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Oppressive Governments, US Closenessand Anti-US Terrorism

(Draft Version, do not cite: 2014-02-28)

Thomas Gries', Daniel Meierrieks’ and Margarete Redlin®

Abstract

Since the 9/11 attacks more attention has beemdivehe question why the United States is a
major target for transnational terrorism. What catins motivate these terrorist activities? Are
there specific characteristics in the terroristgirhe countries that provide a breeding ground for
anti-US terrorism? In particular, we ask whetherpogssive and bad governments in these
countries and/or close connections with the US eramge attacks against the US. Oppressive
and bad government behavior, such as human rigblations or poor governance, may provoke
resistance against the authorities, including undlattacks. Attacking the United States instead
of one’s own government may be a promising optspecially if the government’s capacity
seems dependent on US support. In a count dateoapprwe use panel data for 149 countries
from 1981 to 2005. We measure governmental “oppressss” using the physical integrity
rights index, and measure a government’'s closenesthe US with a range of measures.
Controlling for a variety of variables, our findisgndicate that both oppressiveness and US
closeness are important determinants of anti-USotesm. Furthermore, both effects do not
seem completely independent. Sorting into grouf@scldseness seems to relate to more attacks
the greater the oppressiveness of one’s home gonatt's.
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1 Introduction

The United States are a major target of terrorstigs and the attacks of 9/11 led to worldwide
attention on transnational anti-U.S-terrorism. Evkrhere is no simple explanation for this
phenomenon, single aspects might be possible ty.stinti-U.S. terrorism is not equally
distributed with respect to terrorists’ countrygani. Attacks are prevalently done by persons
from certain countries? Hence, an interesting domesss, if specific country characteristics
provide a breeding ground for terrorism directediamls the United States. Furthermore, do
certain economic and political conditions in theseintries abet the emergence of anti-U.S.
terrorism? Specifically, oppressive state behaaimt violations of basic human rights may lead
to political frustration and in turn may involveolent attacks and terrorism against the ruling
authority. In fact, the US government seems toware of this reasoning, as President Obama
argued“when the United States stands up for human righysexample at home and by effort
abroad ... we also strengthen our security and wailhdp, because the abuse of human rights can
feed many of the global dangers that we confrofforn armed conflict and humanitarian crises,
to corruption and the spread of ideologies thatmpote hatred and violence(Barak Obama 10

December, 2008).

Moreover, when governments enjoy international supgthe international supporter is often
regarded as ally. Hence, if the local authority ever repressive violent regime and actively
supported by the US, attacking not the own govemnteit the United States might be an
auspicious option, in particular when the dislikenne regime is stabilized by the US. Following
the assumption that the supporters of the hostileehgovernment are considered as enemies, US
support may turn hate against local rulers inta-dft terrorism.In this paper we empirically
examine the effects of state repression and USkss on anti-US terror in a panel of 149
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countries for the period from 1981 to 2005. Theultssof the negative binomial regressions
indicate that abuses of the subset of human rigisvn as physical integrity rights as well as
dependence from the United States measured by exorand military aid are crucial factors

driving the extent of anti-US terrorism. In additjowe reveal that a combination of both
conditions increases the probability of anti-USdasm over proportionately. The next section
reviews the relevant literature and theoreticallgtivates the formulation of the hypotheses to
test, section three illustrates the empirical desigluding the data and the methodology and

presents the results and section four concludes.

2 Theoretical Foundations and Related Literature

Rational theories assume terrorists and terror@tgs to follow an economic calculus (see, e.g.,
Sandler and Enders, 2004; Caplan, 2006; Andertah @arter, 2005). Individual terrorist

behavior is regarded as a strategic weighing uposts and benefits of achieving idealistic and
political goals (e.g. regime change, territoriahibe, political control). Terrorist attacks arersee
as a radical instrument to follow these goals blgelleng against the antagonistic home
government. Radical behavior is often seen as thlg possibility to push political and

ideological values since first, the home countriefimes does not allow peaceful political
participation — for example in autocratic countriesand second, the differences in power
between the home government and the radical gneufma pronounced to permit a change in the
unaccepted status quo. Accordingly, for groups ate dissatisfied with the current economic
situation, and not in a position to bring drastwifocal and institutional changes, it can be

rational to engage in terrorism (Blomberg et aD420

Considering the crucial determinants that triggee participation in violent conflict, recent

literature has focused mainly on economic and ipalitfactors. In this vein Blomberg et al.
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(2004), Freytag et al. (2011) and Gries and Mesks, (2013) suggest that poor economic
conditions promote terrorism and a wide body oéréture focused on the nexus between
political institutions and terrorism analyzing drtorism is more likely in non-democratic (e.g.,
Eyerman, 1998; Li, 2005, Piazza, 2008a) and pallficunstable countries (e.g., Kurrild-
Klitgaard et al., 2006; Hegre et al., 2001). Howewsming from the assumption that terrorist
behavior is a reaction on the discontent relatioth whe government, we should give more
attention to government behavior and governmergcéffeness as potential drivers of terrorist
activity. Only few studies investigate the possikléect of governance and the government
manner in this context. Presumably, a malfunctignipolitical system and oppressive
government activity in terms of e.g. political vdoce and human rights violations may have a
strongly provoking effect on the emergence of ofjms against the government. In this
context Walsh and Piazza (2010) show that terragsvity in a country is positively related to
local human rights violations. They suggest thatest that violate the overall physical integrity
rights of their citizens are actually more frequetérgeted by terrorists than those characterized
by a higher respect for such rights. This is alggpsrted by Krueger and Maleckova (2003) and

Krueger and Laitin (2003) who find that represstates are typical source countries of terror.

In search of an explanation for why the unacceptiadus quo in the home country is also
projected on transnational targets — in partictilerU.S. -, we follow a recent developed rational
theory of international terrorism, which argued tinam a strategic perspective it makes sense for
terrorists to attack transnational goals, evehefytultimately intend to induce political change in
their home (Neumayer and Plumper, 2011). Oftenyessive state behavior of the home
government is buttressed by foreign powers. In tase, the terrorists can have a strategic
interest in attacking nationals of these foreignntdes. For instance, on the question why the

Taliban are fighting America in his “Letter to Aniea”, Bin Laden gives the answer tifahder
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your supervision, consent and orders, the govertsnaihour countries which act as your agents,
attack us on daily basis(Bin Laden, 2002). So, it becomes clear, that ghotihe goals are of

domestic nature, the discontent at home is not dicted against the home government but
also against alliances and supporters. Furtherhitjfeer the economic and political dependence
on the US, the more the dissatisfaction within ¢bantry is projected on the United States. In
summary, assuming that human rights violationsrapdessive governments might induce more
terrorism not only directed at the government Bsid golitically close transnational targets, we

arrive at our first hypothesis to test:

Hypothesis l1a:

Anti-U.S. terrorists are more likely to come frorountries with highly repressive

governments and violations of human rights.

Further, recent research provides insights thae#tent of transnational terrorism is affected by
the quality of the relation of the home governmand the target government. The domestic
political discontent is the stronger projected ome4kica, the more the disliked home political
system is supported by the American governmentosticg to the motto “the friend of my
enemy is my enemy”, Plumper and Neumayer (201Q@)eatigat for terrorist groups which seek to
overthrow their home country’s political systemmight be attractive to target foreign allies
which stabilize and support the home country. Rer ¢ase of the US, Neumayer and Pliumper
(2011) find that more anti-American terrorism entasafrom countries that have a higher
military closeness measured by US military aid, atransfers and stationed American military
personnel. In this context, aid flows should notseen as unconditional gifts, but as political
strategies. For example Dreher et al. (2008) shwat US aid flows go in line with voting

compliance of recipients in the UN General Assendrlg Alessina and Dollar (2000) as well as
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Sullivan et al. (2011) find evidence that foreigl & determined by political and strategic

considerations and affects the foreign policy b&ravhe aid flows, which are seen as support
of the local government, in turn might lead to eased transnational terrorism directed towards
the sending country. Considering the relationskapvieen aid and terrorism, Boutton and Carter
(2013) demonstrate that anti US terrorism from @ntxy is strongly correlated with US aid flows

entering that country and Bapat (2011) and Bou®13) show that US aid as counterterrorism
strategy is counterproductive and increases thenexif transnational terrorism against the US.

This leads us to our next hypothesis to test:

Hypothesis 1b:

Anti-U.S. terrorists are more likely to come froountries with a high military (military

aid) and economic (economic aid) dependence oge

Finally, based on the preposition of hypothesesrid 1b, we assume that the combination of
both terrorism driving factors, namely state repi@s and US support, might generate an over-
proportional effect on terrorism. The terrorism gexting effects of aid flows might be higher in
countries with higher human rights violations, dhd other way around, repression might boost
anti-US terrorism over proportionally in countriegh high aid flows from the US. This leads to

the final hypothesis to test:
Hypothesis 2:

The effects of government repression and militarg aconomic dependence on the US
interact, so that countries with both, high repiessand high US dependence are even

more likely to be the origin of anti-US terrorism.



3 Empirical Design

In the analytical part of the paper an empiricadige is established with the purpose of testing
the hypotheses developed in Chapter 2. The hypedhee® subjected to a formation of empirical
tests in the form of negative binomial statisticagression models using annual data from 149
countries over the period 1981-2005. In this sectiee describe the data — including the
dependent variable, the main explanatory constraots the set of control variables — and

econometric methods. The summary statistics ofaalbbles are reported in Table 1.

Tablel: Summary statistics

Variable Obs Mear S.D Min Max

US victims 263¢ 0.096¢ 0.917¢ 0 26
Usattack: 263¢ 0.389¢ 2.248¢ 0 88
Killings in anti US attack 263¢ 0.425: 6.283¢ 0 263
Attacks with US victim 263¢ 0.338¢ 2.177: 0 [0
Human rights violatior 256( 3.174¢ 2.309¢ 0 8
Economic ai 263¢ 0.002¢ 0.012: 0 0.287¢
Military aid 263¢ 0.000: 0.001¢ 0 0.030¢
GDP p.c(In) 263¢ 8.632¢ 1.1€28 5.031¢ 11.197:
GDP p.c. growt 263( 1.589" 6.926¢ -64.360. 88.748:
Populatior (In) 263¢ 9.324¢ 1.451( 5.782: 14.077¢
Distance to the U (In) 263¢ 8.3357 1.169¢ 0 9.099:
Regime stabilit 263¢ 27.531t  26.152! 1 13€
State failur 263¢ 0.6170¢  1.629¢ 0 13.t
Trade openne 263¢ 72.568{ 45.632: 1.086(  446.06:
Government siz 263¢ 17.629! 8.370¢ 3.0555¢  62.449:




3.1 Data
Dependent Variable: Anti-USterrorism

Since the intention is to test for possible sourckanti-American terrorism, we use bilateral
transnational terrorism data to compile anti-USaesm — measured by US victims, US attacks,
killings in anti US attacks and attacks with UStwits based on thénternational Terrorism:
Attributes of Terrorist Events (ITERATHptabasé. It contains data on the characteristics of
transnational terrorist groups, their activitieshninternational impact, and the environment in
which they operate (Mickolus et al. 2007). We defiransnational anti-US terrorism by incidents
carried out by basically autonomous non-state n8nadtors on US citizens (irrespective of the
location of the incident), so that the country slfisation of the terrorism source is defined by
the nationality of the terrorist actor. The var@ablS victimss defined by the sum of US citizens
killed in terrorist attacks, the variabldS attacksis defined by the number of attacks that
primarily victimized US citizens, the varialkdlings in anti US attackguantifies the number of
killed people in these attacks, and the variattiacks with US victims the number of all attacks

that victimized US citizens.
Independent Variables

Our key independent constructs to test the hypethekeveloped in Chapter 2 involve the
repression of a terrorist's home country governnagmt the closeness of this government to the
US government. Further we assume a combined effdadth constructs captured by interaction

effects of both variables.

* Terrorism is characterized as transnational wheermrist incident in one country involves victims
targets, institutions, governments, or citizenarmdther country.



Repression and Human Rights Violations

We measure the repressive behavior of a coung@grnment usinghuman rights violations
based on thehysical integrity rights indexrom the Cingranelli and Richards (2010) (CIRI)

Human Rightglata set. It is an additive measure consistirfgufindividual components:

(1) Torture — defined as the inhuman and degrading inflicirigextreme pain by purpose by

government officials or by private individuals hetinstigation of government officials.

(2) Extrajudicial killings — defined as killings by government officials withiadue process of

law.

(3) Disappearances characterized as cases in which people havepksaed, the victims have

not been found and political motivation appearsliik

(4) Political imprisonment— defined as the incarceration of people by gawemt officials
because of: their speech; their non-violent oppwsito government policies or leaders; their
religious attitudes; their non-violent religious aptices including proselytizing; or their

associations in certain groups (ethnic, racial) etc.

Each of these sub-indices is built as ordinal scaign values ranging from O (practiced
frequently) over 1 (practiced occasionally) to 2d(dhot occur), so the cumulative physical
integrity index ranges from O to 8. We rescalehgable, so that higher values go in line with
higher human rights violations and followiktypothesis lave expect a positive effect on anti-

US terrorism.



Military and Economic Closeness

To measure the closeness of the home governmehettdS government we use military and
economic US support and dependence generated ltargniand economic aid from the US.
According to recent empirical studies investigatitge relationship between aid flows and
political support of the receiving country, such Agsina and Dolar (2000), Kuziemko and
Werker (2006), Dreher et al. (2008), Mesquita amaitls (2009) and Fleck and Kilby (2001,
2006) and Milner and Tingley (2010), assistance mal serve as an unselfish giveaway or
charity of donors, but as an investment with seiéiest that may also be used to buy political
support from the recipients of aid. The data fasrexmic and military aid flows is provided by
the USAID Economic Analysis and Data Services (EADS)s database offers information on
aid flows in constant dollars from the US to alte®wing countries classified into assistance

programs since 1946To control for scale effects we divide by natioGdDP.
Controls

To avoid the problem of spurious relationships leetw the dependent and the independent
variables, our baseline model controls for a nunaberariables commonly identified as potential
determinants of terrorism. In particular, we cohfiar the impact of economic development,

population size, distance to the US, regime stgbdind state failure.

> We experimented also with alternative measuresnitifary dependence like US military personal
measured as the ratio of US to domestic militamgqeal stationed in the country and US arms exports
(divided by domestic military expenditures). Theulks support the general effect of military aid bre
not presented here due to space limitations (eil@pon request).
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Economic Development

First, we account for the effect of economic depelent. Theoretically, the opportunity costs
reflected in a country’s economic development mafjuénce the cost-benefit expectations of
terrorists and particularly their supporters (Fagyet al. 2011; Caplan, 2006, Sandler and Enders,
2004; Blomberg et al., 2004). The current empirical htere is highly suggestive that poor
economic development is a root cause of terroristhiacreases the probability of terrorist attack
from that country (Blomberg et al., 2004; Freytagle, 2011 and Gries and Meierrieks, 2013).
To control for the economic development of a coumte use (logged) GDP per capita extracted

from the Penn World Table.

Population

Further, we account for the effect of populatiozesion terrorism. From the theoretical
perspective countries with larger populations mighave a larger potential for terrorism by
producing more potential groups and individualslimgl to engage in terrorism. Further, more
populous countries might have higher monitoringt€esaking counter terrorism more difficult.

This perception is confirmed by numerous empirgtaldies which find that population size is
positively correlated with terrorism (e.g., Piaz2806; Li and Schaub, 2004; Burgoon, 2006).

The variable (logged) population size is also et&d from the Penn World Table.

Distance

Following the assumption that a higher distancevben origin and target country is associated
with higher planning effort and higher costs fareest attacks we control for the distance using
the (logged) distance between Washington, D.C.,thadespective foreign country’s capital as
reportet in the CEPIlI GEODist Database (Mayer algth&@go, 2011).

11



Regime stability

A broad field of literature has already investightBe influence of political institutions on the
extent of terrorism with mixed results. On the drand, results of Piazza (2006), Eyerman
(1998), and Krueger and Laitin (2008) suggest demtocracy can reduce terrorism. On the other
hand, studies of Li (2005), Blomberg and Hess (20@®08b), Braithwaite and Li (2007) and
Burgoon (2006) present opposite results suggegtiag liberal democracies are thought to
provide a favorable environment for terrorism byimg terrorists freedom of association and
movement. Abadie (2006) and Kurrild-Klitgaard et @006) indicate a non-liner relationship
between political liberty and terrorism and suggesit democratic regimes as well as the
repressive practices commonly adopted by autocragicnes may help keeping terrorism at bay.
They provide support that it is not primarily thegime type but regime stability has an effect on
the emergence of terrorism and that especiallymes of regime changes and political transitions
political instabilities provide incentives and opjmities for terrorist groups to strike. We
control for regime stability using the regime dulip variable from the Polity IV Project
operationalized by the number of years since thst mezent regime change and expect a positive

effect on terrorism.

State failure

Finally, we control for state failure and assuméihave a positive effect on terrorism for the
same reasons as regime stability. Involving pdlitimstability, failed states might provide
conditions under which certain types of terrorisbups can operate. Results of Piazza (2007,
2008a, 2008b), Campos and Gassebner (2013) and alewB007) show that states that
experience more incidents of state failures areentikely to experience transnational terrorism.

We use the variable state failure from the StatkufeaTask Force database which measures the

12



intensity of revolutionary wars, ethnic wars, adbeerregime changes, and genocides and

politicides.

While the former variables enter our baseline model run a battery of specifications including
further controls to assess the robustness of oulinfys. Specifically, to account for the auto
correlation structure of the dependent variable ewgand the specification by considering a lag
of the dependent variable as a regressor. Funveeignalyze the influence of economic growth
(as an alternative to the level of development®, ithpact of trade openness and government

size®
3.2 Econometric M ethodology and Results

Since the set of our dependent variables is cleds#s count data variables, which assume only
discrete, non-negative values, a sporadic andnattge of incidents with a high number of zero-
observations, an uneven distribution and a posdigpendence between the incidents, we have to
apply a count-data regression technique accounfibongthe special structure of the data.
Furthermore, preliminary tests suggested overdispeiof the dependent variableterefore we

estimate pooled negative-binomial regression maoafelsur panel datasét.

® Further robustness checks control also for thecesfof democracy, ethnic and religious tensionthad
cold war period. The results are available uponesy
" In the statistical sense overdispersion definessituation when the variance of a variable is dighan
its mean.
8 Alternative estimation techniques like random etffeegative-binomial regression and Poison regsassi
do not change the quality of our results To accdontr possible problem of zero inflation we rusaal
zero inflated negative binomial regression as aistiess check which also support our main findlingg
results are available upon request.
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3.2.1 Human Rights Violations and US Dependence

In a first step we testlypotheses 1a and Hnd investigate the impact of human rights violagi
and economic and military assistance on anti-Ufitiem estimating a set of equations of the

following form:
terrorism;¢= a + 1 hr_violationsjt.1 + faidt1 + y Ziw1 + i + e + iy (1)

whereterrorism; is the dependent variable measured alternatively$ victims,US attacks,
killings in anti US attackspr attacks with US victims countryi, hr_violations;.; measures the
abuses in human rights quantified by the violationphysical integrity rights in countryand

aid .1 represents alternatively the US economic or U&ary aid flows into country. Z . is a

set of control variables presented aboyeand u; are region and time dummies angdis the
disturbance term. To counteract the problem of ssipe endogeneity between human rights
violations and terrorism and aid flows and ternoriand because we assume the independent
variable not to have an immediate but a deferrégicebn the independent variable we let all

independent variables enter the model with a lagnef year?® The results are presented in Table

° In the context of reverse causation Dreher et2411() investigate the effect of counter terrorism o
human rights violations with the result that couriegrorism strategies, as an outcome of appearaice
terrorism have a negative impact on human rightszZa and Walsh (2009) investigate the effect of
terrorist attacks on human rights behavior of goments and find significant effects for a couple of
human rights categories. These results suggesssibyp endogenous relationship between terrorisch an
human rights abuses in a country. Further, Azam Hnelen (2010) discuss a possible endogeneity
problem between aid and terrorism. To accountHi possible endogeneity and to check the robustnes
of the negative binomial regressions we additignediverse the regression and account for a possible
effect of (lagged) terrorism on aid flows and (ladpterrorism on human rights violations usingshee
set of control variables. Our results indicate thag¢verse causality is not present.
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2, whereat the first four specifications presemt thsults for economic aid and the last four for

military aid*°

We find a highly significant robust correlation \Wween human rights violations and anti-US
terrorism from the respective country. Greater eesgor physical integrity rights consistently
reduces anti-US terrorism regardless of the typehef dependent variable. This confirms
Hypothesis 1and is in line with the prediction that anti-Urteism is more likely to emerge in
countries with high repression measured by viotetion physical integrity rights. This result is
similar to the findings of Walsh and Piazza (200@p show that terrorist activity in a country is
positively related to local human rights violatiorkdowever, our results go even further and
suggest that government repression seems to pravoke terrorism not only directed on the
hostile government but also on politically closansnational targets. Political violence and
human rights violations seem to favor oppositiomeatied also towards countries supporting the

domestic power structure.

The coefficients of economic and military aid aresiive and significant through all
specifications. This result confirnkdypothesis 1land reveals that aid flows from the US increase
the probability of transnational US terrorism fréinat country so that anti-US terrorism is more
likely to have its genesis in countries with a highitary and economic dependence on the US.
Our results confirm the findings of Neymayer andimper (2011) who show that attacking
foreign countries is the more attractive the mbeeliome government depends on support from
the foreign country. In line with studies of Bouttand Carter (2013), Boutton (2013), Sullivan et

al. (2011), Findley (2012), and Young and Findl2911) we show that aid flows, which are

1% Since economic and military aid are highly conetawe do not include both variables simultaneously
in one specification to avoid multicollinearity flems.

15



often addressed as instruments of counter terragistegies (Bandyopadhyay et al., 2011, Azam
and Delacroix, 2006) seem to have a counterprocrietifect and rather drive terrorism directed
on US interests. As argued by Lizardo (2006) ecaoatependence and the influence of the US

seem to trigger fear of a cultural globalizationl #&&ad to an increase in anti-US terror.

Considering the set of control variables populastare shows a consistently positive effect on
anti-US terrorism. It can be assumed that the pure effect of the country and the associated
greater risk of the emergence of terrorism as asllhigher monitoring costs are crucial. As
expected, state failure positively affects anti-t&8ror, indicating that countries with high
political instability may provide conditions underhich terrorists and terrorist groups can
operate. This is also the case for regime stapwityere the results show a negative effect of
regime durability on terror measured by US attaakd attacks with US victims. This is in line
with the studies of Abadie (2006) and Kurrild-Kkigyrd et al. (2006) who argue that political
liberty has a non-linear effect on terrorism and the regime type but the regime durability is
essential for poverty reductidhFinally, the distance to the US coefficient isifies albeit not
consistently significant. Surprisingly, this resigtcontrary to our assumption that transnational
terrorism decreases with increasing distance. Hewewne should bear in mind that the most

part of anti-US terrorism is not within America, @t the distance becomes less important.

To check the robustness of our main findings welement a set of additional controls, namely
GDP per capita growthtrade opennessnd government sizeand include also #&g of the

dependent variablas a regressor. The results presented in Tableo® #hat the identified

1 Alternatively to regime stability, we also accofmt the effect of democracy, however the restitss
no significant effects.
16



positive effects of human rights violations and remmic and military aid on anti-US terrorism

are robust and stay highly significant with theliis@on of alternative controls.

The positive effect of the lagged terrorism vargald in line with Freytag et al. (2011), Enders
and Sandler (2005) and Lai (2007) and suggests ggibndence. For instance, longer terrorist
campaigns generate economies of scale by redua@ngmg@dent costs and generating a higher
media attention. Considering the coefficients oforemnic growth, trade openness and

government size the results show no significargcts$f

3.2.2 Interaction of Human Rights Violations and D&pendence

In a second step we tdsypothesis Zand investigate the impact of a possible intesactffect of
human rights violations and military and economapehdence. We assume that the terrorism
generating effects of aid flows are bigger in coestwith higher human rights violations, and
the other way around, that repression boosts aattédrorism over proportionally in countries
with high aid flows from the US. To account forgteffect we augment model specification (1)

by the product of both predictors resulting in thikowing model:

terrorism;;= a + f; hr_violations;.; + 5, aid;; + B3 (hr_violations* aid)i;1 +y Zi1 + 7i + e + &t (2)

The interpretation of interaction terms in countdals in not trivial. As shown in Ai and Norton
(2003) the magnitude of the interaction effect onlmear models does not equal the marginal
effect of the interaction term. A comprehensivelysia of interaction terms in negative binomial
models can be found in Hilbe (2011). Following timethodology we approach the analysis 1) by

binary interaction terms and 2) by continuous it&on terms.
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Table 2: Human Rights Violations US Aid and anti USrorism — Baseline Regression

1) 2) 3) 4) ) (6) (7) (8)

US victims US attacls Killings in  Attackswith  US victims US attacls Killings in  Attackswith
anti US US victims anti US US victims
attacks attacks

GDP p.c. (Iny 1.035*** 0.494** 0.739** 0.380’ 0.963*** 0.428** 0.673* 0.32¢
(0.290) (0.209) (0.318) (0.208) (0.307) (0.208) (0.315) (0.212)
Population (In ., 0.636*** 0.450*** 0.857*** 0.431*** 0.538*** 0.397*** 0.723*** 0.381***
(0.171) (0.118) (0.203) (0.114) (0.165) (0.113) (0.188) (0.107)
HR violations (4 0.391*** 0.319*** 0.488*** 0.339*** 0.410%** 0.312%** 0.529*** 0.335***
(0.096) (0.064) (0.115) (0.069) (0.095) (0.060) (0.110) (0.065)
Economic ai 94,927 46.733* 135.987 45.705**
(27.256) (19.564) (71.749) (22.925)
Military aid (4 232.518***  169.674***  325.097***  190.129***
(75.401) (47.990) (120.394) (50.270)
Distanct (In) 0.69( 0.309*** 1.661* 0.313*** 0.575** 0.290*** 1.107 0.294***
(0.428) (0.062) (1.001) (0.068) (0.258) (0.060) (0.752) (0.072)
Regime stabilit -0.00: -0.020*** -0.01¢ -0.020*** -0.00¢ -0.020*** -0.01¢ -0.021***
(0.010) (0.007) (0.0112) (0.007) (0.009) (0.007) (0.011) (0.006)
State failur 0.274*** 0.141* 0.359* 0.167* 0.264*** 0.140** 0.317 0.166**
(0.085) (0.067) (0.207) (0.067) (0.080) (0.065) (0.202) (0.065)
Mean VIF 2.14 2.14 2.14 2.14 2.1% 2.1% 2.1 2.1%
Waldy2 1455.8: 457.9¢ 725.5: 553.2¢ 32724.11 4447 783.7" 601.7¢
(Prob. >y2) 0.00 0.0C 0.0C 0.0C 0.0C 0.0C 0.0C 0.0C
Log- -359.0¢ -1224.1: -541.9( -1130.5¢ -359.6: -1219.5! -542.6¢ -1122.3¢
Pseudolikelihood
Observation 242( 242( 242( 242( 242( 242( 242( 242(

Notes: Constant not reported. All models includaryend regional dummies (not reported). Robustdstaherrors clustered over countries in parentheses

*p<0.10, *p < 0.05, **p< 0

18



Table 3: Human Rights Violations US Aid and anti U8rorism (US victim) — Additional Controls

(1) 2) () (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
US victims US victims US victims US victims US victims US victims US victims US victims
US victims 14 0.359** 0.420***
(0.156) (0.142)
GDP p.c. (Iny4 0.965*** 1.032*** 1.107*** 0.901*** 0.962*** 1.017%*
(0.268) (0.294) (0.299) (0.282) (0.310) (0.330)
GDP p.c. growt -0.03¢ -0.03¢
(0.024) (0.024)
Population (In 1 0.600*** 0.500*** 0.662*** 0.658*** 0.505*** 0.450*** 0.540** 0.550***
(0.163) (0.169) (0.222) (0.183) (0.153) (0.165) (0.239) (0.177)
HR violations 1 0.380*** 0.327*** 0.397*** 0.394*** 0.397*** 0.340*** 0.410*** 0.413***
(0.092) (0.092) (0.110) (0.097) (0.089) (0.091) (0.103) (0.095)
Economic ai 14 89.102*** 58.223%** 95.138*** 95.1971***
(25.543) (20.380) (26.374) (26.673)
Military aid .1 225.779%** 156.551*  232.512**  232.374***
(68.452) (66.975) (75.559) (74.485)
Distance(In) 0.68¢ 0.93¢ 0.69¢ 0.670° 0.566** 0.72 0.575** 0.569**
(0.437) (0.735) (0.425) (0.387) (0.263) (0.504) (0.258) (0.250)
Regime stabilit ,; -0.00¢ 0.007 -0.00¢ -0.00¢ -0.00¢ 0.00¢ -0.00¢ -0.00¢
(0.010) (0.012) (0.012) (0.010) (0.009) (0.010) (0.010) (0.010)
State failur ¢, 0.273*** 0.276*** 0.272%** 0.263*** 0.261*** 0.270*** 0.263*** 0.256***
(0.083) (0.084) (0.087) (0.092) (0.078) (0.080) (0.082) (0.088)
Trade openne 4 0.001 0.00(
(0.012) (0.011)
Government Siz 1.4 0.01: 0.00¢
(0.018) (0.019)
Mean VIF 2.12 2.04 2.1¢ 2.17 2.11 2.0 2.1t 2.1€
Wald 2 1659.9¢ 690.9¢ 3974.0¢ 1757.1( 11769.0: 14448.1. 40118.7. 33010.8i
(Prob.>¥2) 0.0c 0.0C 0.0C 0.0C 0.0C 0.0C 0.0C 0.0C
Log -357.6: -364.7¢ -359.0¢ -358.9: -357.6: -364.7: -359.6: -359.5¢
Pseudolikelihood
Observation 242( 242( 242( 242(C 242( 242( 242( 242(

Notes: Constant not reported. All models includaryend regional dummies (not reported). Robustdstiaherrors clustered over countries in parentheses
*p<0.10,*p<0.05,**p<0



Binary interaction

Computing binary interactions allows us to accdondifferent interaction coefficients and their
significance levels subjected to the value of tiraty variables. The approach requires both
variables composing the interaction term to be fyindherefore, we transform the variables
hr_violations and aid (economic and military) into dummy variables, whek denotes high
human rights violations and high aid flows and §pestively low value&’ Given thatg, is the
estimated coefficient for physical integrity righ#s is the estimated coefficient for economic or
military dependence ang is the estimated coefficient for their producte ttisk ratios of the

interaction effects are calculated by:
expp.+ g5+ aid] and 3)
exp[B.+ ps* hr_violationd. 4)

Table 3 presents the results for all combinatidnisimary interaction including the coefficients,
the standard errors, and the incident rate ratRR)** The corresponding regression results are

presented in the Appendix in Table A1l.

12 We construct the dummies according to the meanevaf the variables, so that the dummy is 1 when
the value is higher than the mean and 0 when the s lower than the mean. Alternatively, we aigo
regressions with a dummy based on the median ofvéiniables, however, our main findings do not
change.
'3 The standard errors differ for each interactiombimation. They are computed as the square roibieof
variance of the interaction coefficient, whichM,)+ hr_violation$V(8s) + 2 * Cov (,, 3z) for equation
(3) andV(B2)+ aid®V(ss) + 2 * Cov (8., ) for equation (4).
“We present only results for the dependent varidSlevictim However, results for alternative dependent
variables likeUS attack Killings in anti US incidentsandIncidents with US victimsupport our main
findings. Results are available upon request.
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Table 4: Binary Interaction Effect of Human RigMielations and Economic/Military Aid

Dummy relatiol Economic Aic Military Aid
Coef Std. IRR Coef Std. IRR
Err. Err.
- high HR violations and high ai  1.047: 0.658t 2.849: 1.338¢ 0.658¢ 3.813:

: high HR violations and low aid

- high HR violations and low aic  3.3677*** 1.100¢ 29.0117** 1.5838° 1.100¢ 4.8734
: low HR violations and low aid

- high HR violations and high ai 1.7146** 0.576¢ 5.5545**  1.160* 0.576¢ 3.1899*
: low HR violations and high aid

- low HR violations and high ai  4.0352*** 1.082: 56.5542*** 1.4054 1.082¢ 4.0772
: low HR violations and low aid

Considering countries that receive high aid ouultesshow that the incident rate ratios of high
human rights violations to low human rights viabais are 5.5545 for economic aid and 3.1899
for military aid. These effects are significant areleal that in countries with a high US
dependence terrorism is 555% and 319% more likélgnahuman rights are violated. Further, in
countries with low human rights violations the egerce of anti US-terrorism is higher when the
aid flows from the US are high (5655% for econoamd 408% for military aid) and focusing on
low aid countries we can identify a higher prob&pi(2901% for economic and 487% for
military aid) for anti-US terrorism with predominagovernment repression. The results reveal
that the terrorism driving effects of repressiord S dependence mutually depend on each
other. Anti US-terrorism is not only boosted by tisolated factors but rather by their
combination, here a repressive government strucplus a high economic and military

dependence on the US seem to create favoring eomslior its emergence.

Continuous interaction

In a next step we implement a continuous interactierm that provides more detailed

information on the impact of a variable in deperadean the value of the other variable. It allows
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for a more precise analysis of the interdependsncie human rights violations and US

dependence on anti-US terrorism.

Adding an interaction computed as the product af tentinuous variables to a model can result
in a host of coefficients. Assumingvalues of human rights violations andvalues of aid the
slope results im * m separate coefficients. To present the results mtarly Hilbe (2011)
suggests to group continuous variables and to prebe results for selected values. So we
compute the interaction coefficient holding oneialsle constant and varying the other whereat
we consider nine gradésThe results folJS victimsas the dependent variable are presented in
Table 5 and 6, where Table 5 shows the effect @fdaipendent on varying values of human
rights violations (according to equation (3)) andble 6 shows the effect of human rights
violations for varying values of aid (according @quation (4)). The corresponding regression
results are presented in the Appendix in Table AZe human rights violations value ranges
from O (no violations) to 8 (very high violationg)he results reveal that the effect of economic
aid and military aid on US terrorism increases wnitreasing human rights violations. While for
countries with no human rights violations (HR vigas =0) the IRR of economic aid is
6.53E+36 rising continuously with increasing repressionvamg at a value ofl..74+E44for the
highest repression (HR violations = 8). For miltard the IRR rises continuously fron3+E72

for very low repression t0.29+E132for high repression with the effect being signifitdor a

repression value of 2 upwards.

> We group the ranges of the variables into ninegmies. For human rights violations we consider al
integers from 0O to 8, which is exactly the rangehef variable. For economic and military aid we sidar
values ranging from the minimum to the maximum eatd the variable, however in addition we weight
the intervals according to the distribution witliire range.
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Table 5: Effect of Economic Aid Dependent on théué¢sof HR Violations

HR Economic  Std.Er IRR HR Military Std. Er IRR
violations  aid violations aid

value Coef. value Coef.

0 84.78** 37.1¢ 6.53E+3I 0 165.9: 170.9¢ 1.13+E7:
1 86.92*** 32.71 5.55E+3 1 183.4« 136.0¢  4.64+E7!
2 89.06*** 29.2( 4.72+E3! 2 200.98° 104.4¢  1.93+E8
3 91.20%** 26.9¢ 3.97+E3! 3 218.51***  80.0¢ 7.90+E9:
4 93.33*** 26.4: 3.38+E4l 4 236.04**  70.8 3.24+E10:
5 95.47*** 27.5¢ 2.87+E4: 5 253.58**  82.0¢ 1.33+E11L
6 97.61*** 30.27 2.44+E4. 6 271.11* 107.5. 5.52+E11
7 99,75%** 34.1¢ 2.07+E4: 7 288.64* 139.5¢ 2.26+E12!
8 101.89*** 38.8¢ 1.74+E4. 8 306.18° 174.6¢ 9.29+E13;

Considering the effect of human rights violatiossaafunction of aid (Table 6) we can identify a

stronger effect with increasing aid flows. While tmuntries not receiving aid from the US a one

unit increase in human rights violation resultsaid7% (economic aid) and 50% (military aid)

increase in US terrorism (given the other varial@lesheld constant in the model). In countries

which are highly dependent on US aid flows a oneinarease in human rights violations results

in a 60% (economic aid) and 64% (military aid) gase in anti-US terrorism.

Table 6: Effect of Human Rights Violations Dependam the Value of Economic Aid

Economic HR Std. Err IRR Military HR Std. Err IRR
aid violations aid value violations

value Coef. Coef.

0 0.3835*** 0.104¢ 1.467: 0 0.40402**  0.095: 1.497¢
0.000: 0.3837*** 0.104: 1.467¢ 0.00000. 0.40404**  0.095: 1.497¢
0.000¢ 0.3845*** 0.103: 1.468¢ 0.00000! 0.40411** 0.095: 1.498(
0.001 0.3856*** 0.101° 1.470¢ 0.0000:  0.40420**  0.095: 1.498:
0.00¢ 0.3942%** 0.093¢ 1.484¢ 0.0000!  0.40490***  0.094¢ 1.498:
0.01 0.4049*** 0.095( 1.499( 0.000: 0.40578**  0.094¢ 1.500¢
0.0z 0.4262*** 0.128: 1.538: 0.000¢ 0.41279**  0.093¢ 1.511(
0.0z 0.4476* 0.182: 1.564¢ 0.001 0.42156**  0.096¢ 1.524:
0.0 0.4690° 0.243¢ 1.598: 0.00¢ 0.49169* 0.203° 1.635:
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So both, the results for the binary interactiowadl as for the continuous interaction reveal that
the effects of home repression and US dependermddshot be considered independently of

each other but, what is remarkable, that theyi@rfte each other.

In summary, we are able to confirm hypotheses 1 Hm as well as hypothesis 2. Both,
repressive state behavior — measured by humars ngiations — as well as a close relationship
of the home regime to the US — measured by econamdcmilitary aid flows from the US —

seem to increase anti US terrorism in each casghdfy interaction effects of these variables
show that a combination of state repression ante stapport by the US leads to an over
proportional effect. The discontent with the dontestgime is more strongly projected on the
US the more repression takes place in the counttlze more the domestic political situation is

stabilized and supported by the US.

Conclusion

We investigate possible determinants of anti-USotesm. In particular, we ask whether
oppressive governments and/or close connectiorstivit US encourage attacks against the US.
We argue that oppressive state behavior, suchraamughts violations, may provoke resistance
against the authorities, including violent attacksirther, for terrorist groups which seek to
overthrow their home country’s political systemnmiight be attractive to target the US as foreign
allies especially if the government’s capacity seafapendent on US support. Arriving at our
test hypotheses we assume that anti-U.S. terragsmore likely to emerge in countries with
high repression (hypothesis 1a) and in countrigh @wihigh dependence to the US (hypothesis
1b). Further, a combination of both conditions méyve anti-US terrorism to an over
proportional degree (hypothesis 2). The negativeornial regressions for a panel of 149

countries from 1981 to 2005 indicate that both eppiveness and US closeness are important
24



determinants of anti-US terrorism. In summary, e a@ble to confirm hypotheses 1a and 1b as
well as hypothesis 2. Both, repressive state behavimeasured by human rights violations — as
well as a close relationship of the home regimthéoUS — measured by economic and military
aid flows from the US — seem to increase anti-U®tsm in each case. Further, both effects do
not seem completely independent. Interaction effe€tthese variables show that a combination
of state repression and state support by the UB8sléa an over proportional effect. The

discontent with the domestic regime is more strpmybjected on the US, the more repression
takes place in the country, and the more the domesilitical situation is stabilized and

supported by the US.
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Appendix

Table Al: Human Rights Violations US Aid and an® Uerrorism (US victim) with Binary
Interaction

1) 2)
US victims US victims
GDP p.c. (Inyy 1.018*** 0.481*
(0.301) (0.262)
Population (In 4 0.358** 0.364**
(0.170) (0.171)
Dummy (1) HF 3.368*** 1.584*
violations, (1.101) (0.852)
Dummy (2.1) 4.035***
Economic aid, (1.082)
Dummy (2.2) 1.405*
Military aid 1 (0.725)
Interaction -2.321**
(D)*(2.2) (1.136)
Interaction -0.245
(1)*(2.2) (0.796)
Distanct (In) 1.159 0.608
(0.917) (0.448)
Regime stabilit ., -0.011 -0.004
(0.009) (0.009)
State failur 4 0.522%** 0.432***
(0.118) (0.110)
Mean VIF 2.36 2.21
Wald 42 5667.54 6769.22
(Prob. >x2) 0.00 0.00
Log- -404.24 -409.80
Pseudolikelihood
Observations 2513 2513

Robust standard errors clustered on countriesrenplaeses
* p<0.10, *p < 0.05, **p< 0.01
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Table A2: Human Rights Violations US Aid and an® Werrorism (US victim) with Continuous

Interaction

1) 2)
US victims US victims
GDP p.c. (Inyy 1.030*** 0.960***
(0.289) (0.306)
Population (In 0.638*** 0.538***
(0.174) (0.164)
(1) HR violations 4 0.383*** 0.404***
(0.105) (0.095)
(2.1) Economic aii 4 84.771**
(37.162)
(2.2)Military aid ., 165.911
(170.926)
Interaction 2.138
(1)*2.1) (6.832)
Interaction 17.533
(1)*(2.2) (39.405)
Distanct (In) 0.694 0.579**
(0.440) (0.264)
Regime stabilit ., -0.003 -0.005
(0.010) (0.009)
State failur ., 0.274*** 0.260***
(0.085) (0.079)
Constant -29.087*** -26.558***
(5.932) (5.176)
Mean VIF 2.16 2.70
Wald 42 1885.51 25414.75
(Prob. >x2) 0.00 0.00
Log- -359.06 -359.57
Pseudolikelihood
Observations 2420 2420

Robust standard errors clustered on countriesrenplaeses
*p<0.10, *p < 0.05, ** p< 0.01
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