For decades,� Aaron Pina contends, �Palestinian factionalism has dominated the

political landscape in the West Bank and Gaza Strip�(Pina, 2005). Over the course

of the Israel-Palestine con�ict, the Palestinian resistance organizations have repeat-

edly factioned into competing organizations. The multiple Palestinian factions are

typically categorized as either a national-secular or Islamic organization. Table 15

12Data from 1993 is not available in the Global Terrorism Database
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along these categories. The classi�cation of the terrorist organizations relies on in-

formation gathered from the Terrorist Organization Pro�les created by the Memorial

Institute for the Prevention of Terrorism and maintained by the National Consor-

tium for the Study of Terrorism and Responses to Terrorism (START).13 Regardless

of their national-secular or Islamic categorization, all of these organizations represent

some variant of Palestinian nationalism (Pina, 2005).

13http://www.start.umd.edu/start/data_collections/tops/
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Table 15: Terrorist Organizations: Israel-Palestine

Acronym Name Casualities Orientation

ANO Abu Nidal Organization 48 Nationalist

- Al-Aqsa Martyrs Brigade 1,150 Nationalist

- al-Fatah 237 Nationalist

- Al-Qassam Brigades 1 Islamic

ALF Arab Liberation Front 51 Nationalist

- Black Panther Group (Palestinian) 23 Nationalist

- Black September 14 Nationalist

DFLP Democratic Front for the Liberation of
Palestine

284 Nationalist

- Fatah 3 Nationalist

- Fatah Hawks 24 Nationalist

- Fatah Uprising 6 Nationalist

- Force 17 84 Nationalist

HAMAS Islamic Resistance Movement 3,375 Islamic

- Hizballah 178 Islamic

- Hizballah Palestine 5 Islamic

- Islamic Jihad 964 Islamic

- Jenin Martyrs Brigades 2 Islamic

PLF Palestine Liberation Front 17 Nationalist

PLO Palestine Liberation Organization 266 Nationalist

- Palestinian Revolution Forces 1,013 Nationalist

PFLP Popular Front for the Liberation of
Palestine

293 Nationalist

PFLP-GC Popular Front for the Liberation of
Palestine, General Command

21 Nationalist

- Popular Resistance Committees 38 Nationalist/Islamic

- The Islamic Revolution to Liberate
Palestine

43 Islamic

Total 12,610

Second, Phillips-Perron Unit Root and Keenan Non-Linearity diagnostic tests
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were applied to the time series. The Phillips-Perron Unit Root test had a value of

-474.64 and was signi�cant at the 1% signi�cance level. Thus, the null-hypothesis

that the Israel-Palestine time series contains a unit root is rejected, and the Israel-

Palestine time series exhibits a stationary trend. The Keenan Non-Linearity test

had a value of 9.60 and was signi�cant at the 1% signi�cance level. Thus, the null-

hypothesis that the Israel-Palestine time series follows a linear trend is rejected, and

the Israel-Palestine time series follows a non-linear trend. Furthermore, the results

of the Keenan test indicate that the non-linear TAR model is an appropriate model

speci�cation to apply to the Israel-Palestine time series data.

Third, a linear Auto-Regressive (AR) model was applied to the time series. A

linear AR model is applied to the time series for two purposes. First, the linear

AR order provides an upper bound for the TAR model speci�cation. The AR order

speci�cation is determined using a minimum Akaike Information Criteria search. The

AR order that provides the lowest AIC value is determined to be the most appropriate

AR model speci�cation. Second, the AR model serves as a point of comparison to

the TAR model. If the TAR model is demonstrated to be a better �t to the data

than an AR model, it can be concluded that the TAR model is a relatively more

appropriate model speci�cation for the time analyzed in this case. The AR and TAR

model speci�cation are compared using the AIC.

For the linear AR speci�cation, the minimum AIC procedure chose an AR order

of 6 denoted as AR (6)Israel−Palestine. The coe�cients, standard errors, t-statistics,

and p-value of the ARIsrael (6) appear in Table 16.

Table 16: Fitted AR (10) Model: Israel/Palestine

Coe�cients Std. Error t-statistic p-value

y0 16.06 4.57 3.52 0.00*

y1 0.02 0.05 0.32 0.75

y2 0.06 0.05 1.15 0.25

y3 0.19 0.05 3.88 0.00*

y4 0.08 0.05 1.59 0.11

y5 0.03 0.05 0.60 0.55

y6 0.11 0.05 2.19 0.03*

*Denotes signi�cance at the 0.05 level

The signi�cant coe�cients are shown in Equation 9:
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yt = 16.06 + 0.19t−3 + 0.11t−6 (8)

The �tted TAR model produced a two-regime model with an AR order 4 in the low

regime and an AR order of 0 for the high regime, denoted TAR (2; 4, 0)Israel−Palestine.

The coe�cients, standard errors, t-statistics, and p-values of the TAR (2; 4, 0)Israel−Palestine

model appear in Table 17. The signi�cant coe�cients are shown in Equation 9.

yt = It[59.92
(4.59)

] + (1− It)[14.99
(5.12)

+ 0.15t−3
(4.43)

+ 0.06t−4
(1.98)

] + εt (9)

Table 17: Fitted TAR(2; 4, 0) Model: Israel/Palestine

Estimate Std. Error t-statistic p-value

d 6

τ 28

High Regime (n1 = 104)

α1,0 59.92 13.05 4.59 .00

Low Regime (n2 = 318)

β1,0 14.99 2.92 5.12 0.00*

β1,1 0.01 0.03 0.17 0.86

β1,2 0.01 0.03 0.30 0.76

β1,3 0.15 0.03 4.42 0.00*

β1,4 0.06 0.03 1.98 0.05*

*Denotes signi�cance at the 0.05 level

The AIC value for the AR (6)Israel−Palestine was 4,850. Comparatively, the AIC

value for the �tted TAR (2; 4, 0)Israel−Palestine model was 4,551. Because the TAR

speci�cation has a lower AIC value, the TAR model is a better �t to the data relative

to the linear AR speci�cation.

Fourth, the estimated threshold from TAR (2; 4, 0)Israel−Palestine model is 28 causal-

ities determined from a minimum AIC �t with thresholds searched from the 30 per-

centile to the 85 percentile of all data. The estimated threshold is the 76 percentile

of all data. The TAR (2; 4, 0)Israel−Palestine delay was 6 periods.

Fifth and �nally, using the threshold value identi�ed, there were 48 unique periods

of terrorist escalation in the Israel-Palestine time series. The periods of escalation are
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listed in Table 18 on the next page. In total, there were 102 months of terrorist vio-

lence that exceeded the threshold value of 28 casualties, and 14 months that satis�ed

the escalated intent criteria for a total of 116 months of escalated violence.

An examination of the each period of escalation identi�ed four periods of terrorist

escalation that correspond with the implementation of the Oslo Agreement. The four

periods of escalation were January to April 1994, October 1994, February to March

1996, and from October to November 1998. Each of these periods of escalation was

attempts to spoil the implementation of the Oslo Accords. The following section

will provide a brief historical background of the Israeli-Palestinian con�ict to place

the Oslo Accords into context. Next, the Spoiling Theory is applied to the case

and demonstrated to explain why terrorist violence escalated after a government

concession. Next, the Factioning and Concession Maximizing Theory are applied to

the Israel-Palestine case study. Neither of these theories adequately explains why

terrorist violence escalated after the Oslo Accords. The case study concludes with an

overview of the �ndings.

Israel-Palestine Case Analysis

To understand the origin of terrorism in the Israel-Palestine con�ict, it is necessary

to understand the origin of the state of Israel and complex historic context of the

con�ict. The modern state of Israel is a Jewish state and its location has signi�cant

historical and religious connotations in the Jewish religion. Israel comprises most of

the Biblical territory of the Jewish homeland referred to as Palestine. Dispelled from

these territories over the centuries, the Jewish Diaspora, living primarily in Europe,

�rst began promulgating the creation of a Jewish state in the late 19th century. By

the end of the First World War, the Ottoman Empire receded from the Palestinian

Territories and Britain had replaced it as the prime power in the region. With the 1917

Balfour Declaration, Britain stated that it would eventually establish a Jewish state

in the region. After the Second World War, Britain came under increasing pressure

to create a Jewish state from both international sources, primarily the U.S., that were

sympathetic to the Jewish refugees who were displaced due to the war, and internally

from increasing violence perpetrated by Jewish settlers already in Palestine. In 1947,

the newly formed United Nations voted to partition the Palestinian Territories into

a Jewish and an Arab state. The proposal was rejected by Arab leaders which led

Jewish leaders to declare independence in May 1948. The newly created Jewish

state, Israel, was immediately enmeshed in a war with its Arab neighbors. The 1948
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Table 18: Escalation Periods: Israel-Palestine

Start End Periods

August 1973 to August 1973 1

December 1973 to December 1973 1

May 1974 to May 1974 1

September 1974 to September 1974 1

December 1974 to December 1974 1

November 1975 to November 1975 1

May 1976 to May 1976 1

September 1976 to September 1976 1

March 1978 to March 1978 1

November 1978 to November 1978 1

May 1979 to May 1979 1

September 1979 to September 1979 1

June 1980 to June 1980 1

December 1980 to December 1980 1

July 1981 to July 1981 1

August 1982 to August 1982 1

April 1983 to April 1983 1

September 1983 to May 1984 9*

September 1984 to September 1984 1

March 1985 to April 1985 2

July 1985 to July 1985 1

November 1985 to December 1985 2

June 1986 to June 1986 1

September 1986 to February 1987 6*

June 1988 to July 1988 2

September 1989 to September 1989 1

August 1990 to August 1990 1

March 1992 to March 1992 1

July 1992 to October 1992 4*

January 1994 to April 1994 4*

July 1994 to July 1994 1

October 1994 to October 1994 1

April 1995 to April 1995 1

July 1995 to August 1995 2

February 1996 to March 1996 2

June 1996 to June 1996 1

July 1997 to July 1997 1

October 1998 to November 1998 2

May 2000 to May 2000 1

November 2000 to November 2000 1

March 2001 to October 2003 32*

January 2004 to March 2004 3

July 2004 to July 2004 1

November 2004 to February 2005 4*

July 2005 to December 2005 6*

April 2006 to April 2006 1

July 2006 to August 2006 2

May 2007 to June 2007 2

*Denotes a period that met the escalated intent criteria
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Arab-Israeli war between the newly formed Israel and its neighbors, Egypt, Lebanon,

Jordan, and Syria formally ended with the 1949 Armistice Agreements. The 1949

agreement established Israel's borders up until the 1967 Six-Day War.

The 1967 Six-Day War was a preemptive attack that marked the culmination of

increasing hostilities between Israel and its Arab neighbors that had continued since

1949. The results of the Six-Day War continue to a�ect the con�ict in the region

to date. With its success during the war, Israel seized the Gaza Strip and the Sinai

Peninsula from Egypt, the West Bank of the Jordan River from Jordan, and the Golan

Heights from Syria. These lands would come to popularly known as the Occupied

Territories and include approximately one million Arabs. The Arabs under Israel

control within the Occupied Territories, as well as the Arabs displaced immediately

before and after the creation of Israel would become the Palestinian opposition. Israel

would again go to war in 1973 with Egypt and Syria, and again Israel was able to

repel the attack. The 1979 peace treaty between Israel and Egypt ceded control of

the Sinai Peninsula back to Egypt but the rest of the Occupied Territories remained

under the control of Israel.

Terrorism emerged in the Occupied Territories following the 1967 Six-Day War.

Numerous groups emerged during this time. The nationalist Palestinian Liberation

Organization (PLO), sponsored by Arab League members formed in 1964, became

the most prominent Palestinian insurgent organization. Fatah led by Yasser Arafat, a

rival organization formed in 1958 with the backing of Syria, had risen to prominence

immediately preceding the Six-Day War and dominated the PLO by 1969. Led by

Arafat, but never able to dominate and coordinate the entire Palestinian resistance,

the PLO became increasingly militant against Israel (Smith and Smith, 2004). Arafat

and the PLO leadership were forced to relocate from the refugee camps of Jordan

to the camps of Lebanon in September 1970. In 1969, Lebanon, a predominately

Christianpredominately-Christian country with only a minority Muslim population,

conceded control of the Palestinian refugee camps to the PLO in return for their

neutrality (Smith and Smith, 2004). Arafat would lead the PLO as the dominant

Palestinian opposition group throughout the 1970s until the PLO's expulsion from

Lebanon in 1982.

Part of the movement towards reconciliation between Israel and the PLO was due

to the increasing marginalization of the PLO in Palestinian politics within the occu-

pied territories (Shikaki, 2002). The defeat of the PLO because of the 1982 Israeli

invasion in Lebanon, forced the PLO further into the periphery of Palestinian poli-

tics by forcing PLO leadership to relocate to Tunisia (Shikaki, 2002). The outbreak
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of the First Intifada (1987-1993) marked culmination of the PLO's marginalization.

The First Intifada, intifada meaning literately �shaking o�� as in an in�iction, was

a spontaneous uprising within the occupied territories against the Israeli occupation.

Within weeks of the onset of the First Intifada, as Cobban contends, the protests �be-

came institutionalized as an organized, near-unanimous challenge to Israel's presence

in the territories� (Cobban, 1990). The First Intifada had two signi�cant outcomes:

the rise of multiple challengers to PLO leadership and increased pressure on Israel to

make political accommodation to the Palestinian populations.

First, the First Intifada created opportunity for the emergence of internal op-

position within the PLO as well as the rise of Islamic organizations (Litvak, 1998).

Nationalist Palestinian leadership within the occupied territories initially orchestrated

the onset of the First Intifada. This leadership was comprised of younger, more mil-

itant members of the Palestinian resistance and posed a direct threat to Arafat's

leadership in Tunisia (Shikaki, 2002). Between 1982 to the start of the First Intifada,

attempts for this leadership within the occupied territories to assert their in�uence

were violently curtailed either by Israeli forces or by PLO leadership from Tunisia

(Shikaki, 2002). However, as the First Intifada gained traction, the internal leader-

ship divides between the PLO in Tunisia and leaders within the Occupied Territories

intensi�ed. Furthermore, the First Intifada also marked the emergence of the Islamic

organizations' challenge to the secular national PLO leadership. The Muslim Broth-

erhood, originally established in Egypt in the 1920s, had operated as a charitable

social movement with Palestine since the 1940s, and with the onset of the First In-

tifada seized the opportunity to directly challenge the dominance of the PLO (Malka,

2005). The Muslim Brotherhood formed Harakat al-Muqawamat al-Islamiyyah, or Is-

lamic Resistance Movement (HAMAS) in 1987. Since the start of the First Intifada,

HAMAS has grown to be the main political opposition to the PLO (Malka, 2005).

The Palestinian Islamic Jihad (PIJ), a breakaway group from the Muslim Brother-

hood in 1981, also rose to prominence as a terrorist organization during the First

Intifada.

Second, the uprising, as Miskel contends, caused the �defenders of the status quo

. . . to recognize the legitimacy of calls for change and to accept that the advocates of

change were neither criminals nor perpetual malcontents� (Miskel, 2004). The First

Intifada created a fresh opportunity to achieve a political settlement of the con�ict.

The increased prominence and visibility of the Palestinian plight in the international

community gave Arafat and the PLO a crucial political position to negotiate from and

put pressure on the Israeli government to make concessions. In addition, the emerging
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challenge by the Islamic organizations increased pressure on Arafat to deliver political

gains to Palestinians in the Occupied Territories. As a result, Israel conceded to a

series of secret negotiations between Arafat and the Israeli government.

The outcome of period of negotiations between the PLO and the Israeli govern-

ment was the Oslo Accords signed on August 20, 1993. The Oslo Accords, o�cially

called the Declaration of Principles on Interim Self-Government Arrangements, es-

tablished the framework for future negotiations to end the Israel-Palestinian con�ict.

While not a �nal agreement between the PLO and the Israeli government, the Israel

did make a number of concessions to the PLO. Oslo Accords did established the cre-

ation of the Palestinian National Authority, a Palestinian governing body responsible

for the administration of the Gaza Strip and the West Bank territories, as well as

established the redeployment of Israeli Defense forces from parts of the Gaza Strip

and the West Bank. However by July 2000, little progress had been made to �nalize

and implement the tenants of the Oslo Accords. The breakdown of the Camp David

accords in July 2000 marked the uno�cial end of the Israeli-Palestinian peace process

(Sela, 2009). The subsequent outbreak of the Al-Aqsa Intifada or Second Intifada,

beginning in September 2000, e�ectively eliminated any prospect for reaching a per-

manent settlement of the con�ict (Sela, 2009). The outbreak of the Second Intifada

is widely considered to be a response to the failure of the PLO to deliver any tangible

gain to the Palestinian people (Shikaki, 2002; Usher, 2003).

In the seven-year period from the signing of the Oslo Peace Accord in September

1993 to the start of the Second Intifada in September 2000, there were 11 periods

of terrorist escalation. Four separate periods of terrorist correspond with the imple-

mentation of the Oslo Accords. The escalation of violence from January to April

1994 immediately proceeded the signing of the Cairo agreement that established a

Palestinian political body the Palestinian Authority. The October 1994 escalation

corresponded with the signing of the Israeli-Jordanian peace agreement. The escala-

tion of violence from February to March 1996 corresponded to the �rst Palestinian

Authority and Israeli national elections. Finally, the escalation of violence from Octo-

ber to November 1998 corresponds to the signing of the Wye River Memorandum that

advanced the Israeli-Palestinian peace process. Why did terrorist violence escalate

in response to Israel's concessions contained within the Oslo Accords? All of these

periods of escalation were attempts to spoil the implementation of the Oslo Accords.

Thus, the Spoiling Theory accurately explains why terrorist violence increased after

a government concession.
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Spoiling Theory

The periods of escalation after Israel conceded to the Oslo Accords were an attempt

by the Islamic terrorist organizations, primarily HAMAS and the Islamic Jihad, to

spoil the implementation of the agreement. The Threshold Auto-Regressive method

identi�ed 11 separate periods of terrorist escalation between the signing of the Oslo

Accords and the start of the Second Intifada in September 2000. Four periods of

escalation stand out because they are were timed to a�ect speci�c developments in

the implementation of the Oslo Accords. Terrorist violence escalated from January

to April 1994, immediately prior to the Cairo Agreement in May 1994. The Cairo

Agreement established the creation of the Palestinian Authority and Israeli troop

withdraws the city of Jericho and the Gaza Strip. Terrorism escalated in October

1994, the same month Israel and Jordan �nalized a peace agreement. Next, Israel

announced that the national elections scheduled for November 1996 would be ad-

vanced to March 1996. The escalation of violence from February to March 1996

was an attempt to in�uence the Israeli elections and encourage Israeli voters to elect

an anti-Oslo prime minister. Finally, terrorist violence escalated from October to

November 1998 which corresponds with the Wye River Agreement. The agreement

was intended to continue the implementation of the Oslo Accords. All four of these

instances were Islamic terrorist organizations' attempts to spoil the implementation

of the Oslo Accords. Thus, the Spoiling Theory best explains why terrorist violence

escalatedion of violence in the Israeli-Palestine case after the Oslo Accords concession

is best explained by the Spoiling Theory.

The Spoiling Theory developed by Kydd and Walter has four basic contentions.

First, a terrorist organization increases its violence after a concession in order to

spoil the implementation of the concession. Second, a terrorist organization seeks to

spoil a concession because the concession poses an existential threat to a terrorist

organization. The third contention holds that a government o�ers the concession as

a counter-terror strategy to undermine the wider support of a terrorist organization.

Finally, the fourth contention of the Spoiling Theory contends that the pattern of

terrorist escalation should correspond with the implementation of a concession.

The Spoiling Theory assumes that the reason for the terrorist escalation is due to a

tactical decision. The tactical intent of the escalation is to spoil the implementation of

a government concession. Therefore, the nature of the concession as part of the Oslo

Accords, is expected to pose an existential threat to the Islamic terrorist organizations.

Furthermore, the reason why the Israeli government agreed to the Oslo Accords was

to resolve the con�ict with the Palestinians. Finally, the Spoiling Theory contends
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that the observed timing of terrorist escalation should correspond with the Israeli

government's attempts to implement the Oslo Accords or in the period leading up to

national elections when terrorist violence could bring an anti-Oslo Israeli leader to

power. The Israel-Palestine case study closely adheres to these expectations.

First, the intent of the multiple periods of escalation after the Oslo Accords was to

spoil the implementation of the agreement. The Oslo Accords established a process

for future negotiations that would, ultimately, result in a �nal solution to the Israeli-

Palestinian con�ict. The multiple periods of escalation were intended to either to

stop direct negotiations between the PLO and Israel from proceeding or to in�uence

Israeli elections in order to support an anti-Oslo Israeli candidate. The Oslo Accords

�should be seen not only as the major breakthrough that they certainly were� as

Ben Ami contends �but also as a desperate move by the PLO to sideline the local

Palestinian leadership, reassert its hegemony and stem the fundamentalist tide in the

territories. Eventually, the Intifada helped recover Arafat's and the PLO's relevance�

(Ben-Ami, 2006). The Oslo Accords signi�cantly curtailed the rise of the Islamic

terrorist organizations. HAMAS's and the Islamic Jihad's in�uence was signi�cantly

curtailed as a result the Oslo Accords. The intent of the escalation was to reverse the

Oslo Accords and return to the mass based protest endemic in the occupied territories

during the First Intifada. Thus, the intent of the escalation in the Israel-Palestine

case is closely tied to the existential threat the Oslo Accords posed to the Islamic

terrorist organizations.

The Oslo Accords posed an existential threat to the Islamic organizations. Ac-

cording to Shikaki, the Oslo Accords �rewrote the political map of the West Bank

and Gaza. It halted the continued rise of the Islamists, diminished the appeal of the

leftist nationalists, and shifted the overall balance in favor of the pro-peace camp�

(Shikaki, 1998). The reason why Arafat and the PLO gambled on the Oslo Accords

was largely due to the rise of the Islamic terrorist organizations as a challenge to

the PLO leadership. Therefore, the PLO gambled on the hope that it could delivery

tangible political gains through the peace process. HAMAS, by contrast, sought to

continue to pressure Israel through the use of violence (Ben-Ami, 2006). The mass

based protest of the First Intifada led HAMAS to conclude that violence was an

e�ective tactic to force Israel's permanent withdraw from the Occupied Territories.

According to HAMAS, the e�ectiveness of the Intifada was due to the

�heroic resistance of the Palestinian people through the intifada with the

Islamic forces at their vanguard. This is due to the fact the intifada

received serious support, and all e�orts were directed toward escalating
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the resistance and increase its e�ciency. [Had this line been pursued]

instead of squandering those e�orts in the theatrics of settlement, Israel

would have been compelled to withdraw from the Gaza Strip and the

West Bank, without [the Palestinians having to submit to] humiliating

conditions such as those that accompany the Oslo Agreement� (Hroub,

2000).

The Oslo Accords eliminated support within the Occupied Territories for the contin-

ued use of protest and violence. As a result, the dramatic gains in support for the

Islamic terrorist organizations were nulli�ed by Oslo Accords. As Israel and the PLO

continued to negotiate the �nal status of the Palestinian state, each step forward for

Arafat and the PLO was a step back for the Islamic terrorist organizations. Thus,

the Oslo Accords posed an existential threat to HAMAS and the Islamic Jihad.

The First Intifada pressured Israel, for the �rst time, to concede to a political

resolution of the con�ict. The First Intifada made the Occupied Territories nearly

impossible to govern. The continuing protest and nearly unanimous resistance within

the Occupied Territories forced Israel to realize that the use of force alone would not be

su�cient to maintain control over the regions. Furthermore, the First Intifada recast

the image of Palestinian resistance from being violent terrorists plotting against the

Israeli state to an image of victims of Israeli oppression. The sympathetic portrayal

of the Palestinians in international media increased the international pressure Israel

was facing. Finally, the First Intifada brought the Islamic terrorist organizations

into prominence within the Occupied territories. Thus, Israel concluded that, as

Kydd and Walter contend �a land-for-peace deal would have to be made and a deal

with the more moderate and secular PLO with Arafat as head was preferable to one

with a fundamentalist Muslim group that might reign over the Palestinians in the

future� (Kydd and Walter, 2003). Thus, Israel had multiple reasons to concede to

negotiations with the PLO and agree to the Oslo Accords for numerous reasons. The

e�ort for political reconciliation was Israel's attempt to resolve the con�ict.

Finally, the timing of the periods of escalation corresponds with the Islamic ter-

rorist organization's attempts to spoil the implementation of the Oslo Accords. Four

periods of terrorist escalation correspond closely with implementation of the Oslo

Accords. First, terrorist violence escalated from January to April 1994, immediately

before the Cairo Agreement �nalized in May 1994. This period of escalation was

intended to stop the �rst stage of Israeli troop withdraw by demonstrating that vi-

olence would not decrease due to the agreement. Next, an escalation occurred just

as Israel and Jordan signed a peace agreement. Again the timing of the escalation
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seems intended to dissuade any progress made towards settling the Israeli-Palestinian

con�ict. Next, terrorist violence escalated between February and March 1996. This

period of escalation corresponds with the announcement in February 1996 that the

�rst national Israeli elections since the Oslo would be advanced to March 1996. Ter-

rorist violence remained escalated until the actual election in March 1996. The intent

was to in�uence Israeli voters to elect the anti-Oslo candidate Benjamin Netanyahu.

The election of Netanyahu signi�cantly threatened any progress being made on the

Oslo Accords. The United State sought to break the impasse with the Wye River

agreement of October 1998. The Wye River meetings were intended to restart the

negotiation process. Terrorist violence escalated in October 1998 to in�uence these

negotiations. All four of these escalations were limited in duration and correspond

closely with the implementation of the Oslo Accords. Thus, the observed pattern of

behavior corresponds with the expectation of the Spoiling Theory.

In conclusion, terrorist violence in Israel-Palestine escalated because the Islamic

terrorist organizations were seeking to spoil the implementation of the Oslo Accords.

The agreement between the Israeli government and Yasser Arafat of the Palestinian

Liberation Organization undermined the support and curtailed the rise of the Islamic

terrorist organizations, HAMAS and the Islamic Jihad. The land-for-peace agree-

ment, thus, posed an existential threat to the Islamic terrorist organizations. The

Israeli government was keenly aware of the need to reform to counter the changing

realities of the con�ict brought on by the First Intifada. The increased pressure to

reform due to international pressure and the rise of the Islamic terrorist organizations

caused Israel to concede to the Oslo Agreement in order to undermine the support

for violence. Finally, the four periods of escalation identi�ed correspond with the im-

plementation process of the Oslo Accords. Consequently, the Israeli-Palestinian case

closely conformed to the expectations of the Spoiling Theory. By contrast, neither

the Factioning Theory adequately explains why terrorist violence escalated after the

Oslo Accords.

Factioning Theory

The Factioning Theory does not adequately explain why terrorist violence increased.

First, the escalation of violence was due to the rise of relatively more extreme Islamic

terrorist organizations. However, Palestinian resistance did not faction due to the

Oslo Accords. Rather, the divide between the nationalist terrorist organizations and

the Islamic terrorist organizations existed prior to the Oslo Accords. The purpose

of the Oslo Accords was intended to entice the relatively moderate nationalist PLO
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into mainstream politics. However, the pattern of violence corresponds closely with

the implementation periods of the Oslo Accords and does not remain escalated for

extended periods. Therefore, the expected pattern of behavior does not match the

Factioning Theory's expectations.

The Factioning Theory developed by Bueno De Mesquita has four basic con-

tentions. First, terrorist violence escalates after a concession because a relatively

more extreme ideological members of the group have assumed power within an orga-

nization. Second, the e�ect of a government concession caused the internal divide that

led to extremist members of a terrorist organization gain control of the organization.

Third, the target of the concession is intended to entice moderate members of the

terrorist organization to disengage from terrorism. Fourth, the observed pattern of

terrorist violence should spike immediately following concession followed by sustained

periods of escalation.

The expectations of the Factioning Theory would theorize that the escalation of

violence in the Israel-Palestine con�ict was due to the rise of the Islamic extremist

factions assuming power after the Oslo Accords. Accordingly, the Factioning Theory

expects that the Oslo Accords was the cause of the internal factioning that led to the

rise of the Islamic terrorist organizations and the intent of the accords was to entire

the moderate PLO to forgo terrorism. Finally, the expected pattern of behavior

should be a spike of violence following the signing of the Oslo accords followed by

an extended period of violence. The Israel-Palestine case does not closely adhere to

these expectations.

First, the Factioning Theory assumes that the escalation of violence was due

to emergence of a relatively more extreme terrorist faction. By most measures the

Islamic terrorist organizations were more extreme that the nationalist PLO and as-

sociated terrorist factions. To begin with the Islamic terrorist organizations were less

likely to compromise with the Israeli state. Both HAMAS and the Islamic Jihad ex-

plicit rejected negotiation with Israel as part of their foundational ideology (Hroub,

2000; Kristianasen, 1999; Roy, 2003). Furthermore, both organizations began us-

ing suicide bombings immediately after the Oslo Accords (Pape, 2005). Therefore,

both in its statements and actions, the Islamic terrorist organizations were relatively

extreme compared to the PLO after the Oslo Accords.

Second, the Factioning Theory contends that the concession causes the terrorist

movement to faction. However, the internal divides within the Palestinian resistance

existed prior to the government concession. In fact, it was the rise of the Islamic ter-

rorist organizations and internal dissent within the PLO that led to the Oslo Accords.
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The First Intifada was spontaneous uprising. However, it provided the opportunity

for opposition groups within the West Bank to emerge and challenge the dominance

of the PLO. These organizations challenged the traditional dominance of the PLO

leadership in exile in Tunisia. The PLO pursued the Oslo Accords largely as a gamble

to reassert itself as the leadership of the Palestinian resistance. Thus, the internal

divides within the Palestinian resistance led to the PLO willingness to negotiate with

the Israeli government. The increasing pressure placed on Israel by the First Intifada

combined with the PLO willingness to negotiate led to the Oslo Accords.

The third contention of the Factioning Theory assumes that the government con-

cession was intended to entice moderate members of the terrorist organization to

disengage from terrorism. In reality, the Oslo Accords represents the moderating of

the PLO and the gamble on the peace process instead of the use of terrorism. The

Oslo Accords were intended to provide a framework to resolve the �nal status issues

of the creation of an independent Palestinian state. Thus, the Israeli government

was not seeking moderate counter-terror gains by encouraging a moderate terrorist

faction to forgo terrorism. Rather, the Oslo Accords were intended to resolve the

con�ict in its entirety. Thus, the Israeli concession contained in the Oslo Accords

was not intended for a limited counter-terror tactical gain. Rather, the goal was a

solution to the con�ict.

Finally, the observed pattern of behavior does not adhere to the contentions of the

Factioning Theory. From the signing of the Oslo Accords to the onset of the Second

Intifada there were a total of 12 periods of escalation. Excluding the period from

March 2001 to October 2003 because that period of escalation includes the violence

caused in the Second Intifada, the average length of escalation was 1.5 months. Seven

of the 12 escalation periods lasted only 1 month. The lack of a sustained period of

escalation does not adhere to the expectation of the Factioning Theory.

Concession Maximizing Theory

Finally, the Concession Maximizing Theory does not explain why the Islamic terrorist

organizations escalated its level of violence after the signing of the Oslo Accords. The

Islamic terrorist organizations opposed the implementation of the Oslo Accords. The

gains in support they received during the First Intifada were reversed with the signing

of the Oslo Accord. Therefore, the concession did not embolden these organizations

to escalate its level of violence to gain additional concession.

The Concession Maximizing Theory has four basic contentions. First, terrorist

violence escalates after a concession because the terrorist organization is seeking ad-
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ditional government concessions. Second, the e�ect of the government concession

emboldens the terrorist group. Third, the target of the concession is to resolve the

con�ict. Finally, the fourth contention is that the observed pattern of terrorist vio-

lence should escalate during periods of historically unique �windows of opportunity.�

For the Concession Maximizing Theory to explain the multiple periods of terrorist

escalation identi�ed in the Israel-Palestine time series, the Islamic terrorist organi-

zations would have been seeking additional gains from the Oslo Accords. Second,

the Oslo Accords must have created a window of opportunity where the Islamic ter-

rorist organizations believed they could manipulate the Oslo Accords to favor their

agenda. Third, the Oslo Accord would have been intended to de�nitively resolve the

Israel-Palestine con�ict. Finally, the Concession Maximizing Theory contends that

the escalation of violence should correspond with a historically unique opportunity

when terrorism would have been highly e�ective. The Israel-Palestine case does not

closely adhere to these expectations.

To begin with, the Islamic terrorist organizations were not seeking any additional

gains from the Israeli government after the Oslo Accords. The Islamic organizations'

experience in the First Intifada demonstrated that mass protest and continued terror-

ist acts could pressure the Israeli government into conceding to Palestinian demands.

However, with the Palestinian Liberation Organization (PLO) entering into negotia-

tions with Israeli government, the Islamic organizations were e�ectively marginalized.

The outcome of the negotiations, the Oslo Accords, essentially rede�ned the PLO as

a political party instead of a terrorist organization. The leadership and legitimacy of

the PLO undermined the Islamic organizations' calls for continued con�ict. Rather,

a majority of Palestinians supported the Oslo Accords and marginalized the Islamic

organization. As result, the Islamic organizations, from the outset of the negotiations

opposed any negotiated settlement of the con�ict. In fact, both HAMAS and the

Islamic Jihad explicitly rejected any form of negotiation with the Israeli government.

Thus, the Islamic terrorist organizations opposed the Oslo Accord.

Secondly, if HAMAS and the Islamic Jihad rejected Oslo Accords, it is unlikely

that the concession emboldened either group. Since the concession threatened the

legitimacy and salience of these organizations, it is unlikely that they were emboldened

to escalate the level of violence to gain additional concession.

Third, the Oslo Accords were intended to provide a framework for resolving the

Israel-Palestinian con�ict de�nitively. Therefore, the government intent for granting

the concession is congruent with the Concession Maximizing Theory. However, with

little support for the other contentions of the theory, the intent of the Israeli concession
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does not make the Concession Maximizing Theory the best explanation for terrorist

escalation.

Finally, the Oslo Accords provided a historically unique period. However, the fact

that the Islamic organizations opposed the accords and timed their violence to corre-

spond with the implementation of the concessions indicates that these organizations

did not want to see the existing agreement implemented and any resisted additional

concessions. Thus, the timing of the escalation does not seem to adhere with the

expectations of the Concession Maximizing Theory.

In conclusion, the Concession Maximizing Theory does not adequately explain why

terrorist violence escalated after the Oslo Accords. The organizations that escalated,

HAMAS and Islamic Jihad, both opposed the Oslo Accords and any Israeli concession.

Therefore, these organizations did not seek any additional concession.

Conclusions

In conclusion, the Spoiling Theory best explains the multiple periods of terrorist esca-

lation in the Israel-Palestine con�ict after the Oslo Accords. The Spoiling, Factioning,

and Concession Maximizing theories each make di�erent assumptions regarding the

reason for the escalation, the e�ect of the concession on the terrorist organization,

the intent of the government concession, and the observable pattern of behavior. By

comparing these assumptions in the Israel-Palestine context, it becomes clear that

the Spoiling Theory provides the best theoretical explanation why terrorist violence

escalated after a government concession.

First, the reason why terrorist violence escalated in the Israel-Palestine con�ict

was an attempt by the Islamic terrorist organizations, namely HAMAS and the Is-

lamic Jihad, to spoil the implementation of the Oslo Accords. The Islamic terrorist

organizations rose to prominence during the First Intifada. The Oslo Accords under-

cut their rise and shifted leadership of the Palestinian resistance to Arafat and the

PLO. Believing that the violence and protest of the First Intifada led to the Israeli

concessions, the Islamic terrorist organization sought to spoil the Oslo Accords and

return to the use of violence to force Israel to make additional concession. Thus, the

reason for escalation adheres to the assumption of the Spoiling Theory.

By contrast, the emergence of the Islamic terrorist organization began with the

First Intifada and existed prior to the Oslo Accords. The Oslo Accords did not cause

Palestinian resistance to faction. Thus, violence did not escalate due the factioning of

the Palestinian resistance as assumed by the Factioning Theory. Finally, the Islamic

terrorist organization strongly opposed any Israeli government concessions. Thus,
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these organizations did not escalate to gain additional concessions as assumed by the

Concession Maximizing Theory.

Next, the e�ect of the concession posed an existential threat to the Islamic terrorist

organizations. The Islamic terrorist organizations rose to prominence and became the

primary challenger to PLO leadership during the First Intifada. However, the Oslo

Accords reversed that trend. Not only did the Oslo Accords reassert the PLO as

the primary leaders of Palestinian resistance, the accords also signi�cantly decreased

support for continued protest in the Occupied Territories. Both of these developments

posed a threat to the Islamic terrorist organizations. Thus, the e�ect of the concession

adheres to the assumption of the Spoiling Theory.

By contrast, the Oslo Accords did not cause the Islamic resistance to faction. The

Islamic terrorist organizations emerged within the Occupied Territories during the

First Intifada. Thus, the Oslo Accords did not cause the Palestinian resistance to

faction as assumed by the Factioning Theory. Finally, the Islamic terrorist organiza-

tion opposed any compromise with the Israeli government. Thus, the concession did

not embolden the Islamic terrorist organizations to escalate in order gain additional

concession as assumed by the Concession Maximizing Theory.

Next, the intent of the government concession was to undermine support for vi-

olence within the Occupied Territories. Part of the reason why Israel conceded to

the Oslo Accords was due to the widespread support for protest and violence within

the Occupied Territories. Israel sought to undermine support for the Islamic terrorist

organization as assumed by the Spoiling Theory

By contrast, the intent of the concession was not to entice moderate factions

of the terrorist various organizations to forgo terrorism. Thus, the intent of the

concession does not adhere to the assumptions of the Factioning Theory. Finally, the

Oslo Accords were an interim agreement intended to provide a framework for future

negotiations. The accords by alone were not intended to provide de�nitive resolution

to the con�ict as assumed by the Concession Maximizing Theory.

Spain Threshold Auto-Regressive Results

The Threshold Auto-Regressive methodology is a �ve-step process. First, the Spain

time series is constructed. Second, two diagnostic tests, the Phillips-Perron Unit

Root and Keenan Non-Linearity tests are applied to demonstrate that the Spain

time series is stationary and non-linear, respectively. Third, the non-linear TAR

model speci�cation is demonstrated to be a good �t to the data relative to a linear
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Auto-Regressive model speci�cation. Fourth, the data-determined threshold value is

determined. Finally, the �fth step is to use the threshold value identify the periods

of terrorist escalation in the Spain time series.

First, the Spain time series was created. The Spain time series examined the

monthly terrorist casualties beginning in March 1974 and ending in December 2007.

The months of March and April 1974 were the �rst consecutive months of terrorist

violence with at least one casualty in the Spain time series. The terrorist violence

in Spain continued to the end of the dataset in December 2007.14 The Spain time

series had 393 observed months with a total of 3,058 casualties. There was an average

of 7.78 casualties per month. Of the 393 observed months in the Spain time series,

there was 128 months with zero casualties from terrorist violence. Only one terrorist

organization, Euskadi Ta Askatasuna (ETA), was included in the series. Two factions

of ETA, ETA political-militar (ETApm) and ETA-militar (ETAm) existed simultane-

ously in the late 1970s (Clark, 1984). However, the Global Terrorism Database does

not di�erentiate between the two groups. ETApm ceased terrorist operations in 1981

(Clark, 1984). ETAm continued its terrorist campaign and simply referred to as ETA

since 1981.

Second, the Phillips-Perron Unit Root and Keenan Non-Linearity diagnostic tests

were applied to the time series. The Phillips-Perron Unit Root test had a value of

-393.58 and was signi�cant at the 1% signi�cance level. Thus, the null-hypothesis

that the Spain time series contains a unit root is rejected, and the Spain time series

exhibits a stationary trend. The Keenan Non-Linearity test had a value of 17.82 and

was signi�cant at the 1% signi�cance level. Thus, the null-hypothesis that the Spain

time series follows a linear trend is rejected, and the Spain time series follows a non-

linear trend. Furthermore, the results of the Keenan test indicate that the non-linear

TAR model is an appropriate model speci�cation to apply to the Spain time series

data.

Third, a linear Auto-Regressive (AR) model was applied to the time series. A

linear AR model is applied to the time series for two purposes. First, the linear

AR order provides an upper bound for the TAR model speci�cation. The AR order

speci�cation is determined using a minimum Akaike Information Criteria search. The

AR order that provides the lowest AIC value is determined to be the most appropriate

AR model speci�cation. Second, the AR model serves as a point of comparison to

the TAR model. If the TAR model is demonstrated to be a better �t to the data

than an AR model, it can be concluded that the TAR model is a relatively more

14Data from 1993 is not available in the Global Terrorism Database
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appropriate model speci�cation for the time analyzed in this case. The AR and TAR

model speci�cation are compared using the AIC.

For the linear AR speci�cation, the minimum AIC procedure chose an AR order of

5 denoted as AR (5)Spain. The coe�cients, standard errors, t-statistics, and p-values

of the AR (5)Spain model appear in Table 19.

Table 19: Fitted AR (5)Model: Spain

Coe�cients Std. Error t-statistic p-value

yintercept 3.75 0.96 3.91 0.00*

yt−1 0.09 0.05 1.93 0.05*

yt−2 0.07 0.05 1.40 0.16

yt−3 0.11 0.05 2.21 0.03*

yt−4 0.04 0.05 0.84 0.40

yt−5 0.07 0.05 1.41 0.16

*Denotes signi�cance at the 0.05 level

The signi�cant coe�cients are shown in Equation 10:

yt = 3.75 + 0.09t−1 + 0.11t−3 (10)

The �tted, two-regime TAR model produced a two-regime model with an AR order

of 6 for both the low and high regimes, notated as TAR(2; 6, 6)Spain. The coe�cients,

standard errors, t-statistics, and p-values of the TAR(2; 6, 6)Spain model appear in

Table 20. The signi�cant coe�cients are shown in Equation 11

yt = It[10.34
(3.24)

+ 0.39t−3]
(2.83)

+ (1− It)[2.81 ]
(3.75)

+ εt (11)

The AIC value for the AR (5)Spain model was 3,133. Comparatively, the AIC value

for the �tted TAR(2; 6, 6)Spain was 2,944 which indicates that the two-regime TAR

speci�cation is a better �t to the data than the linear AR speci�cation.

Fourth, the estimated threshold from the model TAR(2; 6, 6)Spain model was 7

causalities determined from the minimum AIC �t with thresholds searched from the

33 percentile to the 85 percentile of all data. The estimated threshold is the 65.6

percentile of all data. The TARSpain(2; 6, 6) delay speci�cation was 1 period.
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Table 20: Fitted TAR (2;6,6) Model: Spain

Estimate Std. Error t-statistic p-value

d 1

τ 7

High Regime (n1 = 163)

α1,0 10.35 3.19 3.25 0.00*

α1,1 -0.13 0.09 -1.46 0.15

α1,2 0.05 0.10 0.53 0.60

α1,3 0.16 0.11 1.47 0.15

α1,4 -0.01 0.10 -0.13 0.90

α1,5 -0.02 0.11 -0.22 0.83

α1,6 0.39 0.14 2.83 0.01*

Low Regime (n2 = 229)

β1,0 2.81 0.75 3.75 0.00*

β1,1 0.22 0.29 0.75 0.45

β1,2 0.06 0.04 1.31 0.19

β1,3 0.05 0.04 1.28 0.20

β1,4 0.04 0.04 0.83 0.41

β1,5 0.07 0.04 1.74 0.08

β1,6 0.05 0.04 1.51 0.13

*Denotes signi�cance at the 0.05 level

Fifth and �nally, using the threshold value identi�ed, there were 30 unique peri-

ods of terrorist escalation. In total, there were 134 months of terrorist violence that

exceeded the threshold value of 16 casualties, and 30 months that satis�ed the esca-

lated intent criteria for a total of 164 months of escalated violence. An examination of

these 30 periods of escalated violence found that terrorist violence escalated October

1978. October 1978 corresponds with the approval of the new Spanish constitution

in Spanish Cortes Generales. The following section examines the Spain case study to

understand why terrorist violence escalated after a government concession in October

1978.
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Table 21: Escalation Periods: Spain

Start End Periods

September 1974 to September 1974 1

May 1977 to May 1977 1

October 1977 to October 1977 1

January 1978 to June 1978 6

October 1978 to November 1980 26*

March 1981 to July 1981 5

March 1982 to October 1982 8*

February 1983 to December 1984 23*

May 1985 to September 1987 29*

December 1987 to December 1987 1

March 1988 to March 1988 1

August 1988 to December 1988 5

April 1989 to May 1989 2

June 1990 to September 1991 16*

January 1992 to February 1992 2

May 1992 to August 1992 4*

July 1994 to July 1994 1

March 1995 to April 1995 2

August 1995 to August 1995 1

December 1995 to December 1995 1

May 1996 to July 1996 3*

February 1997 to February 1997 1

July 2000 to October 2000 4*

February 2001 to February 2001 1

June 2001 to November 2001 6*

May 2002 to August 2002 4*

May 2003 to July 2003 3*

December 2004 to February 2005 3*

May 2005 to May 2005 1

February 2006 to February 2006 1

December 2006 to December 2006 1

*Denotes a period that met the escalated intent criteria
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Spain Case Analysis

Terrorism emerged in the Basque region in Spain in the waning years of the Franco

dictatorship. General Francisco Franco came to power in during the Spanish Civil War

(1936-1939). During his rule, Franco sought to create a uni�ed, homogenous Spanish

state. Basque nationalism comprised the most enduring challenge to Franco's attempt

to create a strong central Spanish state. The Basque region of northern Spain com-

prises seven provinces, four in Spain and three is Southern France. The Basque people

comprise a unique ethnic group whose indo-European language and culture pre-date

the arrival of Romans to the Iberian Peninsula. Strongly independent, three of the

four Spanish Basque provinces opposed Franco's coup and fought against his forces

during the Spanish Civil War. After General Franco took control, the Euzko Alderdi

Jeltzalea-Partido Nationalista Vasco (EAJ-PNV), the primary Basque political party,

�ed Spain and attempted to garner international support against the Franco regime

while in exile.

During his rule, Franco attempted to eradicate the foundations of Basque nation-

alism by banning the Basque language and using repression to suppress any dissent in

the region. Franco would repeatedly declare a state of exception, suspending all con-

stitutional rights, in the Basque country in order to repress any popular movements

against his regime (Clark, 1984). Dissatis�ed with the lack action against the Franco

regime by the EAJ-PNV, a group of students formed Euskadi ta Askatasuna (ETA) in

1959. ETA's �rst successful terrorist attack occurred in 1968 (Clark, 1984). Despite

repeated crackdowns by Franco security forces, ETA persisted through the end of the

Franco era. Its most spectacular terrorist action was the assassination of Franco's

heir apparent Admiral Carrero Blanco in 1973. Douglass and Zulaika contend that

�it is probably accurate to state that the assassination of Admiral Carrero Blanco

was received positively-not only across much of the Basque political spectrum but

also within certain sectors of Spanish and even international public opinion� (Dou-

glass and Zulaika, 2009). The assassination of Franco's successor is widely considered

a key factor for the successful transition from the Franco dictatorship to Spanish

democracy after Franco's death in 1975 (Balfour and Quiroga, 2007).

After Franco's death, the Spanish Cortes Generales appointed Juan Carlos King of

Spain and head of state. King Juan Carlos quickly promulgated reforms and initiated

the democratic transition. Juan Carlos and moderates within the Cortes sought a

de�nitive break with Franco regime and restore Spainish democracy (Clark, 1984).

Central to that break was the need to address the mass protest and violence emerging

in the Basque region. The new Spanish Constitution would establish a decentralized
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state with special rights of regional autonomy for the historic nationalities of Spain

including the Basque Country, Catalonia, and Galicia. The Statute of Autonomy in

the new constitution provided the Basque Country with unprecedented autonomous

powers (Moreno, 2001; Mees, 2001).

The Statute of Autonomy created a separate Basque political institution that

would include an independent parliament, the ability to set and collect taxes, a po-

lice force, and control over the promulgation of the Basque language and culture

(Mees, 2001). �In the cases of the Basque Country,� Moreno contends �the degree of

home rule is highest among all the Spanish [Autonomous Communities], and comes

close to what could be considered the classical tenets of a modern sovereign state. In

fact, other political communities within multinational states have made explicit their

desire to reach the level of self-government similar to that which the Basque Country

has achieved� (Moreno, 2001). The degree of autonomy in draft of the constitution,

however, did not lessen Basque demands for full independence. Beginning in Octo-

ber 1978, ETA terrorism escalated and remain escalated until November 1980. This

26-month period of escalation included the December 1978 referendum that approved

the Spanish Constitution and started the process of autonomy, the debate, drafting,

and approval of the regional Basque Statute of Autonomy in October 1979, and the

�rst Basque parliamentary elections in March 1980. Why then does terrorist violence

escalate in response to the regional autonomy concession? The Spoiling Theory best

explains why terrorist violence escalated in October 1978. ETA sought to provoke

the Spanish government into increasingly acts of repression. The repression, ETA

believed, would radicalize and mobilize the Basque population. In the ensuing chaos,

ETA believed that conservative elements within the Spanish government would aban-

don the democracy process and returned to an authoritarian regime. ETA believed

that a return to authoritarianism would provide the opportunity and legitimacy for

the Basque region to secede from the Spanish state. Thus, the Spoiling Theory best

explains why terrorist violence escalated after the regional autonomy concession.

Spoiling Theory

The escalation of violence beginning in October 1978 was an attempt to spoil the im-

plementation of the new Spanish constitution and the regional autonomy concession

included in it. The Basque terrorist organization, ETA, sought to provoke the Spanish

government through progressively more violent acts of terrorism. The basis of ETA's

strategy was provoking the Spanish government to engage in increasingly repressive

and indiscriminate tactics to combat terrorism. ETA hoped that these tactics would
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mobilize the Basque population leading to mass protest. In response to these protests,

ETA hoped the Spanish state would retract the democratization process revert to an

authoritarian based political system. This process, ETA believed, would justify the

succession of the Basque region and facilitate the creation of an independent Basque

state. However, the regional autonomy concession granted signi�cant political, social,

and economic powers to the regional Basque government and curtail ETA's ability to

incite a mass-based independence movement. Furthermore, the intent of the conces-

sion was to reduce support for the use of terrorist and ETA. ETA violence escalated

the same month, October 1978, which the Spanish parliament approved the new con-

stitution. ETA violence remained escalated throughout the implementation of the

new constitution and devolution of power to the new Basque regional autonomy in

an attempt to spoil the process. The Spoiling Theory best explains why terrorist

violence escalated after the regional autonomy concession.

The Spoiling Theory developed by Kydd and Walter has four basic contentions.

First, a terrorist organization increases its violence after a concession in order to

spoil the implementation of the concession. Second, a terrorist organization seeks to

spoil a concession because the concession poses an existential threat to a terrorist

organization. The third contention holds that a government o�ers the concession as

a counter-terror strategy to undermine the wider support of a terrorist organization.

Finally, the fourth contention of the Spoiling Theory contends that the pattern of

terrorist escalation should correspond with the implementation of a concession.

For the Spoiling Theory to explain the escalation of terrorist violence in Octo-

ber 1978, the Spain case must adhere to the theoretical expectations of the theory.

First, the intent of the escalation must have been ETA's attempt to Spoil the re-

gional autonomy concession. Second, the e�ect of the concession must have posed

an existential threat to ETA. Third, the theory expects that the Spanish government

conceded to Basque regional autonomy to undermine support for ETA. Finally, the

Spoiling Theory contends that the escalation should correspond with the implemen-

tation of the regional autonomy concession. The Spain case study closely adheres to

the expecations of the Spoiling Theory.

First, the intent of the escalation from October 1978 until November 1980 was

intended to spoil the implementation of the new Spanish constitution and the re-

gional autonomy concession. ETA sought to create a mass-based movement within

the Basque region. Through the use of violence, ETA sought to provoke the Spanish

government into increasingly repressive tactics. The intent was to mobilize the general

Basque population against the Spanish state. As a result, ETA adopted a strategy
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of action-reaction-action against the Spanish state (Clark, 1984; Douglass and Zu-

laika, 2009; Gutierrez, Gutierrez; Funes, 1998; ROBLES, 2007). ETA employed the

tactic e�ectively during the waning years of the Franco regime (Carr et al., 1981).

As a result, ETA enjoyed widespread support and quickly became a major problem

facing the Franco regime (Carr et al., 1981). After Franco's death in 1975 and the

process of democratization began however, the action-reaction-action tactic took on

a new saliency (Carr et al., 1981). The new Spanish government led by King Juan

Carlos recognized that the use of terrorism was generally condoned because of the

unpopularity of the Franco regime (Carr et al., 1981). Furthermore, when Franco

died in 1975, other than the assassination of Admiral Blanco, there was no purge

of Francoist leaders from the Spanish politics or military (Eaton, 1981). Thus, the

possibility of a return to authoritarianism loomed over the transition to democracy

(Eaton, 1981). There remained the possibility during the transition to democracy

that, as Eaton contends, �the possibility that terrorism may not be controlled quickly

enough by correct political, legal, and police action to forestall a reversion to author-

itarianism as an antidote� (Eaton, 1981). ETA sought to capitalize on this situation

through the continued use of the action-reaction-action strategy. Through the process

of action-reaction-action, ETA sought to create a chaotic situation that would spoil

the implementation of the political reform, alienate the majority of the Basque pop-

ulation, and cause a mass-based uprising that would ultimately lead to the creation

of an independent Basque state.

Second, the regional autonomy concession posed an existential threat to ETA. The

prospect of creating an independent Basque state was closely tied to the democratiza-

tion process (Conversi, 1997). ETA recognized that regional autonomy would satisfy

the demands of the majority of moderate Basque nationalists (Clark, 1984). As a

result, the ability to create a mass-based insurgency against the Spanish state was

dependent on the retraction of regional autonomy. ETA's strategy of action-reaction-

action was intended to provoke an authoritarian response from the state. However,

the regional autonomy process legitimized the Spanish state as well as positioned the

EAJ-PNV to be the primary political leaders in the Basque region (Clark, 1984). As

a result, the regional autonomy concession posed an existential threat to ETA.

Third, the regional autonomy concession was intended to undermine support in

the Basque region for terrorism. Carr and Fusi contend that �from 1970, the Basque

problem was the main problem confronting Francoism and its worst legacy to the

democratic monarchy that succeeded it� (Carr et al., 1981). The regional autonomy

concession was a response not just the use of violence but also the increasing support
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for ETA and its tactics. In fact, the use of terrorism likely increased the degree

of autonomy granted by the new Spanish constitution (Lutz and Lutz, 2009). The

nascent Spanish democracy recognized that support for ETA stemmed not only from

ardent Basque nationalists but also many Basque moderates that viewed terrorism

as an e�ective strategy for gain government concessions. The regional autonomy

concession sought to undermine the general support for ETA within the Basque region

in order to curtail support for terrorism. Undermining support for ETA was critical to

the nascent Spanish democracy because the possibility of a return to authoritarianism

loomed over the transition period (Eaton, 1981). By conceding to regional autonomy,

the Spanish state sought diminish support for ETA and, by extension, to increase the

stability of the nascent democratic system.

Finally, the timing of the escalation corresponds with the entire implementation

period of the Spanish constitution. The start of the escalation corresponds with

the approval of the new constitution in October 1978 by the Spanish parliament.

Terrorist violence remained escalated until November 1980. This period of violence

includes the national referendum in December 1978 to approve the constitution, the

regional referendum to approve the Basque regional autonomy statute in October

1979, and the �rst Basque regional elections in March 1980. Thus, the extended

period of escalated terrorist violence corresponds with the implementation of the

regional autonomy concession.

In conclusion, the Spoiling Theory accurately explains why terrorist violence es-

calated from October 1978 to November 1980. ETA used escalated levels of violence

during the transition period to provoke the Spanish state. ETA sought to provoke

the Spanish state to engage in increasingly repressive tactics to curtail terrorist vio-

lence. As a result, ETA sought to use the repressive measures as a basis to mobilize

the Basque population. Through a mass-based revolution, ETA believed the Basque

region could successfully win its independence from Spain. The regional autonomy

concession signi�cantly diminished support for ETA and satis�ed the majority of the

demands for regional independence. Thus, the concession posed a signi�cant threat

to ETA's attempts to create a mass-based resistance. The regional autonomy con-

cession was intended to address the demands of moderate Basque nationalists and

undermine support for the use of terrorism by ETA. In response, ETA violence re-

mained escalated from October 1978 to November 1980. This period of escalation

corresponds with the entire approval and implementation of the Spanish constitution

and the process of regional devolution of power. Thus, ETA was attempting to spoil

the implementation of the concession.
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Factioning Theory

The Factioning Theory partially explains why terrorist violence escalated in October

1978. However, the Factioning Theory does not provide a better explanation than the

Spoiling Theory. Ethan Bueno de Mesquita contends that the internal divide between

ETA-militar (ETAm) and ETA politico-militar (ETApm) is a �paradigmatic [exam-

ple] of the ideologically heterogeneous factions� that cause the violence to increase

after a government concession (Bueno de Mesquita, 2005). First, the divide between

ETAm and ETApm emerged prior to the concession of regional autonomy. Therefore,

the government concession did not cause the factioning of ETA. Second, Bueno de

Mesquita contends that the emergence relatively more extreme ETAm faction caused

the escalation in violence. Bueno de Mesquita's claims are not supported since it is

questionable whether ETAm was relatively more extreme that ETApm at the time

of concession. However, the regional autonomy concession could be interpreted as an

attempt to entice moderate members and supporters of ETA to join mainstream poli-

tics. Finally, the observed pattern of behavior could adhere to the expectations of the

Factioning Theory. However, there is not enough evidence to support the Factioning

Theory.

For the Factioning Theory to explain why terrorist violence escalated in October

1978, the Spain case must adhere to the theoretical expecations of the theory. First,

it would be necessary to establish that a relatively more extreme faction of the ETA

organization emerged as the dominant terrorist organization in the con�ict. Second,

it would be necessary to establish that the rise of this relatively more extreme faction

emerged as a result of the government concession. Third, the intent of the regional

autonomy concession would to have been to encourage supporters and members of

ETA to forgo terrorism. Finally, the observed pattern of terrorist violence should

spike immediately after October 1978 and remained escalated for a sustained period

of time. The Spain case study does not closely adhere to these expecations.

While ETA was able to gain wide popular support for its opposition to the Franco

regime, it was systematically unable to translate that success into a mass movement

before or after the end of the Franco regime (Balfour and Quiroga, 2007). By the end

of 1974, ETA had split into multiple factions due to internal disagreements over how

to respond to the post-Franco era (Clark, 1984; Douglass and Zulaika, 2009). The

primary split was between a group favoring a combination strategy of political ac-

tivism and armed struggle, ETApm, and the smaller more military oriented members

of ETAm (Clark, 1984). However, as ETA members grew restive regarding the pace

and scope of the autonomy process after Franco's death, many defected to the more
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violent ETAm so that by the end of the 1970s, ETAm members would outnumber

those to ETApm by about three to one (Clark, 1984). ETApm would discontinue its

use of terrorist violence in September 1982 as part of an amnesty program negotiated

with the Spanish government (Bew et al., 2009). The ETApm members that did not

defect to ETAm would form the Euskadiko Ezkerra party (Martínez-Herrera, 2002;

Woodworth, 2001). Bueno de Mesquita contends that by 1981, �the autonomy had

been su�ciently implement that the more the more moderate ETApm disbanded,

abandoning armed struggle in favor of mainstream politics,� and �as predicted, con-

cessions left the terrorist organization in the hands of the extremists� (Bueno de

Mesquita, 2005). However, the argument Bueno de Mesquita presents is �awed in

two aspects.

First, ETApm was not necessarily more moderate than ETAm. Rather, the dis-

pute arose over the tactical use of violence during the transitional period. While

ETAm rejected the possibility of joining the political process, tactically speaking,

ETApm was more extreme that ETAm. While ETAm primarily targeted Spanish

military and police forces, ETApm sought focused their attacks on undermining the

Spanish economy, especially the tourism sector (Clark, 1984). Both groups retained

the goal of achieving an independent Basque state and were willing to employ ter-

rorist violence to achieve those goals. Even though ETApm eventually abandoned

terrorism as a tactic, it was not until well after the regional autonomy concession

was implemented. Unfortunately, the GTD data does not distinguish ETAm violence

from ETApm violence in order to determine which group in�icted a higher number

of casualties. However, the targeting of Spanish tourist sector indicates that ETApm

was more willing to attack civilian targets and had less reservations regarding the use

of violence. Thus, ETApm was not distinguished from ETAm from their relatively

moderate tactics. Rather, Bueno de Mesquita concludes ETApm was more moder-

ate because it abandoned terrorism and entered mainstream politics in 1981. As a

result, ETApm was not more moderate than ETAm. By extension, even though it

emerged as the dominant terrorist faction, ETAm was not relatively more extreme

that ETApm.

Second, the dispute between ETAm and ETApm emerged in late 1974 (Clark,

1984; Douglass and Zulaika, 2009). In 1974, Franco was ailing but his allies still

controlled the Spanish state. The assassination of Franco's heir apparent led to

Franco naming Prince Juan Carlos as the heir apparent to the Spanish government.

Juan Carlos had only provided vague support for democratic reform prior to Franco's

death. Furthermore, the Franco era Cortes General had placed a number of structural
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constraints in place to block any possible reforms after Franco's death. Without a

widespread purge of Francoist supporters in the government and military it seemed

unlikely that any meaningful reform could occur. Given this context, the split between

ETApm and ETAm occurred during a time of uncertainty regarding the future of the

Spanish political system. The regional autonomy concession o�ered to the Basque

country occurred after Franco's death. In fact, it is not until September 1976 that the

Spanish government truly began the reform process. A political reform law was passed

in September 1976. The subsequent national referendum on the political reform law

in December 1976 �nally provided the mandate for the Spanish government to reform.

The Spanish constitutional reform and regional autonomy concession stemmed from

these reforms. Consequently, the internal divide within ETA occurred well before

concession occurred. Therefore, the regional autonomy concession did not cause ETA

to faction.

The third contention of the Factioning Theory does adhere to the intent of the

regional autonomy concession. The regional autonomy concession was made, in large

part, because of the emergence of terrorist violence in the Basque country (Moreno,

2001). The regional autonomy concession was intended to limit the appeal of ETA

and provide support to legitimate regional political parties. The primary bene�ciary

of the concession was the EAJ-PNV party. While support for ETA remained after

the concession, the regional autonomy concession provided enough political power

to the regional Basque government to e�ectively limit ETA's appeal as a mass based

organization. As a result, support for ETA declined and moderates within the Basque

country had an alternative.

Finally, the extended period of escalated violence from October 1978 through

November 1980 seems to adhere to the expected pattern of behavior of the Faction-

ing Theory. However, the contention of the Factioning Theory is that the level of

violence remains escalated for an extended period because of the extreme ideological

disposition of the still active terrorist faction. Since ETAm was not necessarily more

ideological extreme relative to ETApm and both groups remained active during this

period, it seems that the internal factioning of the ETA organization did not cause

this period of escalation. However, the Global Terrorism Database does not distin-

guish between ETAm and ETApm. Therefore, it is impossible to determine exactly

which faction was more active during this period.

In conclusion, the Factioning Theory does not explain why terrorist violence esca-

lated in October 1978. While ETA did faction into smaller, competing organizations,

the argument made by Bueno de Mesquita does not hold up to close scrutiny. ETAm
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emerged as the dominant terrorist organization during this period but on the basis of

target selection ETAm was not more ideologically extreme that ETApm at the time of

the concession. Furthermore, the concession did not cause the divide between ETAm

and ETApm. Rather, the internal divide between these organization existed prior to

transition to democracy began. The Spain case study does adhere to the expecation

that the government intent was to encourage moderates to forgo terrorism. Also, the

extended period of escalated terrorism from October 1978 to November 1980 seems

to adhere to the Factioning Theory. However, because ETApm was not more ideolog-

ically extreme than ETAm and that the regional autonomy concession did not cause

ETA to faction, the Factioning Theory does not adequately explain why terrorism

escalated in Spain after a government concession.

Concession Maximizing Theory

The Concession Maximizing Theory can also partially explain why terrorist violence

escalated in October 1978. ETA was seeking additional concessions from the Spanish

state. The ultimate goal for ETA was Basque independence. However, the Concession

Maximizing Theory only explains the escalation of violence if ETA believed that

Spain would concede using violence alone. However, the concession did not embolden

ETA to escalate. Rather, ETA believed that the use of terrorism was limited to

provoking the Spanish state. Only through increasing repression could ETA instigate

a mass-based revolt within the Basque region against the Spanish state. ETA believed

that only through this revolution could the Basque region force Spain to concede to

independence. Thus, the concession did not embolden ETA to escalate because ETA

did not believe violence would directly lead to additional concessions.

The Concession Maximizing Theory has four basic contentions. First, terrorist

violence escalates after a concession because the terrorist organization is seeking ad-

ditional government concessions. Second, the e�ect of the government concession

emboldens the terrorist group. Third, the target of the concession is to resolve the

con�ict. Finally, the fourth contention is that the observed pattern of terrorist vio-

lence should escalate during periods of historically unique �windows of opportunity.�

For the Concession Maximizing Theory to explain the escalation of violence in

Spain that corresponded with the regional autonomy concession in October 1978, the

case must adhere to the basic theoretic contentions of the Concession Maximizing

Theory. The Concession Maximizing Theory assumes that the escalation of violence

in October 1978 was intended to force Spain to make additional regional autonomy

concessions. Second, the Concession Maximizing Theory contends that the conces-
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sion emboldened ETA to escalate to gain additional concession. Third, the Concession

Maximizing Theory contends that the concession was intended to resolve the con�ict

between Basque nationalists and the Spanish state. Finally, the Concession Maxi-

mizing Theory contends that the regional autonomy concession, which was part of

the larger Spanish transition to democracy, created a historically unique window of

opportunity for ETA. The Spain case study does not adhere closely to the Concession

Maximizing Theory.

First, ETA sought additional concessions from the Spanish state. ETA sought

to create an independent Basque state. The new Spanish constitution granted the

Basque region unparallel autonomy within the Spanish state. Today, the Basque

region has a higher degree of autonomy than any other ethnic minority in all of

Europe. Basque political leaders were allowed to draft a regional autonomy statute

under the guidelines of the constitution in order to de�ne the scope and structure of

regional autonomy. While both moderate and relatively extreme Basque nationalists

criticized the subsequent debate and revision of the statute in the Spanish parliament,

the autonomy statute was approved by popular referendum in the Basque region in

October 1979. Although, abstention rates for the referendum were approximately

forty percent of the Basque population. Regardless, the devolution process provided

unprecedented regional autonomy to the Basque region. Short of full independence,

there was not much more autonomy Spain could have provided to the Basque region.

Thus, ETA's demand for full independence does represent the next logical, signi�cant

concession Spain could have provided. However, the Concession Maximizing Theory is

predicated on the assumption that ETA was emboldened by the concession. However,

the regional autonomy concession did not embolden ETA.

Second, the regional autonomy concession did not change ETA's strategy. ETA

adopted an action-reaction-action strategy during the Franco regime. The intent

was to provoke the regime to respond with disproportionate violence against the

general Basque population. The strategy did not change after the regional autonomy

concession. ETA did not believe that the use of violence alone would force Spain to

concede to Basque independence. Thus, ETA was not emboldened by the concession.

The regional autonomy concession undermined support for ETA violence and provided

a viable political system that satis�ed the most moderate Basque nationalists. The

concession did not embolden ETA; rather, the concession threatened ETA and future

possibility of full independence. Thus, the escalation of violence was not intended to

garner additional concessions. Rather, the escalation of violence was intended to spoil

the concession as part of the action-reaction-action that ETA maintained throughout
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this period.

Third, the intent of the government concession could be interpreted as directed

towards resolving the use of terrorism in the Basque region. The regional autonomy

concession was intended to address the demands of strong nationalist elements within

the Basque region. The Basque nationalist elements threatened the unity of the

Spanish state and evoked the fracturing of Spain during the Spanish Civil War and

Franco's attempts to eliminate the regional nationalities. The regional autonomy

concession was intended to provide a political outlet for these nationalist elements

to avoid future con�ict while maintaining the Spanish state. Thus, it is possible

to interpret the regional autonomy concession as an attempt to resolve the unrest

stemming from the Basque country and forestall any other con�icts.

Finally, the Spanish transition to democracy did create a historically unique win-

dow of opportunity in which terrorist violence had a disproportionate e�ect on the

Spanish state. To begin with terrorist violence was e�ective at hastening the demise

of the Franco regime. Furthermore, terrorist violence also in�uenced the decision

to grant regional autonomy to the Basque region and likely increased the degree

of autonomy granted. Thus, the Spanish state was sensitive to the use of terror-

ism. One reason the Spanish state was willing to concede was due to underlying

tension between the democratic reformers and the Francoist supporters. There was

no signi�cant purge of Francoist supporters from Spanish politics or military after

Franco's death (Eaton, 1981). Many observers note the remarkable ease and lack of

con�ict during the Spanish transition to democracy despite the fact so many Franco

era leaders remained in o�ce (Eaton, 1981; Balfour and Quiroga, 2007; Carr et al.,

1981). However, terrorist violence sought to capitalize on the underlying tension

between the democratic reformers and former Francoist supporters. ETA sought to

provoke these former Francoist supporters to take action to reverse the reforms and

return to an authoritarian political system. Furthermore, the period immediately

following the approval of the constitution provided the last opportunity for these

Francoists to intervene prior to the constitution and regional autonomy were fully

implemented. Therefore, the concession did create a historically unique window of

opportunity wherein terrorist violence would have a disproportionate e�ect on the

Spanish government. That disproportionate e�ect could have been used to gain ad-

ditional concessions from the state. The timing and duration of the escalation, from

October 1978 and November 1980, indicate that ETA was attempting to a�ect change

and gain additional concessions during this period of opportunity.

In conclusion, the Concession Maximizing Theory does not adequately explain why
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terrorist violence escalated in October 1978 after Spain granted regional autonomy to

the Basque region. ETA did not believe that violence alone would force Spain to grant

additional concession. Thus, the concession did not embolden ETA. Only through

mass-based protest, ETA believed, would Spain be forced to concede to independence.

While the intent of the concession could be interpreted as an attempt to resolve the

con�ict with Basque nationalists and the concession did create a historically unique

window of opportunity, the fact that ETA was not emboldened by the concession

implies the escalation was not intended to directly lead to more concessions. Thus,

the escalation of violence after the regional autonomy concession does not adhere to

the expectations of the Concession Maximizing Theory.

Conclusions

In conclusion, the Spoiling Theory best explains why terrorist violence escalated in

October 1978. The Spoiling, Factioning, and Concession Maximizing theories each

make di�erent assumptions regarding the reason for the escalation, the e�ect of the

concession on the terrorist organization, the intent of the government concession,

and the observable pattern of behavior. By comparing these assumptions in the

Spain context, it becomes clear that the Spoiling Theory provides the best theoretical

explanation why terrorist violence escalated after the regional autonomy concession.

First, the reason why terrorist violence escalated in October 1978 was an at-

tempt by ETA to spoil the implementation of the Spanish constitution and regional

autonomy concession. ETA used terrorism to provoke the Spanish government to

respond with increasing levels of repression. ETA believed that increasing repression

would mobilize the Basque population and ferment additional protest and rebellion.

The ultimate goal for ETA was to provoke conservative elements within the Spanish

government to abandon support for the democratic reforms. In the ensuing chaos,

ETA believed the Basque region could successfully secede from the Spanish state.

Thus, ETA sought to spoil the transition to democracy in order to facilitate Basque

independence.

By contrast, the concession did not cause the internal divide within ETA. The

internal divide within ETA emerged prior to the concession during the last days of

the Franco regime and the early period of democratic transition. The divide centered

on the debate regarding participation within the new democratic system. ETAm

rejected participation but ETApm kept the possibility open. However, this debate

occurred prior to the regional autonomy concession was promulgated. Thus, the

regional autonomy concession did not cause ETA to faction as expected by the Fac-
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tioning Theory. Finally, the regional autonomy concession did not embolden ETA.

ETA did not believe that the use of violence would cause the Spanish state to grant

additional concessions. Rather, ETA used terrorism as a mechanism to provoke the

government to cause widespread protest against the state. Thus, ETA was not em-

boldened to escalate to gain additional regional autonomy concessions as expected by

the Concession Maximizing Theory.

Next, the Spanish government's intent of the regional autonomy concession was to

address the demands of Basque nationalism while undermining support for ETA. The

Spanish state recognized that support for terrorism in the Basque region stemmed

from a widespread Basque nationalism. The concession was directed towards satisfy-

ing the demands of moderate Basque nationalists by providing widespread regional

autonomy within the framework of the Spanish state. The Spanish state recognized

that satisfying the majority of moderate Basque nationalists would undermine sup-

port for ETA as expected by the Spoiling Theory.

By contrast, the concession was not directed towards enticing moderate members

of ETA to forgo terrorism. The Spanish state was seeking to address the wider Basque

population. Thus, the intent of the concession does not adhere to the expectations of

the Factioning Theory. Finally, the regional autonomy concession could be interpreted

as an attempt to resolve the source of con�ict within the Basque region. Thus, the

intent of the concession does adhere to the assumption of the Concession Maximizing

Theory.

Finally, the pattern of terrorist behavior adheres to the expectation of the Spoiling

Theory. The period of escalation between October 1978 to November 1980, directly

corresponds with the approval and implementation of the regional autonomy con-

cession. The Spanish constitution and regional autonomy concession was approved

in October 1978. The referendum to approve the concession occurred in December

1978. The regional statute of Autonomy was debated and approved in a regional

referendum in October 1979, and the �rst Basque parliamentary elections occurred

in March 1980. Thus, the period escalation corresponded with the implementation

of the Spanish constitution, �nalization of Basque regional autonomy, and the �rst

election. Thus, the period of escalation corresponded with the implementation of the

concession as expected by the Spoiling Theory.

By contrast, the pattern of ETA escalation does not adhere to the expectation of

the Factioning Theory. First, it is unclear whether ETAm was more extreme than

ETApm. Second, the period of escalation closely corresponded with the implementa-

tion of the regional autonomy concession. Thus, escalation of violence does not adhere
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to the assumptions of the Factioning Theory. Finally, the transition to democracy

provided a historically unique window of opportunity for terrorism to a�ect to gain

additional government concession. The pattern of escalation did correspond with the

period of transition and regional devolution of power. However, because ETA opposed

the regional autonomy concession, ETA did not seek additional concessions through

the direct use of violence as expected by the Concession Maximizing Theory.

In conclusion, the Spoiling Theory best explains why terrorist violence escalated

in October 1980 after Spain granted regional autonomy to the Basque region. ETA

sought to provoke the Spanish state abandon the democratic transition and retract the

regional autonomy concession. ETA believed that if conservative elements within the

Spanish state could be provoked into reverse the democratic transition, ETA would

be able to mobilize the Basque population in the ensuing chaos and successfully ag-

itate for an independent Basque state. The regional autonomy concession satis�ed

many of the demands of moderate Basque nationalists. The Spanish state o�ered re-

gional autonomy to address Basque nationalism by granting the region unprecedented

independence within the new Spanish political system. Finally, terrorist violence re-

mained escalated from the approval the constitution in October 1978 throughout the

approval of the constitution, the �nalization of regional autonomy and the imple-

mentation of the political devolution to the new Basque regional government. The

period of escalation was intended to disrupt this process before the full concession

could be implemented. Thus, the Spoiling Theory best explains the period of terrorist

escalation from October 1978 to November 1980 in the Spain case.
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Analysis Conclusions

In conclusion, the Spoiling Theory provides the strongest explanation why terror-

ist violence escalated in these four cases. In all four cases, Algeria, El Salvador,

Israel-Palestine, and Spain, terrorist violence escalated with the intent to spoil the

implementation of a government concession. These terrorist organizations escalated

because the concession posed an existential threat to the future of the each organiza-

tion. In all four cases, the intent of the government concession was directed towards

undermining support for these terrorist movements. Finally, in each of the cases, the

timing of the escalation corresponded with the implementation of the concession as

identi�ed by the Threshold Auto-Regressive methodology. Consequently, each case

adhered to the expectations of the Spoiling Theory.

In each of the cases, the intent of the escalation was to spoil the implementation

of the concession. By the beginning of 1994, the Algerian government was willing

reintegrate the banned FIS into Algerian politics. To that end, the Algerian govern-

ment conceded to a series of negotiations with the FIS. The GIA, however, sought

to halt any progress made to advance the negotiations between the banned FIS and

the Algerian government. Neither the FIS nor the Algerian government was making

signi�cant progress to advance these negotiations. However, when the legal political

parties engaged the FIS directly in attempt to restart the negotiations in Rome, Italy

in November 1994, the GIA feared that those meetings would pressure the Algerian

government to allow the FIS back into Algerian politics. This was the �rst moment

of possible political progress during the negotiations process. Thus, the GIA esca-

lated after the Algerian government conceded to negotiations in order to spoil the

concession.

In El Salvador, the leaders of the October 1979 coup sought to forestall an impend-

ing social revolution by conceding to a comprehensive land reform program. Fueled

by the manipulation of the 1972 and 1977 elections as well as the widespread so-

cial inequalities and protest pervasive throughout El Salvador, the leftist insurgent

movements threatened to overtake the Salvadoran government by the late 1970s. The

land reform program sought to address the primary popular demands of the majority

of the Salvadoran rural poor. The leftist insurgency escalated after the �rst stage

of the land reform in an attempt to spoil the land reform program before the more

comprehensive second and thirds stages could be implemented.

In Israel-Palestine, the First Intifada e�ectively pressured Israel to concede to Oslo

Accords. The Oslo Accords were designed as a multi-stage process culminating in the

creation of a Palestinian state. In return, Israel sought a cessation of Palestinian ter-
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rorist attacks. The land-for-peace agreement between the Israeli government and the

PLO led by Yasser Arafat undermined the growing in�uence of the Islamic terrorist

organizations including HAMAS and the Islamic Jihad. Terrorist violence escalated

after the Oslo Accords as the Islamic terrorist organizations attempted to spoil the

implementation of the Oslo Accords.

In Spain, Basque nationalist terrorist violence not only hastened the end of the

authoritarian Franco regime but also posed a signi�cant threat to the nascent post-

Franco Spanish democracy. In response to the violence, the Spanish state granted

the Basque region unprecedented regional autonomy. ETA, unsatis�ed with regional

autonomy, sought full Basque independence from the Spanish state. ETA escalated

after the regional autonomy concession in attempt to spoil the devolution of power

and provoke the Spanish state to reverse the transition to democracy. ETA, then,

sought to agitate for full independence in the ensuing chaos. Thus, ETA escalated

in response to a government concession in order to spoil the implementation of the

regional autonomy concession.

In each of the cases, the e�ect of the concession posed an existential threat to the

future of each organization. In Algeria, the GIA emerged as the primary challenger

to FIS leadership within the Islamic resistance. The FIS was the legitimate winner

of the �rst round of elections in late 1991. Banned, with its leaders arrested or in

exile, the FIS was not able to organize any e�ective resistance to the Algerian military

regime following the January 1992 coup. The GIA emerged to challenge the role of

the FIS as the primary leader of the Islamic resistance. However, when the Algerian

government sought to reintegrate the FIS, the FIS was able to reassert its role as

the legitimate and primary leaders of the Islamic resistance. Thus, any gains made

by the FIS directly threatened the GIA. As a result, the GIA attempted to spoil

the negotiation concession between the FIS and the Algerian government in order to

reverse any possible gains made by the FIS.

In El Salvador, the land reform concession satis�ed many of the demands of the

landless rural poor within El Salvador. The nascent leftist insurgency was believed

that only a social revolution could bring about meaningful social reform. The land

reform program undermined support for the insurgent movement and lessened the

demands for revolution within the leftist insurgency's support base. Thus, the land

reform posed an existential threat to the nascent insurgency. The leftist insurgency

sought to spoil the land reform concession in order to continuing building support for

a mass-based social revolutionary war against the Salvadoran government.

In Israel-Palestine, one of the reasons why Israel and the PLO became willing

159



to negotiate was due to the rise of the Islamic terrorist organizations. The Islamic

terrorist organizations, including HAMAS and the Islamic Jihad, used the First In-

tifada to challenge the PLO leadership. The Oslo Accords reversed the rise of the

Islamic terrorist organizations. The Oslo Accords reasserted the PLO leadership of

the Occupied Territories, signi�cantly diminished support for the protest and violence

of the First Intifada, and e�ectively halted the rise of the Islamic terrorist organiza-

tions. Thus, the Oslo Accords posed an existential threat to the Islamic terrorist

organizations.

Finally in Spain, the regional autonomy concession satis�ed many of the demands

of moderate Basque nationalists. ETA realized that only mass-based resistance in the

Basque country would e�ectively force the Spanish state to allow the Basque region to

secede. The regional autonomy concession granted the Basque region unprecedented

regional autonomy and a level of self-rule greater than any other region in Spain or

even the rest of Europe. For many moderate Basque nationalists, this degree of self-

rule satis�ed their demands and eliminated or at least diminished their demands for

independence. ETA recognized that if the concession was implemented fully, support

for its organization would diminish. Thus, the regional autonomy concession posed

an existential threat to ETA.

Furthermore, the intent of the concession in each case undermined support for each

terrorist organization. In Algeria, the Algerian government's concession to negotiate

with the FIS led to the reassertion of the FIS as the legitimate and primary Islamic

political party. By contrast, the process undermined support for the relatively extreme

GIA. The Algerian government's intent was to engage the FIS as a counter-terror

tactic design to reinforce FIS legitimacy and draw support away from the GIA. Thus,

the intent of the concession was designed to undermine support for the GIA.

In El Salvador, the Salvadoran government sought to use the land reform conces-

sion to undermine the nascent leftist insurgency. The leftist insurgency, in early 1980,

was fragmented and had yet to organize as a single opposition organization. The land

reform program was intended to address the primary grievance of the large, landless

rural population and by extension forestall the growth of the leftist insurgency. Thus,

the intent of the land reform concession was intended to undermine support for the

leftist insurgent groups.

In Israel-Palestine, the Oslo Accords were a gamble on peace designed to under-

mine support for terrorist organizations within the Occupied Territories. Both the

Israeli government and the PLO sought to undermine the growth of the Islamic terror-

ist organizations within the Occupied Territories. Israel conceded to the Oslo Accords
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in an attempt to provide an alternative political solution to the growing violence of

the First Intifada. The Oslo Accords created a process that would lead to a Pales-

tinian state and reinforced the PLO's role as leaders of the Palestinian territories.

By demonstrating its ability to provide tangible gains for the Palestinian people, the

PLO reasserted its role in as the primary leaders of the Palestinian resistance and

undermined support for the Islamic terrorist organizations. Thus, the Oslo Accords

concession undermined support for the Islamic terrorist organizations.

Finally, in Spain, the regional autonomy concession was designed to satisfy the

demands of moderate Basque nationalists. To that end, many moderate Basques

accepted the regional autonomy concession. ETA's strategy during this period was

to develop a mass based social movement to oppose the Spanish state. However, the

regional autonomy concession e�ectively undermined support for ETA and limited its

ability to generate a mass-based movement. Thus, the regional autonomy concession

undermined support for ETA.

Finally, the timing of terrorist escalation in all four cases, as identi�ed by the

Threshold Auto-Regressive process, corresponded with the implementation of each

government concession. In Algeria, terrorist violence escalated in November 1994.

November 1994 was the same month that the FIS and the legal opposition parties

began negotiations in Rome, Italy. In El Salvador, terrorist violence escalated in

April 1980. April 1980 was just one month after the �rst stage of the land reform

concession was implemented. In Israel-Palestine, there were four periods of escalation

that corresponded with the implementation of the Oslo Accords. The four periods of

escalation were January to April 1994, October 1994, February to March 1996, and

from October to November 1998. April 1994 immediately preceded the �nalization

of the Cairo Agreement of May 1994. The Cairo Agreement implemented the �rst

stage of Israeli troop withdraw from the Occupied Territories. October 1994 was the

same month Israel and Jordan signed a peace agreement. The period of February

to March 1996 corresponds with the announcement of Israeli national elections and

the �rst Palestinian elections in February 1996 until the elections in March 1996.

Finally, the October to November 1998 period of escalation corresponded with the

United States-backed Wye River negotiations. In Spain, terrorist violence remained

escalated from October 1978 to November 1980. The period of escalation corresponds

with the �nalization of the new Spanish constitution that included Basque regional

autonomy and the devolution of power.

In conclusion, the Spoiling Theory best explained why terrorist violence escalated

in each of the four cases examined in this study. It is clear that the intent of the
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escalation in each case was designed to reverse the implementation of a government

concession. Each terrorist organization had a strong incentive to spoil the concession

because the concession posed an existential threat to the future of each organization.

Furthermore, in each case, the government used the concession as a counter-terror

tool intended to decrease support for a terrorist organization. Finally, the timing of

the escalation corresponds with the implementation of a government concession in

each case. Thus, each case adheres to the expectations of the Spoiling Theory.

By contrast, the Factioning Theory and the Concession Maximizing Theory fail

to explain why terrorist violence escalated after a government concession in these

four cases. The Factioning Theory contends that terrorist violence escalates because

a government concession causes a terrorist organization to faction. A government

concession is assumed to entice moderates to forgo terrorism leaving only the most

extremist members active. Thus, the escalation of violence is caused by an ideo-

logical shift within the group. The primary de�ciency of the Factioning Theory is

the assumption that a concession causes a terrorist organization to faction and the

emergence of an ideological extreme terrorist factioning assuming control of an orga-

nization. With the exception of El Salvador, a relatively ideologically extreme faction

existed in these cases prior to any government concession. El Salvador is the ex-

ception since throughout 1979 and 1980 the various leftist insurgent groups became

increasing uni�ed against the Salvadoran government. In Algeria, Israel-Palestine,

and Spain the terrorist movements factioned before any government concession was

o�ered.

In Algeria, the GIA emerged in 1992 and opposed the leadership of the FIS prior

to the Algerian government's attempts to negotiate with the FIS throughout 1994.

In Israel-Palestine, the Islamic terrorist organizations such as HAMAS and Islamic

Jihad emerged during the First Intifada to challenge the leadership of the PLO. In

fact, in both these cases the government concession was, in part, o�ered because the

emergence of a relatively extreme terrorist organization. The Algerian government

sought to undermine support for the GIA by attempting to return the FIS to legit-

imate Algerian politics. Both the PLO and the Israeli government recognized the

challenge posed by the rise of the Islamic terrorist organizations. Thus, both parties

became willing to negotiate to undermine the rise of the Islamic movement within the

Occupied Territories. As a result, the concessions in both these cases were caused, in

part, by the factioning of these terrorist movements. The government concession did

not cause the factioning to emerge. Furthermore, the divides within ETA occurred

prior to the Spanish transition to democracy and before the Basque region was even
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o�ered any regional autonomy. Thus, the divides between ETAm and ETApm also

occurred prior to the government concession. In all three cases, the internal divides

within the terrorist organizations occurred due to internal disputes. The government

concession did not cause the terrorist organizations to faction. Thus, the Factioning

Theory does not adequately explain why terrorist violence escalated in these four

cases.

Finally, the Concession Maximizing Theory does not explain why terrorist violence

escalated after a government concession in all four cases. The Concession Maximiz-

ing Theory contends that terrorist violence escalates after a government concession

because the concession emboldened the terrorist organization. In all four cases, the

terrorist organizations opposed the government concession. Thus, the government

concession did not embolden any of these terrorist organizations to escalate to gain

additional concessions. In Algeria, the GIA opposed any attempts of reconciliation

between the Algerian government and the FIS. Reconciliation would e�ectively elimi-

nate the GIA's ability to claim a monopoly on the leadership of the Islamic resistance

in Algeria. In El Salvador, the leftist insurgent groups opposed the land reform con-

cession. The land reform concession undermined the insurgency's ability to generate

mass-based support to overthrow the Salvadoran government. In Israel-Palestine, the

Oslo Accords e�ectively ended the First Intifada. The Oslo Accords shifted Pales-

tinian leadership to the PLO and signi�cantly shifted Palestinian support from protest

to the prospect of peace and independence. As a result, support for the Islamic ter-

rorist organizations shifted to the PLO. In Spain, the regional autonomy concession

undermined ETA's ability to generate a mass-based movement to agitate for Basque

independence. Thus, in none of these cases did the government concession embolden

a terrorist organization. Therefore, the Concession Maximizing Theory does not ad-

equately explain why terrorist violence escalated after a government concession.

6 Conclusions and Implications

Terrorism is e�ective. In the study of the four cases in this study, the terrorist cam-

paigns in Algeria, El Salvador, Israel-Palestine, and Spain led to a government con-

cession. In each of these cases, terrorist violence did not diminish. Rather, terrorism

escalated after each government concession. Why did terrorist violence escalate after

a government concession? This study compared three theories found in the literature:

the Spoiling Theory, Factioning Theory, and Concession Maximizing Theory. From

the analysis of the four case studies, it is clear that in the instances when terrorist
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violence escalated after a government concession, the intent of the escalation was an

attempt to spoil the implementation of a government concession as expected by the

Spoiling Theory. In order to faciliate the comparision of the three theoretical models,

a Threshold-Auto Regressive model was applied to provide a data-driven de�nition

of terrorist escalation. The following sections provide an overview of the study prior

to discussing the implications of the study, its limitations and suggestions for future

research.

The literature review addressed �ve key aspects of the extant terrorism literature.

First, the problem solving approach is pervasive within the current literature. The

problem solving approach prioritizes policy recommendations above the theoretical

understanding of terrorist behavior. This tendency is most evident in the lack of a

consensus de�nition of terrorism. The lack of a consensus de�nition of terrorism limits

the ability to advance the collective understanding of terrorism. However, terrorism is

a distinct concept and can be e�ectively conceptualized in order to provide a basis for

the advancement of collective terrorism research. Second, terrorism is conceptualized

as a special form of coercion. Terrorism is a special form of coercion because it relies

on the threat of future violence as a coercive mechanism. Consequently, terrorism is a

tactic used as a form of strategic interaction between two or more parties. Third, from

the causes of terrorism, it is clear that terrorism emerges as part of a social movement.

As a result, terrorist organizations always seek some sort of social change. Because it

lacks the capacity to directly defeat and replace a government, a terrorist organization

is always seeking to extort concessions from a government. Fourth, organizations

use violence strategically to obtain a goal. Terrorist organizations use violence to

both sustain its organization and gain political goals. Terrorist organizations direct

violence towards multiple audiences simultaneously and achieve these goals. Fifth and

�nally, the decline of terrorist organizations is poorly understood in the literature.

There is a lack of understanding of how terrorist organizations respond to changes in

its environment and how organizations use violence to respond to these changes.

In sum, it is unlikely that a consensus de�nition of terrorism will emerge. However,

terrorism is best conceptualized as a form of social interaction intended to extract

concessions from a government through the use of coercive violence. As such, orga-

nizations use terrorism strategically to either sustain its organization as well as gain

political concession. Because the understanding of how terrorist organization attempt

to sustain itself is limited, the understanding of how organizations respond to change

is also poorly understood. This lack of understanding is evident in the dearth of

information on the decline of terrorist organizations.
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The Theory section of the study presented the three theories compared in this

study. The three theories are the Spoiling Theory, the Factioning Theory, and the

Concession Maximizing Theory. Each theory provided di�erent theoretical explana-

tions why terrorism escalated after a government concession, the e�ect of the conces-

sion on the terrorist organization, the intent of the government concession, and the

observable pattern of terrorist behavior. From a comparison of the three theories, it

was concluded that the Spoiling Theory was expected to provide the best explana-

tion for why terrorist violence escalated after a government concession. The Spoiling

Theory was the best theoretical explanation because it explains terrorist escalation

as a strategy intended to sustain a terrorist escalation by reversing the implementa-

tion of a government concession. The Spoiling Theory explains terrorist escalation

after a government concession as an attempt by a terrorist organization to sustain its

organization. The escalation of violence simultaneously satis�es all the strategies of

terrorist sustainment. By contrast, the Factioning Theory was not expected to pro-

vide a better explanation because it relies on the expectation that terrorist violence

escalates due to an ideological shift within the organization. However, terrorism is

not perpetrated for the sake of violence. Rather, terrorism is tactic used strategi-

cally. Thus, the expectation that ideology causes terrorist escalation in response to a

government concession is questionable. Finally, the Concession Maximizing Theory

contends that terrorist organization escalate in order to gain additional concessions

from the state. However, if the concession satis�es the political goals of terrorist

organization, it is expected that the organization will accept the concession. The es-

calation of violence in response to a government concession re�ects an organization's

opposition to the concession. Thus, an escalation of violence represents a terrorist

organization's attempt to spoil the concession and sustain itself inde�nitely.

The next section, the Data and Methodology, introduced the Threshold Auto-

Regressive (TAR) methodology. The TAR methodology was employed to provide a

non-deterministic methodology to identify periods of escalated terrorist violence. The

TAR methodology was employed because past studies of terrorist escalation de�ne

escalation in an ad hoc fashion. The TAR methodology provided a data-determined

method of de�ning escalation. Thus, the TAR methodology provides an empirical

process to identify periods of terrorist escalation. The Methodology section provides

an overview of the TAR theoretical assumptions, TAR procedure, and how the results

of the TAR methodology is used to identify periods of terrorist escalation. Because

the adaptation and application of the TAR is a critical aspect of this study, the

�ndings section below will provide an overview of the TAR assumptions and process
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and conclude the TAR methodology provides an adequate process to identify terrorist

escalation.

Finally, the study presented the analysis of the four case studies examined. The

four cases examined were the terrorist con�icts in Algeria, El Salvador, Israel-Palestine,

and Spain. By comparing the three theories in the context of all four cases, it become

evident that the escalation of terrorist violence after a government concession is best

explained by the Spoiling Theory.

In sum, each theory examined in this study seeks to address why terrorist violence

escalates after a government concession. Each theory provided a broad answer to this

question. The Spoiling Theory concludes that terrorist organizations decide to esca-

late in an attempt to sustain its organization and movement. The Factioning Theory

concludes that terrorist organizations decide to escalate due to a shift in ideology.

The Concession Maximizing Theory concludes that terrorist organizations decide to

escalate in order to obtain additional political gains from the concession. Thus, by

comparing these theories the questions becomes do terrorist organizations escalate

after a government concession due to an imperative to sustain, a shift in ideology,

or to gain additional political concessions. The review of the strategies of terrorism

concluded that terrorist organizations use violence strategically to both sustain its

organization as well as to obtain political goals. The Spoiling Theory and Concession

Maximizing Theory represent these strategic uses of terrorist violence. Furthermore,

these theories contend that the escalation is a strategic reaction to a concession. By

contrast, the Factioning Theory contends that the escalation of violence is a func-

tion of an internal transition within a terrorist organization. By examining the three

theories in comparative perspective across the four separate cases, it is clear that

terrorist escalation after a government concession is a strategic response intended to

sustain a terrorist organization. Consequently, the Factioning Theory lacks the ex-

planatory power to understand why terrorism escalates. Furthermore, sustainment is

a pre-requisite for terrorist organizations to obtain its political goals. In each of the

cases, the government concession seriously threatened a terrorist organization. The

threat of a concession made sustainment an immediate imperative for a terrorist or-

ganization. As a result, terrorist violence escalated to spoil a government concession

because these terrorist organizations were attempting to use violence as a means to

sustain its organization. The following sections elucidate some broader insights drawn

from the case study analysis. The focus of these sections is to discuss the �ndings

drawn from the four contentions each theory made regarding the terrorists' intent of

the escalation, the e�ect of the concession, the governments' intent of the concession,
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and the pattern of behavior.

The escalation of violence does not represent a re�exive rejection of a govern-

ment concession. The assertion that terrorist violence escalates in order to spoil a

concession implies that terrorist violence is dictated by strategic considerations. The

escalation of violence represents a response to a change in the dynamic between the

government and a terrorist organization. That changing dynamic necessitates a re-

vision to the organization's strategy and use of violence. A government concession

forces a terrorist organization to reassess its strategies. The concession, by nature

of its threat to the organization and ability to undermine support for the organiza-

tion, makes spoiling the concession the primary priority for terrorist organizations.

This is because the concession poses a threat to the existence of a terrorist organi-

zation by undermining support for the use of violence. By spoiling a concession, a

terrorist organization seeks to return to the pre-concession status quo. Spoiling be-

comes an imperative immediately after a concession because of the uncertainty of the

post-concession future. This uncertainty of the future is reinforced by the fact that

terrorist violence escalates not necessarily directly in response to the announcement

of the concession. Rather, it is escalates in response to the implementation of a con-

cession. As a result, the escalation is a response to the realized external change. This

is reinforced by the varied nature, size, and capability of the terrorist organization

examined in this study. Each terrorist organization responded in a similar fashion

despite the di�erent contextual factors that led to and sustained terrorism in each

case. As a result, the internal dynamic of a terrorist organization seems to play less

of a role of dictating terrorist escalation after a government concession. Ideology

certainly plays a role in the decision making of a terrorist organization, but the chal-

lenge posed by a government concession is uniform across all cases. In each case, the

concession threatened the existence of the organization. Regardless of the ideological

disposition, terrorist organizations in all cases responded with a coordinated e�ort to

disrupt the concession. Consequently, terrorist violence escalates after a government

concession because a terrorist organization is spoiling to survive.

In all four cases, the concession made sustainment an imperative for each terror-

ist organization because the concession posed an existential threat to the terrorist

organization. In Algeria, the negotiations between the FIS and the Algerian govern-

ment would have resulted in the legalization of the FIS and the return to multi-party,

democratic elections in Algeria. The GIA, by contrast, sought to overthrow the Al-

gerian government and install an Islamic government to rule Algeria. The concession

would have eliminated or limited the support for the GIA and its ability to topple the
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Algerian regime. In El Salvador, the land reform concession would have signi�cantly

redistributed land and alleviate many of the pervasive social inequalities within the

country. The leftist insurgencies, by contrast, sought to overthrow the Salvadoran

regime through a mass-based revolution and institute a more radical redistribution

of wealth. The land reform concession not only satis�ed the demands of a many of

the general Salvadoran rural poor population but also increased the legitimacy of

the new Salvadoran regime. As a result, the ability for the leftist insurgencies to

initiate a mass-based movement would be signi�cant diminished if the concession was

implemented. In Israel-Palestine, the Oslo Accords returned the PLO to a position

of leadership within Palestinian politics and provided a peaceful alternative to the

creation of a Palestinian state. The Islamic terrorist organizations, by contrast, were

in�uenced by the e�ectiveness of the First Intifada and believed that a return to the

mass-based protest and violence of the First Intifada would make Israel to concede to

even greater concessions. The Oslo Accords not only stopped the First Intifada but

also placed the PLO back as the primary leaders of Palestinian resistance and e�ec-

tively undermined the Islamic terrorist organization. In Spain, the regional autonomy

concession satis�ed the majority of moderate Basque nationalists' demands for auton-

omy. ETA sought to create a mass-based Basque uprising. The implementation of the

regional autonomy concession signi�cantly limited ETA's ability to gain widespread

popular support. Thus in all four cases, the concessions posed an existential threat

to each terrorist organization's ability to obtain its political goals in the future. As

a result, each organization had a strong incentive to spoil the implementation of the

government concession.

One common trait of each terrorist organization in the cases studies was the fact

that each organization that attempted to spoil the concession was on the ascendency.

In Algeria, the GIA was able to capitalize on the FIS's inability to mount a coor-

dinated resistance. The GIA gradually assumed leadership of the Islamic resistance

and was, operationally at least, supplanting the FIS as the primary resistance organi-

zation. The GIA was threatening to take the political leadership away from the FIS

when the Algerian government began to engage the FIS. The Algerian government's

concession to negotiate with the FIS reasserted the FIS's leadership and legitimacy

and halted the rise of the GIA. In El Salvador, the leftist insurgency was going through

the process of consolidation at the time reform concession in order to capitalize on the

growing unrest and discontent within El Salvador. However, the land reform conces-

sion was undermining popular support for the insurgency and the ability for the leftist

insurgent groups to incite a mass-based revolution in El Salvador. In Israel-Palestine,
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the Islamic terrorist organizations experienced signi�cant gains in support during the

First Intifada and were becoming a serious challenge to PLO leadership. The signing

of the Oslo Accords ended the First Intifada and reasserted PLO leadership within

the Occupied Territories. In Spain, ETA violence, in part, facilitated the decline and

demise of the Franco regime. Many Basques supported ETA resistance to the Franco

regime and continued supporting ETA in the uncertainty that faced Spain during the

�rst years of the transition to democracy. The regional autonomy concession, how-

ever, satis�ed the demands of many moderate Basque nationalists and diminished

support for ETA. The fact that each of these organizations were on the ascendency

at the time of the concession makes it imperative for each of the organizations to try

to spoil the concession and return to the pre-concession status quo when these groups

were on the rise.

The intent of the concession in each of the cases was to undermine support for

a terrorist organization. Ostensibly, the di�erentiation between the intent of the

government concession according to each theory is imprecise. The Spoiling Theory

contends that the intent of the concession is to undermine support for a terrorist

organization. The Factioning Theory contends that the intent of the concession is to

cause internal factioning within a terrorist organization. The Concession Maximizing

Theory contends that the intent of the concession is to fundamentally resolve a con�ict

with a terrorist organization. A government concession can certainly have these e�ects

on a terrorist organization, but that does not clarify what the government intent of

these concessions in the case studies was. The analysis of the case studies provides

some insight into how to di�erentiate these contentions.

First, the concessions in each of the cases were o�ered by the government with

the knowledge that certain terrorist organizations would attempt to disrupt or spoil

the concession. In Algeria, the attempt to reconcile with the FIS was also an attempt

to limit the growing in�uence of the GIA. In El Salvador, the land reform concession

was intended to forestall a mass-based social uprising knowing full well that the

various leftist insurgent groups were attempting to insight the uprising through the

use of violence. In Israel-Palestine, Israel agreed to Oslo Accords knowing that the

Islamic terrorist organizations rejected any compromise with Israel. In Spain, the

Spanish government proceeded with the regional autonomy concession knowing that

any devolution of power to the Basque region that did not include the possibility of

full Basque independence would be opposed by ETA.

Second, in all four cases, the government could o�er a concession that would sat-

isfy the demands of a moderate alternative to the terrorist organization. The Algerian
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government not only conceded to negotiations with the FIS but also facilitated its

reorganization by released key FIS leaders. This allowed the FIS to reorganize and

position itself as the moderate and legitimate leaders of the Islamic resistance. In El

Salvador, the land reform concession quelled the protests throughout the country and

satis�ed the demands of the general rural poor population. In Israel-Palestine, the

Oslo Accords reasserted the PLO as the primary leaders of the Palestinian resistance

and recast the organization as a moderate group intending to deliver peace and inde-

pendence through negotiation to the Palestinian people. In Spain, moderate Basque

nationalists were represented by the EAJ-PNV, a moderate Basque nationalist polit-

ical party that sought Basque independence through political negotiation rather than

violence.

Third, in all four cases, the concessions were public gains directed towards a wider

population than just the terrorist organization. In Algeria, the concessions made to

the FIS were part of an attempt to return Algeria back to a multi-party, representative

democracy. In El Salvador, the land reform was intended to redistribute equality

among the general Salvadoran population. In Israel-Palestine, the Oslo Accords were

intended to lead the creation of an independent Palestinian state. In Spain, the

regional autonomy concession was not only provided to the Basques with a high

degree of self-rule but also intended to facilitate the peaceful Spanish transition to

democracy. In all of these cases, the concessions, had they all been fully implemented,

would have positively a�ected a high percentage of the general population in each of

these countries.

In conclusion, the government concessions in these cases are counter-terror tools

designed to increase the opportunity cost of terrorism by undermining support for

a terrorist organization. In each of these cases the government understood that the

concession was not likely to provide a de�nitive solution to the con�ict. Rather, the

concessions supported the position of a moderate alternative to the terrorist organi-

zations and substantial possible gain to the general population. Thus, the concessions

were designed to support moderates and provide tangible gains to the general popu-

lation in each case. The intent of the concessions, as a result, is clearly designed to

undermine support for the use of terrorism and the organizations that employ violence

as a tactic as expected by the Spoiling Theory. The intent of the concession in each

of the cases was to undermine support for a terrorist organization. Ostensibly, the

di�erentiation between the intent of the government concession according to each the-

ory is imprecise. The Spoiling Theory contends that the intent of the concession is to

undermine support for a terrorist organization. The Factioning Theory contends that
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the intent of the concession is to cause internal factioning within a terrorist organiza-

tion. The Concession Maximizing Theory contends that the intent of the concession

is to fundamentally resolve a con�ict with a terrorist organization. A government

concession can certainly have these e�ects on a terrorist organization, but that does

not clarify what the government intent of these concessions in the case studies was.

The analysis of the case studies provides some insight into how to di�erentiate these

contentions.

First, the concessions in each of the cases were o�ered by the government with

the knowledge that certain terrorist organizations would attempt to disrupt or spoil

the concession. In Algeria, the attempt to reconcile with the FIS was also an attempt

to limit the growing in�uence of the GIA. In El Salvador, the land reform concession

was intended to forestall a mass-based social uprising knowing full well that the

various leftist insurgent groups were attempting to insight the uprising through the

use of violence. In Israel-Palestine, Israel agreed to Oslo Accords knowing that the

Islamic terrorist organizations rejected any compromise with Israel. In Spain, the

Spanish government proceeded with the regional autonomy concession knowing that

any devolution of power to the Basque region that did not include the possibility of

full Basque independence would be opposed by ETA.

Second, in all four cases, the government could o�er a concession that would sat-

isfy the demands of a moderate alternative to the terrorist organization. The Algerian

government not only conceded to negotiations with the FIS but also facilitated its

reorganization by released key FIS leaders. This allowed the FIS to reorganize and

position itself as the moderate and legitimate leaders of the Islamic resistance. In El

Salvador, the land reform concession quelled the protests throughout the country and

satis�ed the demands of the general rural poor population. In Israel-Palestine, the

Oslo Accords reasserted the PLO as the primary leaders of the Palestinian resistance

and recast the organization as a moderate group intending to deliver peace and inde-

pendence through negotiation to the Palestinian people. In Spain, moderate Basque

nationalists were represented by the EAJ-PNV, a moderate Basque nationalist polit-

ical party that sought Basque independence through political negotiation rather than

violence.

Third, in all four cases, the concessions were public gains directed towards a wider

population than just the terrorist organization. In Algeria, the concessions made to

the FIS were part of an attempt to return Algeria back to a multi-party, representative

democracy. In El Salvador, the land reform was intended to redistribute equality

among the general Salvadoran population. In Israel-Palestine, the Oslo Accords were
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intended to lead the creation of an independent Palestinian state. In Spain, the

regional autonomy concession was not only provided to the Basques with a high

degree of self-rule but also intended to facilitate the peaceful Spanish transition to

democracy. In all of these cases, the concessions, had they all been fully implemented,

would have positively a�ected a high percentage of the general population in each of

these countries.

In conclusion, the government concessions in these cases are counter-terror tools

designed to increase the opportunity cost of terrorism by undermining support for

a terrorist organization. In each of these cases the government understood that the

concession was not likely to provide a de�nitive solution to the con�ict. Rather,

the concessions supported the position of a moderate alternative to the terrorist

organizations and substantial possible gain to the general population. Thus, the

concessions were designed to support moderates and provide tangible gains to the

general population in each case. The intent of the concessions, as a result, is clearly

designed to undermine support for the use of terrorism and the organizations that

employ violence as a tactic as expected by the Spoiling Theory.

The Spoiling Theory provides the most concise and easily recognizable pattern

of behavior to identify. The Spoiling Theory contends that the timing of a terrorist

escalation should correspond with the implementation of a concession. Furthermore,

the Spoiling Theory contends that a terrorist organization may attempt to spoil a

concession indirectly by escalating during key periods of the implementation period

such as during elections. The timing of escalation in all the cases occurred at the

time of signi�cant social change and upheaval. The concession represents not only a

change to the previous status quo but also represents uncertainty of the future. The

uncertainty of the e�ects of the concession in the future reinforces the threatening

nature of the concession and increase in violence in response to a government con-

cession. In all the cases, the escalation is a response to a tangible development of

the concession. In Algeria, terrorist violence escalated when the FIS and legal oppo-

sition parties attempted to break the negotiation deadlock between the FIS and the

Algerian government. In El Salvador, terrorist violence escalated only after the �rst

stage of the land reform concession. In Israel-Palestine, terrorist violence escalated

after Israel and the PLO when the two groups sought to progress in implementing

the concession. Finally, in Spain, terrorist violence escalated to correspond with the

approval and progression of the new Spanish constitution and the process of �naliz-

ing the devolution of power to the Basque region. In each of the cases the concession

is not �nalized at the time of the escalation. This adheres to the expectation that
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terrorist escalation corresponds with the implementation of a government concession.

Furthermore, it is the uncertainty of the future, to a large extent, that reinforces the

existential threat of the concession and the spoiling behavior. Terrorist violence did

not escalate in response to an agreement or announcement of a concession. Rather,

the timing of the concession corresponds with actual progress made towards imple-

menting a concession. This demonstrates to a terrorist organization the commitment

of the government to not only o�er but implement a concession.

The Algeria case provides an interesting contrast to the other cases. In the other

cases, terrorist organizations escalate in response to the government's direct attempts

to implementation a concession. In the Algeria case, the timing of the concession

corresponds to the actions of the FIS and the legal opposition parties. The FIS' and

the legal opposition parties' negotiation in Rome, Italy in late 1994 was an attempt to

break the political statement of returning Algeria to a multi-party election. The GIA

viewed this development as a threat because of the uncertainty of the implications of

the negotiations. The GIA did not know if these Rome negotiations would break the

political stalemate and force the Algerian government into legalizing the FIS. Until

that point, the Algerian government's attempts to reintegrate the FIS not only failed

but the mutual distrust of the FIS and the government was endemic. Prior to the

Rome negotiations, it seems that this mistrust would deny any possibility for political

resolution and did not pose a threat to the GIA. Furthermore, the GIA had previous

opportunities to spoil the concession. The GIA could have escalated its violence

after the Algerian government replaced two members of the government that opposed

negotiations or when the government released two prominent FIS leaders. However,

that certainty was diminished by the Rome negotiations. For the GIA, uncertainty

about the future changed as a result of the Rome negotiations and for the �rst time

the possibility of the FIS returning to legal status seemed more likely. As a result,

the GIA escalated in response to these negotiations.

The Factioning Theory fails to provide a better argument why terrorism escalates

due to the theory's reliance on the role of terrorist ideology and the e�ect of the

concession. The Factionining Theory contends that a government concession cause

a terrorist organization to faction. Moderates within the organization accept the

concession and extremists reject the concession. As a result, the aggregate ideology of

the terrorist organization shifts to align with the ideology of the still-active, extremist

members.

The factioning of terrorist organizations occur due to internal debate. El Salvador

was the only case examined where multiple compete factions did not exist. There were
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various leftist insurgency organizations at the time of the concession. However, these

organizations were consolidating rather than compete against one another. In the

three other cases, terrorist organizations factioned prior to the government concession.

In Algeria, the GIA was formed by returning veterans of the Afghan-Soviet war. The

GIA posses a relatively more extreme vie of the usefulness of violence from this

experience. As a result, the GIA believed it could topple the Algerian regime and

install a strict Islamic regime. The FIS by comparison sought a limited goal of

reinstating Algerian democracy and to participate in future election. The factioning

of the Islamic resistance predates the government concession. In Israel-Palestine,

the Islamic terrorist organizations rose to prominence as a challenge to the PLO

during the First Intifada. In Spain, ETA factioned over internal debates prior to the

death of Franco and the start of the democratic transition. Ideology played a role in

the establishment and disputes among these organizations. However, these debates

occurred before any government concession. As a result, the concession did not cause

an ideological shift within these organizations that led to an escalation of violence.

In general, using changes in ideology as a casual explanation for speci�c behavior

is problematic. To begin with, terrorist organization typically comprise of individuals

that are generally optimistic about the e�ectiveness of violence to resolve grievances.

As a result, most terrorist members are more extreme than the general population.

This makes distinguishing the relatively moderate terrorist groups from the relatively

extreme terrorist groups di�cult. In addition, the secretive nature of terrorist deci-

sion making limits the ability to draw accurate conclusions about the ideology of an

organization from observations of its behaviors. Consequently, the identi�cation of

relatively moderate and relatively extreme terrorist factions often relies on the pre-

conception of an organization by a researcher. The Spain case study provides a clear

example of this tendency.

The Factioning Theory literature, Bueno de Mesquita uses the ETA organization

as a paradigmatic example of his theory. Bueno de Mesquita contends that ETApm

was a moderate terrorist organization relatively to ETAm. He contends that ETApm

did not reject the possibility of participating in the new Spanish democracy and that

by 1981, ETApm abandoned the use of terrorism to form a legal political party.

However, his analysis ignores the fact during the transition to democracy both ETA

factions engaged in acts of terrorism. Furthermore, ETApm was more indiscriminant

targeting tourist locations and targets of high economic value. ETAm meanwhile

limited its violence to Spanish political and military leaders. ETAm did enjoy a

greater amount of support and subsequently executed more attacks, but it is di�-
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cult to conclude that ETAm was any more or less ideological extreme that ETApm.

The split between the factions occurred prior to the death of Franco and the Spanish

transition to democracy. ETApm retained the possibility of engaging in legal political

practices. However during the transition to democracy, ETApm engaged in indiscrim-

inant terrorist violence. In 1981, ETApm accepts a government o�er of amnesty and

transitions to a political party only after it is rendered obsolete by the dominance

of the ETAm faction. Bueno de Mesquita does not provide any criteria to de�ne

terrorist ideology. Rather, his identi�cation of the ideological disposition of the ETA

factions relies on perceptions of ETApm formed by its actions before the concession

was o�ered and after the concession was implemented.

Finally, the Concession Maximizing Theory fails to adequately explain why ter-

rorist violence escalates after a government concession. The Concession Maximizing

Theory contends that terrorist organizations decide to escalate to maximizing its po-

litical gain from a concession. Terrorist organizations escalate after a government

concession in order to sustain its organization. Thus, the sustainment strategy is pri-

oritized over gaining a political concession. However, there is also a perception drawn

from these cases that the terrorist organizations believed that the use of violence

alone would lead to a signi�cant political victory for the organization.

Terrorism is best conceptualized as a special form of coercion. The e�ectiveness

of terrorism is limited because it is not the violence that can defeat a government.

Rather, it is the threat of future violence that, over time, can change the willingness of

a government to concede. As a result, a government's decision remains independent to

the use of violence. The case studies reinforce this concept that terrorist organizations

do not believe that terrorism alone would lead to a signi�cant government concessions.

By extension, terrorist organizations would not rely on violence after a concession to

gain additional concessions.

In Algeria, the GIA opposed compromise with the Algerian state. The GIA also

opposed the FIS due to its willingness to negotiate with the Algerian government. The

GIA used violence to undermine these negotiations in order to discredit the GIS. The

GIA's goal was to marginalize the FIS in order to assert GIA leadership on the entire

Islamic resistance. Until 1994, the GIA was growing in popularity and support and

were more successful, tactically, in attacking the Algerian government than was the

FIS. As a result, the GIA was beginning to supplant the FIS. However, the FIS was

the legitimate winner of the 1991 election and still commanded the primary leadership

of the Islamic resistance. The, the GIA used violence in an attempt to deny the FIS

any additional political gains by attempting to disrupt the negotiation process. The
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GIA sought to marginalize the FIS through this process. Thus, the violence was not

directed towards toppling the Algerian government. Rather, the GIA used terrorism

in the limited sense to eliminate a political rival and assert its leadership on the

Islamic resistance movement. The GIA did not believe that terrorist violence would

defeat the Algerian government, but the GIA did believe that terrorism could be used

e�ectively to spread its in�uence by eliminating the FIS.

In El Salvador, the leftist insurgency sought to generate a mass-based social revo-

lution against the ruling Salvadoran government. Terrorism alone was not intended to

for the Salvadoran government to reform. Rather, the leftist insurgency used violence

to demonstrate its resolve and draw supporters. The leftist insurgency organizations'

goal was to destabilize and disrupt the Salvadoran government and limit its willing-

ness to make reforms. Thus, the leftist insurgencies used violence to capitalize on

the widespread protest in El Salvador in order to transform those protests into a

mass-based social revolution. The leftist insurgency certainly believed that violence

would be necessary to topple the Salvadoran government. However, at the time of

the government concession in early 1980, the intent of concession was not to defeat

terrorism. Rather, the use of terrorism was driven by goal of inciting a mass-based

revolution that would, in turn, lead to a full insurgency against the state and total

victory. As a result, terrorist violence was not considered the means to extract a

government concession but as means to ignite a wider social movement.

Only in the Israel-Palestine case was there a real belief that among the Islamic

terrorist organizations that the use of terrorism would lead directly to a government

concession. However, the Islamic terrorist organizations emerged from a very dif-

ferent context than the terrorist organizations in the other cases examined. The

Islamic terrorist organizations emerged during the First Intifada. The First Intifada

was a near-universal, spontaneous uprising within the Occupied Territories against

Israel and made governing the territories nearly impossible for the Israeli government.

Combined with the use of terrorism and protest, the Islamic terrorist organizations

would draw on the experience of the First Intifada as a model for forcing the Israeli

government to make concessions. However, the e�ectiveness of terrorism during the

First Intifada was dependent on the simultaneous protest of the First Intifada. The

Oslo Accords e�ectively ended the protest. Thus, after the concession, the use of

terrorism took on a new imperative for the Islamic terrorist organizations: to spoil

the concessions and return to the conditions of the First Intifada. Again, terrorist

violence alone was not believed to be the primary means to extract concessions.

In Spain, ETA sought to use violence to incite a mass-based movement for Basque
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independence. ETA employed an action-reaction-action model of violence intended to

force the Spanish state into increasingly indiscriminate repression against the Basque

population. ETA believed that as repression increased, the Basque population would

become increasingly unwilling to support the nascent Spanish democracy and increase

support for ETA. The increase support for ETA would allow the organization to

increase attacks on the Spanish state and initiating increasing levels of repression.

The cycle of terrorism and repression was designed to initiate a mass-based movement

towards Basque independence. Thus, terrorism was intended to be means towards

gaining Basque independence but not the determining factor.

In all of these cases, terrorism would not used to extract a government concession.

Rather, terrorism was viewed as a means to an end. As a result, terrorism was not

viewed as the single method to achieve a government concession. These terrorist

organizations held that belief before and after a government concession occurred. By

extension, it seems unlikely that a terrorist organization would view the escalation of

violence after a concession to gain additional concessions. Rather, terrorist escalation

after a government concession, just like most uses of terrorism, was intended to achieve

a limited strategy: to spoil a concession and sustain the terrorist organization.

Finally, the Concession Maximizing Theory fails to adequately explain why ter-

rorist violence escalates after a government concession. The Concession Maximizing

Theory contends that terrorist organizations decide to escalate to maximizing its po-

litical gain from a concession. Terrorist organizations escalate after a government

concession in order to sustain its organization. Thus, the sustainment strategy is pri-

oritized over gaining a political concession. However, there is also a perception drawn

from these cases that the terrorist organizations believed that the use of violence

alone would lead to a signi�cant political victory for the organization.

Terrorism is best conceptualized as a special form of coercion. The e�ectiveness

of terrorism is limited because it is not the violence that can defeat a government.

Rather, it is the threat of future violence that, over time, can change the willingness of

a government to concede. As a result, a government's decision remains independent to

the use of violence. The case studies reinforce this concept that terrorist organizations

do not believe that terrorism alone would lead to a signi�cant government concessions.

By extension, terrorist organizations would not rely on violence after a concession to

gain additional concessions.

In Algeria, the GIA opposed compromise with the Algerian state. The GIA also

opposed the FIS due to its willingness to negotiate with the Algerian government. The

GIA used violence to undermine these negotiations in order to discredit the GIS. The
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GIA's goal was to marginalize the FIS in order to assert GIA leadership on the entire

Islamic resistance. Until 1994, the GIA was growing in popularity and support and

were more successful, tactically, in attacking the Algerian government than was the

FIS. As a result, the GIA was beginning to supplant the FIS. However, the FIS was

the legitimate winner of the 1991 election and still commanded the primary leadership

of the Islamic resistance. The, the GIA used violence in an attempt to deny the FIS

any additional political gains by attempting to disrupt the negotiation process. The

GIA sought to marginalize the FIS through this process. Thus, the violence was not

directed towards toppling the Algerian government. Rather, the GIA used terrorism

in the limited sense to eliminate a political rival and assert its leadership on the

Islamic resistance movement. The GIA did not believe that terrorist violence would

defeat the Algerian government, but the GIA did believe that terrorism could be used

e�ectively to spread its in�uence by eliminating the FIS.

In El Salvador, the leftist insurgency sought to generate a mass-based social revo-

lution against the ruling Salvadoran government. Terrorism alone was not intended to

for the Salvadoran government to reform. Rather, the leftist insurgency used violence

to demonstrate its resolve and draw supporters. The leftist insurgency organizations'

goal was to destabilize and disrupt the Salvadoran government and limit its willing-

ness to make reforms. Thus, the leftist insurgencies used violence to capitalize on

the widespread protest in El Salvador in order to transform those protests into a

mass-based social revolution. The leftist insurgency certainly believed that violence

would be necessary to topple the Salvadoran government. However, at the time of

the government concession in early 1980, the intent of concession was not to defeat

terrorism. Rather, the use of terrorism was driven by goal of inciting a mass-based

revolution that would, in turn, lead to a full insurgency against the state and total

victory. As a result, terrorist violence was not considered the means to extract a

government concession but as means to ignite a wider social movement.

Only in the Israel-Palestine case was there a real belief that among the Islamic

terrorist organizations that the use of terrorism would lead directly to a government

concession. However, the Islamic terrorist organizations emerged from a very dif-

ferent context than the terrorist organizations in the other cases examined. The

Islamic terrorist organizations emerged during the First Intifada. The First Intifada

was a near-universal, spontaneous uprising within the Occupied Territories against

Israel and made governing the territories nearly impossible for the Israeli government.

Combined with the use of terrorism and protest, the Islamic terrorist organizations

would draw on the experience of the First Intifada as a model for forcing the Israeli
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government to make concessions. However, the e�ectiveness of terrorism during the

First Intifada was dependent on the simultaneous protest of the First Intifada. The

Oslo Accords e�ectively ended the protest. Thus, after the concession, the use of

terrorism took on a new imperative for the Islamic terrorist organizations: to spoil

the concessions and return to the conditions of the First Intifada. Again, terrorist

violence alone was not believed to be the primary means to extract concessions.

In Spain, ETA sought to use violence to incite a mass-based movement for Basque

independence. ETA employed an action-reaction-action model of violence intended to

force the Spanish state into increasingly indiscriminate repression against the Basque

population. ETA believed that as repression increased, the Basque population would

become increasingly unwilling to support the nascent Spanish democracy and increase

support for ETA. The increase support for ETA would allow the organization to

increase attacks on the Spanish state and initiating increasing levels of repression.

The cycle of terrorism and repression was designed to initiate a mass-based movement

towards Basque independence. Thus, terrorism was intended to be means towards

gaining Basque independence but not the determining factor.

In all of these cases, terrorism would not used to extract a government concession.

Rather, terrorism was viewed as a means to an end. As a result, terrorism was not

viewed as the single method to achieve a government concession. These terrorist

organizations held that belief before and after a government concession occurred. By

extension, it seems unlikely that a terrorist organization would view the escalation of

violence after a concession to gain additional concessions. Rather, terrorist escalation

after a government concession, just like most uses of terrorism, was intended to achieve

a limited strategy: to spoil a concession and sustain the terrorist organization.

While the Spoiling Theory is argued to provide the best theoretical argument,

it is important to note the degree to which the three theories are interrelated. The

Spoiling Theory and the Concession Maximizing Theory represent the two goals ter-

rorist organizations pursue: sustainment and political gain. The di�erence between

the two theories is found in the short-term and long-term strategic calculations made

by terrorist organizations. In each case the concession in each case would have pro-

vided tangible political gains for the population these terrorist organizations claim

to represent. In Algeria, the implemented concession would have brought a return to

multi-party elections, the legalization of the primary Islamic political party, and an

end to the Algerian Civil War. In El Salvador, the land reform concession, if imple-

mented fully, would have led to a widespread redistribution of land thus alleviating

the conditions of the large landless rural population and the causes for protest. In
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Israel-Palestine the full implementation of the Oslo Accords would have led to the cre-

ation of an independent Palestinian State with, at least limited, oversight from Israel.

Finally, in Spain the devolution of power to the Basque region would provide that

region unprecedented social, economic, and political self-rule within the new Spanish

state. It would be fallacious to assume that these terrorist organizations escalated

with intent of sustaining its organizations inde�nitely into the future. Rather, the

escalation is not intended just to spoil a government concession, but to sustain an

organization to gain greater concessions in the future. Thus, both theories exist on

the same spectrum of the strategic use of violence. In e�ect, an escalation of terrorism

is not just intended for sustaining a terrorist organization but also to gain additional

concessions in the future. It is the immediacy of sustainment that drives the esca-

lation, but terrorist organizations are also taking into account long-term calculation

regarding its ability to obtain greater political gains in the future. Thus, the strategic

use of violence to sustain an organization, as argued by the Spoiling Theory, and po-

litical gain, as argued by the Concession Maximizing Theory, are related and factor

into the decision making process of a terrorist organization. The Spoiling Theory

provides a sound theoretical argument to why terrorist violence escalates because of

the need and immediacy for a terrorist organization to sustain itself in response to a

government concession.

Furthermore, this study rejects the concept that terrorist violence escalates after a

government concession due to an ideological shift to the extreme within a terrorist or-

ganization. However, terrorist ideology plays an important role in the formation and

relationships among various terrorist organizations. In the Algeria, Israel-Palestine,

and Spain cases, multiple terrorist organizations and factions existed prior to a govern-

ment concession. The arrangement and antagonisms between these di�ering factions

were driven primarily due to di�ering ideology and opinions regarding the use of ter-

rorism, acceptable targets, or willingness to negotiate with a national government

among other considerations. Only the El Salvador case study provided an example

where the various organizations were being consolidated at the time of the concession.

However, this was due to the ideologically similarities and shared goals of the various

leftist insurgent movements in El Salvador at that time. Thus, the role of ideology

can create the underlying dynamics that create the possibility of spoiling violence

after a government concession. As a result, the factioning of terrorism organizations

is important to understand in order to understand why a terrorist organization would

escalate to spoil a government concession. However, shifts terrorist ideology does

not provide an adequate explanation of terrorist escalation following a government
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concession.

A secondary purpose of this study was to adapt and apply a special methodology,

a Threshold Auto-Regressive (TAR) model, to identify when terrorist violence esca-

lates. The previous studies that address government concessions and terrorist escala-

tion used ad hoc de�nitions of terrorist escalation and manipulated analysis to adhere

to the studies' theoretical expectations. Furthermore, previous studies made a priori

assumptions of when terrorist violence was expected to escalate. In combination,

the identi�cation of expected spoiling periods and the imprecise de�nitions of ter-

rorist escalation made the studies' conclusions incomparable and deterministic. The

Threshold Auto-Regressive methodology was employed to provide a non-deterministic

process to identify when terrorist violence escalated.

The Threshold Auto-Regressive methodology provides an appropriate method to

identify terrorist escalation. The TAR was developed as forecasting method for in-

creasing forecast accuracy for non-linear time series. However, it was easily adapted

to provide a data-determined methodology to identify terrorist escalation. In its most

basic conceptualization, the TAR methodology is a non-linear, regime-switching, self-

exciting auto-regressive model. The TAR methodology deconstructs non-linear time

series into multiple sub-regimes so that each regime follows a linear trend over time.

Each regime has its own linear auto-regressive trend. A two-regime-switching model

was employed in this study. In a two-regime-switching model, there are two regimes

separated by a threshold value. When the time series crosses the threshold value, the

regimes switch from one regime to the other and the pattern of behavior changes. The

TAR methodology is considered self-exciting because the value of any given period

in a time series is only dependent on the value of any given past period in the data.

The causal factor that causes the regime to switch to from one regime to the other is

due to an exogenous shock.

Acts of terrorism tend to vary widely in terms of frequency and intensity over time.

As a result, terrorist time series data exhibit highly non-linear trends over time. Thus,

the TAR methodology was use to deconstruct these non-linear time series into two

sub-regimes separated. The two-regime TAR methodology established a relatively

low and high regimes separated by a threshold value. Because the determination of

the threshold value is self-exciting, no additional information is needed to empirically

identify the threshold value. Consequently, the threshold value is data-determined.

The threshold value is then applied to a time series data of a terrorist campaign. Any

period of violence that meets or exceeds the threshold value is in the high regime and

any period of violence does not meet the threshold value is in the low regime. The
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de�nition of a terrorist escalation is a discernable change in behavior in one period

compared to the previous period. The terrorist violence in the high regime is dis-

cernibly higher relative to the values in the low regime. From the identi�cation of

the threshold value it is possible to identify when terrorist violence is escalated with-

out the need to make any subjective, a priori assumptions about what constitutes

terrorist escalation. Furthermore, the causal factor that causes terrorist violence to

escalate, or switch from the low to the high regime, is exogenous to the model. For

this study, the exogenous shock of interest is a government concession. The TAR

methodology provided a parsimonious, data-driven process to identify the timing of

terrorist escalation. Using the TAR-de�ned periods of escalation as a guide it was

possible to identify periods of escalation that were closely associated with a govern-

ment concession. Thus, the TAR methodology provided a data-driven methodology

to identify terrorist escalation without the imposition of any a priori assumptions

regarding terrorist escalation.

This study concludes that when terrorist violence escalates after a government con-

cession, the Spoiling Theory provides the best explanation of why terrorist violence

escalates after a government concession. The analysis of the case studies reasserts

this conclusion. However, this conclusion is based on a number of underlying theo-

retical assumptions primarily derived from the use of the Threshold Auto-Regressive

(TAR) methodology. While the use of the TAR methodology imparts these assump-

tions and opens these lines of possible criticism, the assumptions are not unrealistic.

Furthermore, even without the use of the TAR methodology, it is still likely that the

same conclusions would have been drawn from the case study analysis. Thus, it is

important to highlight these assumptions and the possible limitations of the study's

conclusions based on these assumptions, but these limitations do not necessarily de-

grade the strength of the �ndings. The limitations fall into two general categories:

theoretical limitations and methodological limitations.

The assumption imposed by the TAR methodology assumes that the level of

violence is pre-determined and deliberate decision by terrorist decision makers. The

choice of tactics, frequency, targets, and resources devoted to attacking an enemy is

assumed to be a deliberate attempt to reach some internally pre-determined level of

violence. Terrorist decision makers can calculate, roughly, what combination of these

factors can dictate the level of violence and can adapt to circumvent government

counter-terror barriers in order to achieve the organization's desired level of terrorist

violence at any given point of time. A possible line of criticism of this assumption

is that the level of violence is an essentially random function or a function of other
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factors not pertinent to this study. Instead of responding to a government concession

with an escalation of violence, it is possible that the level of violence is simply a

function of terrorist desire to attack and luck at avoiding counter-terror operations.

Furthermore, the TAR methodology assumes that terrorist escalation is an im-

mediate response to an exogenous shock. However, the level of violence may be a

function of months of previous preparation rather than an immediate response to a

government concession. Therefore, it is possible that periods of escalation are associ-

ated with changes that occurred months prior to the actual start of the escalation.

Finally, it is possible that terrorist organization do not place any value on the

number of casualties in�icted. It is often repeated that terrorist organizations �want

a lot of people watching, not a lot of people dead� as quoted in Jackson (Jackson). It is

possible that the level of violence measured in terrorist causalities is just the byproduct

of terrorist actions. It is possible that terrorist organizations employ violence to

maximize the symbolic nature and are indi�erent about the level of casualties in�icted.

While these lines of criticism may be valid, they do not diminish the conclusion

that a government concession poses an existential threat to a terrorist organization.

Consequently, the concession makes spoiling a concession an imperative for the ter-

rorist organization to survive. Thus, the timing of the escalation is too coincidental

to discard as just random variations of the level of terrorist violence.

The limitations of the paper are derived primarily from the assumptions imparted

by the use of the Threshold Auto-Regressive (TAR) methodology. The previous

section discussed the theoretical implications of the models and discussed how those

assumptions may limit the applicability of the TAR methodology. The primary issue

is the assertion that threshold value represents an actual change in behavior or simply

a statistically signi�cant change in behavior.

The major limitation of the TAR methodology as it was applied in this study was

with the e�ect of periods of terrorist inactivity. Because the TAR methodology derives

the identi�cation of the change in behavior, the threshold value, from the data, the

TAR methodology in�uenced a number of data-related decisions. The primary driver

of these data-related decisions was an attempt to minimize the periods of terrorist

inactivity. The threshold value is determined through recursive simulations of the

possible combinations of the TAR model speci�cations for each time series. In order

to ensure that the simulation has an adequate sample, the top and bottom 15% of the

data are removed in the simulation. This is intended to limit the e�ect of outlying

data points. This is a standard practice for these types of models and typically

increases the reliability of the threshold estimate. However, terrorist violence tends
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Table 22: Periods of Inactivity

Location Search Parameters Threshold Months with Total Percent of Months
Low High Percentile Zero Casualties Months with no Activity

Algeria 46 85 74% 80 180 44.44%

El Salvador 15 85 58% 8 168 4.76%

Israel-Palestine 30 85 75% 124 422 29.38%

Spain 33 85 65% 128 393 32.57%

to go through periods of extended inactivity. Table 22 presents the summary of the

four cases with the search percentile ranges, threshold percentile, the count of periods

with no activity, the total months, and the percent of months with no activity.

The e�ect of the periods of inactivity is that the estimate threshold value percentile

rises. The threshold percentile represents what proportion of the data are at or below

the threshold value. In general, as the estimated threshold percentile approaches the

upper or lower bound of the threshold search, the reliability of the threshold estimate

decreases. As a result, periods of inactivity systematically degrades the reliability of

the threshold estimate. For example, the El Salvador case only experienced 8 out of

168 months of inactivity (4.76% of months). The El Salvador search ranged from the

15th to the 85th percent of the data providing the widest search of the data of all

four cases. As a result, the TAR simulation returned a threshold value at the 58th

percentile of the data. The El Salvador threshold value at the 58th percentile implies

that the there was an adequate number of months on either side of the threshold

estimate to provide a reliable speci�cation of the threshold.

By contrast, the Algeria case study experienced 80 of 180 periods of terrorist

inactivity (44.44% of months). The search parameters for the Algeria case were from

the 46th percent to the 85th percent of the data. This comprised the smallest search

of the data for all four cases. The TAR simulation eliminated the bottom 46 percent

of the Algeria data because there were so many (44.44%) months with zero terrorist

casualties. As a result, the TAR simulation returned a threshold value at the 74%

percentile. This does not imply that the estimate of the threshold value is incorrect.

Rather, it re�ects the limitation of the TAR methodology for data that exhibits

extended periods of inactivity.

Finally, the TAR methodology provided a single threshold value for each terrorist

campaign. The persistent threshold overtime may not re�ect the changing dynamics

of a terrorist con�ict across time. The static threshold value could not capture pos-
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sible, unidenti�ed changes that could a�ect the operational capability of a terrorist

organization. An increase in terrorist capability could mean that it takes fewer at-

tacks to reach a level of violence above the threshold value. Conversely, a decrease in

capability could mean that is takes more attacks to reach a level of violence above the

threshold value. The TAR methodology does not take this into account when deter-

mining the threshold value. Over time, the static nature of the threshold value may

no longer re�ect what actually constitutes a terrorist escalation. Furthermore, the

TAR methodology drew the threshold value from the entire duration of the con�ict.

As a result, if a con�ict progresses through a particularly violent or peaceful period

within the duration of the time series, the threshold value may be systematically in-

creased or decreased to the point in which the threshold value does not represent the

actual change in behavior but rather the statistically signi�cant change in behavior.

Finally, it should be noted that the data used for this study, the Global Terrorism

Database (GTD) does not include data for terrorist events in 1993. 15. However, the

missing data are unlikely to systematically degrade the reliability of the threshold

estimate. A comparison of the monthly average casualties for the Algeria, Israel-

Palestine, and Spain cases are listed in Table 23. The GTD website provides the

total casualties for 1993 on its website (GlobalTerrorismDatabase, 2010). Table 23

also includes the monthly average for these three cases with the 1993 data included.

The comparison of the monthly averages for the data with and without the 1993

data included demonstrates that the missing data does not a�ect the overall average

monthly casualty average to the point that the threshold estimate becomes unreliable

in any of these three cases.

However, the missing 1993 data does eliminate the ability to identify periods of

terrorist escalation that occurred that year. This is especially pronounced in the

Israel-Palestine case study. The Oslo Accords in Israel were signed on September 13,

1993. The use of the GTD and the missing data for 1993 implies that is impossible

to determine the reaction to the signing of the Oslo Accords. Furthermore, in the

Algeria case study, 1993 was a key year in the con�ict between the GIA, FIS, and

Algerian government. The inability for the Algerian government to defeat the Islamic

insurgency and the rise of the GIA both in�uenced the decision to begin negotiations

to restore democracy and eventually the concession to include the FIS in 1994. While

the analysis of the Spain case study examines a concession that occurs in the late

1970s, ETA violence persisted until the end of the dataset in 1994, so the missing

15The analysis of El Salvador examined monthy terrorist attacks from April 1978 until January
1991
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data eliminated that year from examination in the Spain case study. The missing

data did not necessary in�uence the identi�cation of the threshold value or distort the

identi�cation of periods of terrorist escalation. Furthermore, the conclusions drawn

in the study remain convincing and the inclusion of the 1993 data would enhance the

analysis. However, in future research the missing data could eliminate the ability to

accurately identify periods of escalations and could degrade the results.

Ultimately, the Threshold Auto-Regressive methodology imparts some limitations

on the �ndings of this study. However, the TAR process used in this study does not

impart any unrealistic assumptions that would alter the �ndings of this study be-

cause that TAR does not impart unrealistic assumptions about terrorist behavior.

Rather, the TAR methodology provides a parsimonious way to identify terrorist es-

calation without the necessity of making unfounded a priori assumptions. The TAR

methodology sought to balance the need for a data-determined identi�cation process

without the need to make assumptions about terrorist behavior or decision making.

As a result, it provides an adequate process to identify terrorist escalation. There is

however, some room for improvement for future research.

Finally, the future research section provides some suggestions for future researchers

to improve on this study. This is not intended to be a comprehensive list because

the understanding of terrorist escalation and government concession is limited at this

stage. In general, future research should continue to expand the analysis of terror-

ist responses to government behavior. The goal of this research should not be to

provide policy prescriptions. Rather, the goal should be to improve the theoretical

understanding of these dynamics as well as explore additional methodological proce-

dures to advance the accuracy and reliability the identi�cation procedure used here.

While the Spoiling Theory provides the best current theoretical understanding of

the phenomenon, future research should look to challenge this theory's contentions

and understand the explanatory limitations of the theory. The suggestions presented

below present �ve avenues for future research.

First, it is necessary to understand why a terrorist organization may escalate in

general. The Threshold Auto-Regressive methodology allows for the identi�cation

of all periods of terrorist escalation. Using this methodology, future research should

focus on understanding the cause of terrorist escalation. This avenue of research would

highlight patterns of terrorist violence and improve the understanding of �uctuations

in terrorist violence over time.

Second, future research should focus on addressing some key aspects of why ter-

rorist violence escalates after a government concession not included in this study.
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This includes the inclusion of a case study of a terrorist escalation after a government

concession when a spoiling party emerges only after a government concession. In all

four cases in this study, there was an identi�able party with a strong incentive to

spoil prior to a government concession. Examining cases with non-obvious spoiling

organizations would provide an insightful contrast to the case studies presented in

this study.

Third, future research should develop why terrorist organizations do not escalate

after a government concession. The inclusion of a non-a�rming case may provide in-

sight into how a terrorist organization responds di�erently to a government concession.

This avenue of research can assist in the formation of the theoretical understanding

of spoiling violence and solidify the necessary and su�cient concisions required for

terrorism to escalate after a government concession.

Fourth, future research should develop an understanding of the di�erent types of

government concessions and the e�ect of the concession on the level of violence. This

study used a generic de�nition of a government concession. By identifying di�erent

types of concessions, such as negotiations versus political devolution of power, it would

highlight the nature of the concession more than just the e�ect of the concession.

Fifth and �nally, future research should seek to improve the Threshold Auto-

Regressive methodology. Speci�cally, future research should seek to employ more

advanced TAR models that do not create a static threshold estimate. Furthermore,

adapting the TAR methodology to be able to examine time series data with long

periods of inactivity without degrading the threshold estimate would allow for the

inclusion of a greater number of cases and a better understanding of terrorist escala-

tion.
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A code

#1 Load package TSA

#2 To establish the AR order using minimizing the Akaike Information Criterion.

Where y represents the data and the method, �mle�, is the Maximum Likelihood Es-

timate

> ar(y, aic = TRUE, order.max = NULL,method=c("mle"))

#3 To establish the AIC value for the linear AR model. Where y represents the

data and 'Order' represents the AR order found in step #2

> AR=arma(y,order=c('Order',0))

> summary(AR)

#4 To test for non-linearity. Where y represents the data and 'Order' is the AR

order found from step #2

> Keenan.test(y,'Order')

#5 To test for presence of a unit root process. Where y represents the data

> pp.test(y, alternative = c("stationary", "explosive"),type = c("Z(alpha)", "Z(t_alpha)"),

lshort = TRUE)

#6 To �nd the threshold through recursive searches of the data using the AR order

as an upper bound. Where y represents the data and 'order' is the AR order deter-

mined in step #2. The threshold search parameters (a=.15,b=.85) ensures there are

an adequate number of observations above and below the threshold. The returned

results with the lowest AIC value represents the most appropriate estimate of the

TAR parameters. The code begining at colnames represents the formating of the

results into easy to read tables.

> AICM=NULL

for(d in 1:'order') {y.tar=tar(y=y,p1='order',p2='order',d=d,a=.15,b=.85)

AICM=rbind(AICM, c(d,y.tar$AIC,signif(y.tar$thd,4),y.tar$p1,y.tar$p2))}
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colnames(AICM)=c('d','nominal AIC','r','p1','p2')

rownames(AICM)=NULL

> AICM

#7 To determine the threshold value. Where y represents the data, p1 represents

the AR delay in the low TAR regime is the p1 value found in step #6, p2 represents

the AR delay in the high TAR regime is the p2 value found in step #6, and d rep-

resents the delay is the d value found in step #6. The threshold search parameters

(a=.15,b=.85) ensures there are an adequate number of observations above and below

the threshold.

> y.tar.1=tar(y=(y),p1=0,p2=1,d=2,a=.15,b=.85,print=T)
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