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Immigration, integration and terrorism:

is there a clash of cultures?

Justina AV Fischér
University of Rome ‘Tor Vergata’

December 2010

Abstract

We test whether immigrants are more prone to supjgoror than natives because of lower
opportunity costs, using the international Worldiués Survey data. We show that, in general,
economically, politically and socially non-integedt persons are more likely to accept using
violence for achieving political goals, consistenth the economic model of crime. We also find

evidence for the destructive effects of a ‘claskcaitures’: Immigrants in OECD countries who

originate from more culturally distanced countredAfrica and Asia appear more likely to view

using violence for political goals as justified. Mamportantly, we find no evidence that the clash-
of-cultures effect is driven by Islam religion, whiappears irrelevant to terror support.

As robustness test we relate individual attituderdal-life behavior: using country panels of
transnational terrorist attacks in OECD countrigs, show that the population attitudes towards
violence and terror determine the occurrence obtencidents, as does the share of immigrants in
the population. A further analysis shows a posiéigsociation of immigrants from Africa and Asia
with transnational terror, while the majority retig Islam of the sending country does not appear
to play a role. Again, we find that culture definkg geographic proximity dominates culture
defined by religion.

JEL codes: K42, H56, O15, D74, Z1
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1. Introduction

Terrorist groups rely on networks of local supp@téor the planning and carrying-out of their
terror attacks — a strong local support lowersotests’ direct and opportunity costs of carrying ou
their plans: Thus, an increase in such local support shougjér more terror attacks. Supporting
terrorists, however, is an illegal activity, usyaljenerating a non-monetary benefit — both
Schnellenbach (2006) and Bernholz (2004) providmemic rationales why persons with certain
preferences may choose to support terror groupemrdhan getting actively engaged in terror
activities themselves; both Schnellenbach (2006) ldeumayer and Plimper (2009) argue that
supporters of terror groups behave more as ‘rati@a@ors in the traditional sense than their
leaders do, implying that economic incentives heagtronger impact on the first group than on the
latter. The economics of terrorism literature, whian be applied in analogy to the decision to
engage in support for terror, suggests that thenait choice to provide support depends also on
the opportunity costs of doing so — such as forgegal employment and political participation
(e.g. Lichbach, 1987, Sandler and Enders 2602pmpared to natives, immigrants often face
discrimination in the labor market and lack theigpzdl rights to influence policy outcomes,
lowering their opportunity costs of engaging inréeism-related activities. Consequently, we
conclude from economic calculus that immigrants rbaymore likely than natives to support

terrorist groups’

This international study provides an empirical testwhether immigrants are more likely than
natives to be supporters of terrorist groups; aghmavelty, we discuss whether immigrant’s

cultural background matters, differentiating betaweeligion and geographic origfnWe exploit

! The ultimate goals of terrorists are of a politicature. Intermediate goals include media attentiand the
destabilization of polity and economy in the targetintry (e.g. Dreher and Fischer 2010, Frey anchiriger 2003,
2004).

2 Earliest treatments of terrorists as rational sleci-makers include Landes (1978) for hijacker'sick and Sandler,
Tschirhart, and Cauley (1983) for modeling neguiat between terrorists and democratic governmientarget
countries.

% Support may be both direct and indirect: Inditkebugh e.g. providing terrorists with otherwiseefgone income, or
direct through e.g. giving them with mental suppt helping them hide. Often, such support is ipiex\ within a
framework of small religious or political groupsdethe Hamburg group of which two members attadkedTwin
Towers in New York) — which is one of the reasonsywparticularly minority denominations or extremeliical
ideologies are more likely to be under suspectippsrting, or committing, terror.

* MacCulloch and Pezzini (2010) provide an analysfisthe determinants of individual support for a icat
revolutionary societal change versus a simple ipaliteform, using the same survey as in this paidewever, not



the third wave of the World Values Survey (1994908n 55’000 persons in more than 45
countries, which includes a question on whethergispondent views using violence for achieving
political goals as justified, which we view as amgmiate approximation. This paper presents
strong evidence for OECD countries that immigrgmasticularly from ‘Africa’ and ‘Asia’ are
more prone than natives to accept violence asiqallineans, consistent with the clash-of-cultures
hypothesis based on Huntington (1996). Contradicttommon-view expectations, religious
denominations, such as being a Muslim, do not apfeanatter. On the other hand, the ‘clash’
appears diminished for persons who are better rated through a longer residence. Country
panel analyses of the macro-determinants of traiosiad terror incidences in OECD countries are
corroborative: they reveal a terror-increasinguefice of immigrants from Africa and parts of

Asia, which, however, is not triggered by the migyoreligion of immigrants’ countries of origin.

Section 2 introduces the economic calculus thataéxg why immigrants may choose to support
violence and terror, section 3 presents the testadalin hypothesis, while section 4 describes the
data and the methodology. Section 5 presents tiperieal results of the individual-level analysis
for the effects of integration into society (of ingrants, but also in general) on the propensity of
viewing violence as justified political means, alfifferentiating between the effects of regional
culture and religion. As robustness analysis,ised tests the relation between these self-report
attitudes with real-life behavior. Finally, secti@rbrings the individual-level analysis of sectimn

to the country level: for a panel of OECD countrnigs analyze whether immigration triggers
transnational terror, and whether immigrants’ adtdefined by geographic region of origin or
religion plays a relevant role for this associati8ection 8 concludes and discusses the potential

for future research.

2. Integration of immigrants and the propensity tosupport terror and violence

Integration of immigrants into their host sociegndake place in various realms — with respect to

labor market, political participation, but also wa$ and attitudes (‘culture’). Better integration

only is this attitude much less likely to measuopport for terror, but also does their study ndtetaccount for
immigration status and single religions.



increases individual's choice set and raises tmebau of economic and political opportunities that
aid improve on her socio-economic condition. Thigegrating immigrants increases their
opportunity costs of illegal activities, which, acding to the economic model of crime (Becker
1968), should decrease their propensity comparethab of natives to support (illegal) terror

activities®

The importance of political opportunity costs fotpkaining the occurrence of terror attacks is
stressed by Frey and Lichinger (2004), Li (2005) &urrild-Klitgaard et al. (2006). These

authors suggest that preferences in the populat@en are not responded by government
institutions cause grievance and discontent. Suchrasponse lets people seek alternative, illegal
ways of expressing their preferences and pushieg theeds, e.g. by engaging in terrorist
activities, or, as Neumayer and Plumper (2009) erpy supporting terror groups. Compared to
natives, immigrants often lack political rights apdrticipation possibilities in politics, lowering

their political opportunity costs and making therarelikely to support terror.

Economic opportunity costs are equally importamtifaividual’s decision to support terror (e.g.
Frey and Lichinger 2003), which are equally deteediby her degree of integration into the
society. Similarly, Neumayer and Plumper (2009)uardghat ‘terrorism serves terrorists’: by
damaging the target country’s economy they easeeitrelitment of new supporters. Immigrants
may, at first, face unemployment and discriminationthe labor market, decreasing their
economic opportunity costs of illegal activitieshgoared to natives’. Thus, insufficient economic
integration may increase immigrants’ propensitgupport terror groups. However, as residence in
their host countries continues, they may becom@&@uoaally better integrated, increasing their

opportunity costs of supporting terrorists up ttvess level.

Finally, the psychological costs of committing @ may play a decisive role — one possible
economic interpretation of the ‘clash-of-civilizatis’-hypothesis by Huntington (1996). He
suggests that violence and terror between memibéwgoagroups emerges because of the tensions

® For a theoretical economic model according to Whiwough raising opportunity costs extreme nitsilisannot be
prevented from committing acts of terror, see Stenkach (2006). Nevertheless, moderate nihilistsy mvell
respond to changing incentives. Bernholz (2004yipes as alternative explanation for why terrorisizy possibly
not respond to economic, political or social intezg lexicographic preferences (‘supreme values’).



generated in case both groups are shaped by twatlygrdiffering cultures - they ‘claslt.
Economically speaking, antagonistic group idergtigend value systems lower the psychological
costs of using violence against members of theratmup’ According to his theory, such ‘clash
of cultures’ may aid terror groups to recruit memsb@nd, as we argue, supporters. This
development is aggravated when one group (or bsth)e) universalistic and missionary in their
ideals, claiming cultural or morale superiority, @s the case of (religious or political)
fundamentalists who intend to build a new ‘bettawbrld order. Thus, we expect such
psychological costs to be decreasing in the cdltdistance and dissimilarity between the two
groups, for example in the distance between immigtavalues and traditions to that of natives’
culture. Differentiating by world regions and rétig, Huntington (1996) predicted a general rise
in conflicts between Western countries and ‘the’ r@sth highest conflict intensities between the

‘West’, on the one hand, and ‘Islam’ and ‘Sinicltcues, on the other (, p.245).

Most economic country-level studies of terror hdweeused on testing predictions from the
traditional economics of terrorism-literature, whicelates institutional, economic and societal
states to terrorists’ costs and benefits of conmmgitterror attacks, and thus to the occurrence of
terror events as the outcome of their rational ahoFor example, in support of the political
opportunity costs argument Kurrild-Klitgaard et @006) have shown that well-working political
institutions and decentralized governance strustueduce terror (see also Li 2005, Piazza 2006,
Dreher and Fischer 2010). The empirical evidencehe effects of economic opportunity costs is
scant and inconsistent (Piazza 2006), possibly usecaggregate GDP and income inequality
reflect individual economic circumstances only imipetly. We are also not aware of any
convincing empirical test of the Huntington-hypatise Neumayer and Plimper (2009), one of the
few studies that find a significant impact of ‘Isla use a world panel on transnational terror
events 1969 - 2005, to test dyads of ‘Islam testsij ‘Non-Islam terrorists’ and ‘Western
victims’. They find that both the dyads ‘Islam’-‘\&% and ‘rest of the world’-‘West’ trigger more
attacks. Failing to differentiate by culture amahg group ‘rest of the world’, their finding is hies

interpreted as an indication that ‘Western’ persares more likely to be victimized by terrorists

® According to Huntington (1996), other forms ofdshes’ include economic wars and military interiens. He
thinks of terrorism as form of conflict to whichetfWest' is particularly vulnerable.

" Even if those groups were similar in their view tre use of violence, it is the dissimilarity irethvalues and
attitudes in general that drives down the psycholigosts of acting with violence against non-mersb



than ‘non-Western’ people. That the religion of #teacker may be an important determinant of
terrorist activity has already been suggested hyeier and Malki&kova (2003): they show in a
world panel of transnational terror attacks 199020rranged by perpetrator’s country of origin,
that terrorists originating from Muslim, but alsmrin Christian and Hindi countries are more
‘active’ compared to those with no religion: thegnumit significantly more terror attacks.
However, both studies lack to directly test a ‘bkad-cultures’ as they fail to differentiate oueth
diverse cultures of the perpetratasd to match them with differing cultures of their dat
countries — for example, Krueger and M&leva (2003) implicitly assume that a Muslim potahti
terrorist behaves in an identical way in all partghe world likewise. Furthermore, they fail to
discuss which dimension of culture dominates —ucaltiefined by geographic proximity or based
on religion. In sum, all these aggregate-level ysed suggest that both receiving and sending
countries’ culture, political institutions and ecomy play a role for the emergence of terror.
However, no study so far has investigated into ainiae underlying mechanism at the individual
level, namely people’s grievance, opportunity castd their resulting support for terror. We ask in
this study to what extent political, economic odtaral integration into society impacts this

attitude, and whether support for terror transimitis the space of actual terror events.

3. Main hypothesis

This paper argues that, compared to natives, inamnigrare more likely to support terror. This
likelihood of showing such attitude is the hightre less successful their economical, political,

and cultural integration into their host society is

Hypothesis: The propensity of immigrants to support terrorhigher than for natives. This

propensity decreases in the integration into thest society.

8 For more studies in political science and socigltmt fail in finding ,clashes-of-cultures’, pattilarly ,Islam’, see
also Neumayer and Plumper (2009).



As discussed in the theory section (section 2)yétetion between economic, political, and social
integration and terror-support is of a generic ratuthus, it may hold for any member of society,
be it an immigrant or a native. For example, thpegience of involuntary unemployment as form
of labor market disintegration should increase ghgpensity of any member to support violence
and terror, compared to an employed. Thus, ingher we start by testing a generalized version

of the hypothesis above, treating ‘immigrant’ asgpacial case in the course of this analysis:

Hypothesis (generalized): The propensity to support terror is higher focistally less integrated
persons than for the better integrated ones. Tilmgemsity decreases in the degree of integration

into society.

4. Data and methodology

4.1. Dependent variable: terror and violence progég

Enders and Sandler (2002) define terrorism as fiteeneditated use or threat of use of extra-
normal violence or brutality” for achieving poliit objectives; such definition implies that
viewing exerting violence for achieving politicaligposes as justified may be a prerequisite and
first step to become an active supporter of testaroups. We thus approximate the propensity to
support terror with a measure of the propensityge violence for political goals, obtained from
the 3% wave of the Word Values Survey 1994-1999 (WVS} firavides information on attitudes
and values of about 55’000 persons in more thacodibtries (see Table Al of the Appendix for a
list of included countries). For each country, presentative sample of the population of about
1000-1500 persons is collected. The following goesserves as our dependent variable: “Here is
one statement. How strongly do you agree or digagith it?, ‘Using violence to pursue political

goals is never justified.” ” The possible four amssirange from ‘strongly agree’ (1), ‘agree’ (2), t
‘disagree’ (3), and ‘strongly disagree’ (4). Thisgher values indicate a higher propensity to

support terrof.

° The remaining waves of the WVS did not include piestion in their surveys.



Aggregated to the population level as percentageeshof people responding either (3) or (4), we
view this attitude as an approximation of a tesypmpathizing environment. As we argue in
section 2, such terror-sympathizing environment @ayterrorists in carrying out their attacks or
provide them with a pool of potential recruits —casing their costs of committing an attack
(Schnellenbach 2006, Bernholz 2004). Thus, asnatiterrorists weigh the expected costs against
the expected benefits of an additional attack (Brednd Fischer 2010)eteris paribus, the
optimal number of attacks should increase in pespseipport for terror. To support this
conjecture, the second part of this paper proveggmrate tests which link the level of violence-

acceptance in society with the occurrence of acaraedr attacks.

However, the validity of this attitude measure ni@yput into question. For example, one may
claim that the vague broadness of ‘violence’ aralithprecision with respect to ‘political goals’
make question “do you agree to using violence fdnieving political goals” a kitchen-sink
attitude measure with little information on theipimon on the actions ofrivate persons (in
contrast to that of governments) against the gewern or other private persons. However, we
believe that the embedding of this question intseation that exclusively asks about people’s
vertical relation with their governing authoritieBames respondents’ associations and
interpretations: The WVS contains a section onitlesland Society’, located between the section
‘Work’, ‘Family’, and ‘Religion and Morale’. The ‘Blitics and Society’ section includes questions
that deal with peoples’ attitudes and relationshigr governments and politicians. For example,
this section asks about policy goals the governrakatild pursue (e.g. ‘more emphasis on family
life’), people’s confidence in government institrts (parliament, police, justice system), their
voting behavior, their past political actions (s#3, signing petitions, etc.). In the third wavest
section also includes our measure of attitude tdsvaccepting violence. This framing on vertical
citizen-government relations restricts ‘violence’wviolence exerted by residents only, and rather
excludes violence exerted by governments, suctcisgties of war. Similarly, respondents may
associate ‘political goals’ with goals pursued Iiizens and residents - their own political goals o
those of their peers. Thus, even though this ‘aecee-of-violence-for-political-goals-question’
may be, when viewed in isolation, open to manyrpretations, its embedding into the actual
survey as one last item in the ‘Politics and Sgtisection clearly restricts its application to a

ruled-ruler relation - with violence exerted byiz#ns against other citizens or the government as



such. However, to support our interpretation arlalirg of this variable, in the second part of this
paper we present analogous results for a much emsdimple that uses a direct measure of
support-for-terrorism. In addition, we relate thigoport-for-terror attitude to individual self-repo

behavior of having committed violence against pesdor achieving political goals.

4.2. Focal variable: Generalized integration meagsr

For measuring integration in the social, politiead economic dimensions we use the following
variables from the WVS. First, to account for sbamegration we use dichotomous indices of
self-assessed geographical identification with e(alitively) one’s local commune, region,
country, continent, or the world, or ‘having no mti¢y’, based on the WVS question “to which of
these geographical groups would you say you bdiosigof all?”. We also employ a dichotomous
index of social network based on the question “himportant are friends in your life”: persons
replying ‘very important’ and ‘rather important'eabelieved to enjoy the benefits from integration
into society through personal private relationscdde, political integration is approximated by
individual self-positioning on a 10-point scale:rgmns with extreme leftist or conservative
opinions are more likely to find their preferencest represented by the parties in the political
system. Both social and political integration magoaake place through engagement in groups
and organizations that pursue certain politicalg¢ag. environmental groups, churches, parties).
Based on eight questions on active or passive emgagt in such groups, we employ a
dichotomous index of ‘active involvement’ that asnts for this integration aspe@t.Finally,
economic integration is accounted for by labor retrktegration. We use the occupational status
variable of the WVS that provides information whatkhe respondent is full-time employed, half-
time employed, a student, a houseman/housewifanpioged, retired or ‘other’. Among these,
the involuntarily disintegrated (and thus with faegest grievance) is the group of unemployed,
while both housewives and retired are probablyamatioluntarily out of the labor market and thus

to a lesser extent susceptible for terror supfort.

9 This definition excludes ‘passive’ members whoyquay membership fees.
M The distinction between voluntary and involuntdisintegration can be made based on aspiratiomtheo



4.3. Measures of immigrants’ integration

We also employ some measures of integration tleahaailable for the group of immigrants only -
in the full sample, there are about 3'500 immigsafirst, we extract the information ‘having been
born in the country’ [of residence], which givesaito a dichotomous measure of immigrant status.
Thus, our measure ‘born in this country’ excluddks persons having been born abroad,
irrespective of whether they have already gaindideriship in their host country or not (such
information is not available in the WVS). Nativergens can easily be believed to be better
integrated in many dimensions than immigrants @doonetworks, culture, politics, and labor
market). Second, we employ five dichotomous measafeduration of residence in the country,
expecting that the extent of economic and socitgiration increases with it. Possibly, the
likelihood of having gained citizenship equally ieases in duration of residence. The underlying
variable of residence period includes the six aateg ‘ < 2 years’, ‘3-5 years’, ‘6-10 years’, ‘11-
15 years’, and ‘ > 15 years’. Furthermore, we use ihformation in the WVS on immigrant’s
region of origin (‘Europe’, ‘USA/Canada’, ‘Asia’Africa’, ‘Oceania’, and ‘other’) — information
on single sending countries is not available -lf@ctively measure their cultural distance to their
host country, differentiating between ‘World’ artietsubsample of ‘OECD’ host countriésin

line with Huntington (1996), we expect the cultudiktance and resulting conflict intensity
between European and North-American sending casto ‘OECD’ receiving countries to be the

lowest.

4.4. Control variables

The third wave of the WVS also includes socio-ecoitoinformation on both natives and
immigrants. The vector of individual-level contrateludes gender, age, education, marital status,
and number of children. Since a better educatiomeigges a higher income, and may cause
information advantages in general, higher educati@y lead to a better economic and social
integration into society. With respect to marit@tss, one may argue that singles are not as much
integrated as married persons, particularly in mmeservative and traditional societies. Some

empirical models control also for individual rebgi (Catholic, Protestant, Christian-Orthodox,

12 Regions of origin are employed as coded in thgimal data. The grouping into ‘OECD countries’ @ughly
equivalent to various definition of ‘Western’ coties in studies of sociology and political science.

10



Jewish, Muslim, Buddhist, Hindu, other), which reds the regression sample by about 28%.
Descriptive statistics of the dependent and expaavariables are described in Table A2 of the
Appendix.

Table 1a describes for the world sample the digtion of violence-propensity across immigrants,
defined as foreign-country born persons, and ngtiV&isprima facie-look reveals no difference
in attitudes between both population groups — &rpnetation which is statistically supported: in
both groups, about 20% find that using violencedolitical goals is justified. For the sample of
OECD countries (Table 1b), immigrants show a highmpensity to support terror than natives
(18% versus 15.30%, difference significant at theebcent levelf’ There is a clear need to
differentiate immigrants by the degree of theiregration in the political, economic and social
dimension and to use a multivariate approach.

Insert Tables 1a and 1b about here

4.5. Empirical models
Using the cross-sectional WVS data, we estimatefdhewing linear relation for the general

effects of integration into society on terror sugipo

acceptanceg= f(integration;s, Xis, FEs),

whereacceptances denotes the acceptance of individuah countrys to use violence to pursue
political goals,integration,s the measure afs integration into countrg, Xis a vector of individual
socio-demographic controls described above, Fagda set of country—specific fixed effects that
account for differences across countries with relspe the macroeconomy and majority culture
(e.g. Fischer 2010).

13 Religious denomination and income are not incluifethe baseline models due to the large numbenissing
observations.

14 Test statistics based on a two-sided T-test ordfuality of means across two samples, assuminguahgariances.

11



To analyze integration effects for immigrants, tmedels employ interaction terms between

measures of integration and ‘immigrant status’:

acceptances= f(integration, integrationis* immigrant;s, Xis, FEs),

These empirical models of terror support are eséthavith OLS, which preserves direction of
influence and relative quantitative effects of tieterminants even when the dependent variable is
ordinal (Ferrer-i-Carbonell and Frijters 2004). tisiOLS has the advantage over estimating
ordered probit that coefficients are easily intetable as marginal effects and that interaction
terms allow direct calculation of total marginalfeets. Standard errors are corrected for
heterogeneity and intragroup correlation througistelring at the country level.

5. Results

5.1. Integration into society and violence propetysi

As first step, Table 2 provides a general test how@gration into society (of immigrants and
natives likewise) affects their propensity to supperror. Model 1 tests the baseline specification
that also includes measures of political and ecanamtegration, while models 2, 3, and 4 add
additional integration measures. Model 1 focusetherbaseline effects of employment status and
political ideology, model 2 adds measures of gegagal group identification, while models 3
and 4 estimate the additional effects of active bmenship and of having friends, respectively.
Models 5 to 8 repeat this exercise for a subsangbl€OECD countries. For interpreting
coefficients, note that positive values indicatéigher propensity to support terror (‘doest

accept that using violencenst justified’ = violence is justified).

All models in the world sample in Table 2 show ttiaise with extremist leftist or conservative
political views are more likely to accept using leiace to achieve political goals, compared to
persons with a centrist view. These effects disappethe subsample of OECD countries which

suggests that persons with an extremist politicalvvare well integrated in the existing political

12



system; their political preferences appear reftbatetheir country’s party system. In contrast,ibot
in the world and OECD sample interviewees withoyttoditical self-positioning appear to reject
supporting terror, possibly reflecting a generasirderest in politics. For OECD countries,

moderate-leftists equally appear to disagree wsthguviolence for political goals.

As regards economic integration, reflected by labarket integration, we find for both the world
and OECD countries that housewives and unemployegersons with little labor market

integration and, hence, low economic opportunitste@f criminal activity — tend to support terror
compared to the full-time employed (reference gjpigr institutionally well-developed OECD

countries, the same is observable for self-emplofadsibly, in OECD countries self-employed
are disadvantaged (and economically ‘discrimingt@&asofar as they are either excluded from
certain welfare benefits and schemes, or that tlaee to contribute much more in order to obtain

the same benefit as a dependently employed oiilsseivant™

Model 2, which tests geographic identity effectsows that having a national identity reduces
support for terror, while having no geographicantity increases it, compared to when having a
‘world identity’. Obviously, feeling geographicallifomeless’, namely not feeling integrated into
any country (creating a ‘no identity’), decreadss psychological costs of terror-support (that may
harm persons in the country one lives in). In aastirthe analysis for OECD countries (model 6)

reveals only a statistically weak ‘no geographenidty’-effect.

Having a social network does decrease one’s pragdnsaccept using violence, as models 3 and
4 (7 and 8 for OECD countries) show. In the wordhple, only having friends appears to make
respondents prefer peaceful ways of achievingipaligoals, while organizational networks play

no role. In contrast, in OECD countries, the stengropensity-lowering effect is exerted by

people’s active engagement in organizations antiegamwhile friends appear to matter little. This

finding is in line with Li (2005), as in institutally well-developed and democratic countries
political grievances are less likely for personsvaty involved in the political decision-making

process compared to those with no political engagem

15 The results of the baseline models 1 and 5 anestdb the inclusion of further repressors in tamaining models
of Table 2.

13



The results for the remaining control variablese(§able A3) show that, as expected, male
respondents are more likely to accept violencectiigal means. The likelihood increases in age
for adults but decreases for older adults agairmorsupport declines with education, but is higher
for the separated (compared to the married), whdppears to be uncorrelated with the number of

children.

Taken together, consistent with the economic thebigrime (Becker 1968), Table 2 suggests that
political, social and economic disintegration irases the propensity to support terror, both around
the world and in OECD countries. Consistent with(2005), Table 2 also suggests that well-
working democratic institutions and multi-party &ms in OECD countries help to avoid
grievances of political extremists or the activehgaged.

Insert Table 2 about here

5.2. Integration of immigrants: residence, emplogmt and political ideology

As second step, we test our main hypothesis whetheigrants show a stronger propensity to
support terror or not; furthermore, we also analyme effects of integration into society for this
group, expecting that disintegration effects argdafor immigrants than for the native population.
We test this conjecture by adding an interactiomsebetween ‘immigrant status’ and the various
integration measures employed in the full poputatio Table 2. An insignificant interaction term
coefficient would then indicate that the disintégna effects for the support of terrorism are
identical for immigrants and natives likewise. Wasttthis conjecture of differential effects by
immigration status for both the world sample (TaBJeand for OECD countries (Table 4); both
tables test immigrant status as such (model 1gtour of residence (model 2), and the presence of
immigrant-specific effects for political ideologynfdel 4), employment status (model 5), and
having friends (model 3). Section 5.3. is then degdo the role of political and social engagement
separately, while section 5.4. analyzes differéntrgpacts of geographic origin and geographic

identity.
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Models 1 and 2 add to the empirical baseline modeligrant status and the duration of residence,
which is available for immigrants only. In OECD eues, the negative coefficient on ‘born in
this country’ indicates that immigrants have a Bigpropensity to support for terror (at the 5
percent level of significance) — a result that @ avident in the world sample. However, with
those staying less than two years in their hoshtguas reference group, we find no statistical

evidence that duration of residence matters, bothe world and the OECD samplf@s.

The remaining models show that most effects ofetatidisintegration are of similar magnitude
for immigrants and natives likewise - only a fewenraction terms turn out significant: For
example, having friends and political ideology amgeo influence the propensity to support terror
of both immigrants and natives the same way (mo@elsnd 4).’ Equally, the propensity-
increasing effect of unemployment and self-emplayihage not heterogeneous between the two
groups*® In contrast, in both OECD countries and the waddnple, native housewives are more
likely to support terror than housewives of immigsa (OECD: 0.278-0.163 versus -0.163).
Immigrant housewives appear even explicitly toeejesing terror, particularly in OECD countries
(-0.163).

Overall, Tables 3 and 4 corroborate our main hygsith for the sample of OECD countries:
immigrants do show a higher propensity for terngpsort. However, we find in many cases that
social and economic disintegration in other dimensidoes not appear to exert heterogeneous
effects between immigrants and natives. We dohmtever, completely reject as explanation for
the insignificant interaction terms that the magstinction might have to be made not between
immigrants and natives as such, but between natinklong-term residence immigrants, on the

one hand, and short-duration residing immigramshe other, which we test in section 5.6.

8 The series of coefficients (0.044, -0.011, -.089048) may suggest that longer residence, daessilgy, have a
positive integrating effect. Further research isdweal.

7 In model 4 of Table 3, the interaction term orfti&-extreme ideology’ and ‘born in this countrig almost
significant at the 1R percent level. This findingggests that the propensity of extreme leftistadoept violence is
larger among immigrants than among natives (0.Erfdus 0.171-0.092).

18 The coefficient on the interaction terms for ‘urpayed*born’ rather indicates that unemployed resiexperience
stronger grievances than unemployed immigrants;oposite is observable for the self-employed. Agéirther
research is needed.
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Insert Tables 3 and 4 about here

5.3. Integration of immigrants: Social and politit@ngagement

Table 2 has already indicated that for OECD coastractive membership in clubs and
organizations lowers the propensity to accept usiotgnce for political goals, possibly because
such engagement can be used for expressing pbjiteferences and influence policy-making (Li,
2005). That social capital and (formal and informaétworks play an important role in the
functioning of a democratic and civil society haseb postulated by Putnam (1993) for Italian
local communes, and empirically shown by Guiso let(2008). Table 5 tests whether active
membership (and the number thereof) reduces theepsity to support terror for immigrants and
natives likewise. Models 1 through 5 are for thi World sample, while those from 6 to 10 are

estimated for the subsample of OECD countries.

Making a binary distinction of those with an activembership from those without any does not
yield statistically convincing results: membershipsocial networks does not exert any effect on
the probability to support terror, be it by immigta or natives (models 1 and 6). Employing a
continuous measure of the number of active memipershanging from O to a maximum of 9,
yields for OECD countries a support-decreasing ceéff@intic membership number 4), at a
decreasing rate (models 7 and 8). The irrelevabserged in the world sample (models 2 and 3)
may well reflect again, consistent with Li (2008)e institutional underdevelopment in most of
these countries. This social network effect is, &esv, strongly heterogeneous across the two
population groups ‘natives’ and ‘immigrants’, aglicated by the significant interaction terms:
assuming linearity in the number of active memhesshmodel 4 reveals for the world sample a
‘zero’-effect for natives (e.g. 0.030 + -0.025 H@b), but a strong propensity-increasing one for
immigrants; for OECD countries, we observe qualiedy the same (model 9).

More informative and, possibly convincing, findingge obtained when assuming non-linearity in

the number of memberships (models 5 and 10), giarggtter fit to the underlying data: For
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immigrants in the world (model 5), the propensiffeet is zero for low numbers of active
memberships, while the very active ones appeaunrtotheir social and political engagement into
support for terror — a finding consistent with sdled theories of political radicalization (e.g.
McCauley and Moskalenko 2008); for natives arouhd world, political engagement is not
related to terror support. For OECD countries (nhddp, the picture is somewhat different: for
both natives and immigrants, the support for tedgexlines in the number of active memberships.
For immigrants, we observe a propensity-lowerinfecetf (-0.064*num. + 0.021*num."2), at a
decreasing rate. For the natives, the propensiteiing effect is less steep, and occurs rather at a
constant rate (-0.064+0.038 = -0.026* num.; 0.021tD = 0.004 * num."2).

Overall, Table 5 shows for OECD countries that vactengagement in social networks and
political organizations decreases people’s supfwriviolence. In the rest of the world, active
engagement in possibly ‘toothless’ organizationssdaot appear to really matter, either to natives
or to immigrants. This finding is consistent withet political opportunity costs argument
developed by Li (2005). In OECD countries, the mmgty-lowering effect is larger for
immigrants than for natives. Obviously, integrationterms of social and political engagement
does reduce the need for immigrants and nativehdose supporting terror for expressing their

social and political preferences.

Insert Table 5 about here

5.4. Integration of Immigrants: Geographic identitgnd the ‘clash of cultures’

Integration of immigrants occurs not only regardthg labor market and the social and political

dimensions, but also with respect to the cultupdlese. This section investigates two aspects of
cultural integration of immigrants: first, Tabletésts whether having a certain geographic identity
exerts differential effects on terror support bymigration status. Second, it analyzes whether the
world region of origin (which is only available fammigrants) impacts the propensity to accept

violence. We proceed then with an analysis fortzsample of OECD countries, attempting to find
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evidence for the so-called ‘clash-of-cultures’ bedw the ‘Western world’ and other regions
(Huntington, 1996): We measure individual immigsntultural distance to Western OECD
countries by adding to the model dichotomous messaf their geographic region of origin, as
provided and coded in the WVS (‘Asia’, ‘Africa’, ®}.'° By using this measure of immigrants’
geographic origin we implicitly assume that neighibg countries share similar cultures (e.g.
Morocco, Algeria, and Egypt). While Huntington @B) predicted ‘clashes’ between various
cultural regions, this empirical set-up restri¢ts ainalysis to those affecting the ‘Western’ region
Table 6 presents the results.

Models 1 and 2 of Table 6 clearly show that havirgg geographical identity increases the
propensity to support terror in OECD countries + fan the natives only (e.g. 0.350 - 0.117).
Immigrants with no geographical identity rather deto reject the use of violence (-0.117,
coefficient insignificant). Compared to Table 2ffelientiating between immigrants and natives

lets the importance of having a national identisagpear.

Model 3 reveals a strong culture-of-origin-effeictshe world sample: people who emigrated from
the USA or Canada into the remaining, mostly ‘noastérn’ world are less likely than natives to

accept violence as political means, as the negateéficient indicates (at the 5 percent level) -
possibly an effect of having been raised in coestmwith strong ‘Western-style democracies’ that
teach to, in respect for other’s life and healdekspeaceful ways of influencing policy outcomes.
We also find weak propensity-increasing effects dorigrants from Africa and Asia - an effect

driven by those emigrating into culturally distad6é@ECD countries (see model 4). These findings
are largely robust to controlling for individualrd@mination.

As second step, model 4 tests the ‘clash-of-cudtungpothesis by analyzing whether there exist
region-of-origin effects in the subsample of OEC@&sthcountrie$? We chose the subsample of
OECD countries because they share certain commaracteristics, which lets them appear as
culturally quite homogenous (while the rest of Wherld in model 3 is rather diverse in culture):

compared to the ‘rest of the world’, OECD countra@e more likely to have stable democracies

9 This approach is identical to adding dyads of ignamnt origin and "Western country’ to the world sie
% The OECD countries in the regression sample ircladstralia, Switzerland, Czech Republic, GermaByain,
Finland, Hungary, Japan, Mexico, Norway, New Zed)a&Blovak Republic, Sweden, Turkey, and the USA.
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and well-working government institutions, be op@oreomies shaped by well-functioning labor
markets institutions, and share ‘democratic’ valmegeneral. They all belong, in the terminology
of Huntington (1996), to the ‘Western’ culture. Bdson his intensity-of-conflict predictions (,
p.245), we expect the cultural distance experierimegeople emigrating from other ‘Western’
OECD countries to be zero, but the culture gapttiose from the African (‘Islam’) and Asian

(‘Sinic’) regions to be the largest. Again, we poederror support to increase in cultural distance

Insert Table 6 about here

Model 4 of Table 6 is consistent with the Huntingtoypothesis insofar that great differences
between immigrants’ individual cultures and that tbieir OECD host countries increases
immigrants’ support for terror. On the one hand, wlserve that immigrants from the
USA/Canada and Europe are not different in accgpising violence for political goals compared
to natives — this is an indication that value systef people from Northern America and Europe
are comparable to those of natives in the remai@&§D countries, thus, they experience no
cultural ‘clash’, which produces no conflict. Inéstingly, now we find a strong propensity-
lowering effect for immigrants from Latin Americaa—result of a Catholic tradition to obey god-
given government authorities? A result equally csteat with Huntington (1996), who predicted a
low conflict intensity between people from the ‘icatregions and the ‘Western’ region. On the
other hand, model 4 indicates large cultural distarfor immigrants originating from countries in
Africa, Asia or Oceania, with the latter also irditug the regions Polynesia and MicronesiZhe
positive coefficients indicate that in OECD hostueties their propensity to accept violence is
larger than that of the natives — clash-of-cultefeects for regions predicted to generate high
conflict intensity. All cultural origin-influencesare robust to controlling for individual
denomination - some are even increased in staisignificance (see Table 7). The fact that these

cultural effects persist when individual religiandontrolled for supports the view of a ‘clash-of-

2L Note that the finding for ,Oceania’ is reverted amhactual share of immigrants are related to actuaiber of
transnational terror incidences (see Table 14)ssipty an effect of the heterogeneous compositfdhis region, that
also includes Australia and New Zealand.
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cultures’ effect that is distinct from a ‘clash+@figions’ effect. Overall, the findings of model 4

are consistent with the Huntington-hypothesis ofleah-of-cultures.

5.5. The role of religion

One may argue that ‘culture’ is not only geograpltycdefined (as implicitly assumed in section
5.4.), but also through values and attitudes thmat teansmitted through individual’s religion.
Indeed, much public discussion on the effects iédantegration of immigrants is along the line
of religion rather than geographic origin — Huntong (1996) is a good example for grouping
countries into a culture he calls ‘Islam’ and depa&hg religion-based arguments for a high
conflict intensity between ‘Islam’ and the ‘Westemorld. Possibly, some religions may rank
peacefulness above every other goal, while othexg justify the use of violence under certain
circumstances (e.g. for self-defense, for fightihgly’ wars, for missions, etc.). According to
Huntington (1996), we should expect religions @& universalistic and missionary in their ideals
to raise people’s support for terror in generat, den more in Western OECD countries. In this
section we test whether the propensity to suppemot is influenced by religious values,
approximated by self-reported religious affiliationoth worldwide and for Western OECD
countries only. OECD countries are not only similartheir ‘Western’ values and attitudes (as
discussed in section 5.4.), but also with respedheir majority religion, which are almost all
‘Western-type’-Christian (Catholic or Protestarit). the light of section 5.4., the analysis for
OECD countries will aid us judging whether the &laof-geographic-cultures’-effect of Table 6
persists in the presence of controls for religioar-whether it simply approximates a ‘clash-of-
religions’. Put simply, this last analysis providms answer to the question whether e.g. Serbian
immigrants in OECD countries differ in their behavirom natives because they follow a certain
religion (Christian-Orthodox or Muslim) that difeerfrom the majority religion of their host
countries or because they come from a geograpygiorrevith a differing culture (Balkan region).
The results are presented in Table 7.

Columns 1 and 2 of Table 7 add religious denononatito the baseline model of Table 2, which

excludes measures of immigrant’s geographic oriGiolumn 1 estimates this new model for a
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world sample, while column 2 carries out the ideadtianalysis for the subsample of OECD host
countries. According to the estimates in both caispmost religious denominations (Catholic,
Christian-Orthodox, Jewish, Buddhist, and the exfee category Protestant) play no role for the
propensity to support violence for political godisth across the world and in OECD countffes.
We should emphasize that, contrasting common eapews, being ‘Muslim’ exerts no significant
impact in the world sample (column 1); in contrastOECD countries Muslims show a larger
propensity to support terror compared to the (eatmd immigrant) Protestants, our reference
category. This positive Muslim-effect is consistemith the Huntington’s conflict-intensity-
predictions between the ‘West’ and ‘Islam’. It is@congruent with experiences of the general
public in many OECD countries with already very mguMuslim immigrants and second-
generation pupils being among those with the highesnber of self-report committed violent
crimes (for Germany, see Baier et al. 2009, Baret Bfeiffer 2007f° The weakly significant
positive effect for ‘Hindu " in the OECD sampleggqually consistent with the original Huntington-
hypothesis, while the insignificance of Christiartf@®@dox is not. Overall, models 1 and 2 Table 7
show that most denominations play only a negligible for explaining the propensity to support
violence for political goals. However, not contmad for geographic origin, Muslims in OECD

countries show a significantly larger support feror?*

Insert Table 7 about here

Model 3 of Table 7 adds controls for immigrantgjios of origins, that lets us test the ‘clash of
cultures’ versus the ‘clash of religions’-hypotleesio emphasize the most important finding

(given the ongoing public discussions), we findevadence any more that Muslims have a higher

22 The positive significant coefficient on ‘other’ i®t easily interpretable given its rather kitcsémk nature, pooling
minor religious denominations and having no denatim.

2 |n their 2007 survey, p.26, they report sharepwpils who have admitted to have committed attlese

infringement of German criminal law that involves &ct of violence (e.g. assault, robbery); pupilha Turkish and
Southeast-European cultural background show a |enese rate that is double in size than that ofrtBerman

contemporaries.

% The low number of observations for certain religi@lenominations across immigrants makes a separatgsis of
religion effects by duration of residence or regafrorigin unreliable.
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propensity to support terror than Protestants. €k#mates also reveal that the propensity-
increasing effect of being a Hindu is now dominated the region-of-origin effect. On the

contrary, column 3 shows that the clash-of-cultieffect defined by regions (see section 5.4.)
persists when individual denomination is accourftad These findings are robust to excluding
Turkey from the sample (not reported). Overall, #lo8 suggests that culture defined by

geographic region dominates culture defined bygieh.

Taken altogether, we find that the clash-of-cukbuie not triggered by a clash-of-religions:
religious denomination does not matter to individsiapport for terror. We rather observe that
people with differing religions but originating frothe same geographic region share common

values and attitudes.

5.6. Does integration of immigrants prevent the skaof cultures?

Section 5.4. has shown that culture as defined dngaphic origin plays an important role for
immigrants’ support for terror, which, as sectiob.5suggests, persists when differing religion-
based value systems are accounted for in the erapmodel. To policy-makers, an important
guestion is whether a better integration of immggamitigates the clash-of-culture-impact on the
host society. We test this conjecture by addingratdtion terms between the region-of-origin
effects and integration measures in the sample BE€ countries. Table 8 tests integration of
immigrants into the labor market (model 1), witlspect to social engagement (model 4) and the
duration of residence (models 2 and 3). We haveamhguch measures of integration that leave a
sufficiently large number of observations in thenparison groups; in general, immigrants who
have recently moved to their host countries (<5rg)ear who are unemployed appear rather
underrepresented; about 50% of the immigrantsenstimple stayed 15 years and longer in their
host countries. In principle, given the low numbé&immigrants from certain geographic regions

the findings have to be viewed rather as firstagtethan a final analysis.

% Table 7 assumes religion to be homogeneous agatis®s and immigrants, e.g., that Catholics fromir. America
are comparable in their values and attitudes td@ias residing in OECD countries. Differentiatibyg religion of
foreign-born and immigrant population preserveshhslim-no-effect for immigrating Muslims.
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Table 8 presents the results of this analysis k thi¢é strongest ‘clash-of-cultures’-reducing effect
for a long duration of residence, and some forgrggon in the labor market. Column 1 uses
‘employment, full-time or part-time’ as measure labor market integration, column 2 and 3
measures of residence duration, and column 4 thauof active social engagements. Column 1
shows that for people from Oceania employment dedsice the clash-of-cultures effect - the
clash-of-culture effect is propensity increasing tbe unemployed in this group (1.195), but
roughly zero for the employed ‘Oceanians’ (1.198.936), compared to natives. For immigrants
from the USA and Canada we observe the oppositeelyahat the non-employed strictly reject to
use violence (-0.448), while the employed are rdyghmilar in their attitude to natives (0.672 -
0.448). Employment does not appear to lead to @llintegration of those belonging to the group
of ‘others’. For the remaining groups of immigrafrsm Asia, Europe, Africa and Latin America,
employment equally does not appear to influence ithpact of region of origin, as the
insignificant interaction terms indicate. Howeveéhe now-observable insignificant effect of
certain regions of origins (when compared to sechi@.) suggests that also for people from Africa
and Asia employment has an important effect orr tieeior propensity. In sum, with natives as the
reference group, employment in the host countryappto let immigrants’ attitudes adapt toward

that of the natives, in case their attitudes wdiferént as non-employed.

Insert Table 8 about here

Integration of immigrants measured by durationesfidence does appear to mitigate the clash of
cultures: with at least 15 years of resideratecultural groups experience a propensity-lowering
effect (column 2), as indicated by the negativerattion terms (significant at the 5 or 1 percent
levels, respectively}® In contrast, no integration effects are observdbiea residence duration
exceeding 6 years (column 3). The long-term-residezffect of 15 years even overcompensates
any support-increasing region-of-origin impact (tfen-interacted values in the first half of Table

8): immigrants who reside for a very long time lneit host countries come to reject violence for

% Roughly 50% of all immigrants in the OECD subsaengtay longer than 15 years in their host courtigo when
split by region of origin, except for Oceania.
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political goals even more strongly than the nativite comparison group. Finally, we cannot
observe that immigrants’ political and social aitiés in organizations and political groups lower
the effects of a clash-of-cultures (column 4); eatht appears that increased political engagement
of immigrants from Latin America and Oceania gohand with an increased acceptance to use
violence for political goals — possibly an indicatiof immigrants developing extremist political

views as their political engagement intensifies.

In sum, while the previous analyses reveal thatclash of cultures’ increases immigrants’
propensity to support terror in OECD countries, [€ab suggest that a very long residence in the
OECD host country mitigates and even overcompessateh effect’ Similarly, we observe that

a successful integration into the local labor markakes immigrants in their attitudes similar to

natives.

6. Attitude versus real-life behavior: linking micro surveys to macro phenomena

6.1. Acceptance of violence for political goals epport for terrorism?

Possibly, our previous analyses suffer from thertsbming that they operationalize the support
for terror by measuring the propensity to accemigisiolence for political purposes, assuming

that the latter broader category constitutes aeprasite for, or simply sufficiently encompasses,

becoming a supporter of terrorist groups. Howewasrdiscussed in the data description section
(section 4) ‘violence’ as well as ‘political goalate not defined in the survey and may not only
cover illegal terrorist attacks, but also acts aefsvthat are legitimized by the UN security council

Thus, one may argue that our attitude measurescé does not capture support for terror.

We remedy this shortcoming by employing the vagablipport for terrorism’. This measure of
terror-support is extracted from the first wave tbé WVS, the only wave that includes the

guestion “Terrorism is everyday news. In Principl®st people are against it, but there is still

" Discussing causality, however, we cannot excliexplanation the self-selection of the clash-dfura-affected
into further emigration from their former host caues or, possibly, the return to their home coiestrWe discuss the
restrictions of this empirical study in the condétus
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room for differences of opinion. Which of thesetstaents do you tend to agree with ? (A) There
may be certain circumstances where terrorism i (B) Terrorism for whatever motive must
always be condemned” Possible answers are a) AgtheA b) agree with B and c) neither. We
code this acceptance-of-terror question in anaktogthe acceptance-of-violence, so that higher
values indicate greater acceptance (-1 for ansyved for answer c), and 1 for answer a)). There
are, however, shortcomings when using the firsten@ithe WVS: its low number of observations
(about 25’000 in 20 mainly OECD countries), itsgamation from the early eighties (1981-1984),
and its missing information on immigration statusd aegion of origin. The first wave also
includes the religious denomination information @ndector of socio-demographic controls (age,
gender, education, occupational status, maritalsE Descriptive statistics are presented in
Table A4 of the Appendix.

To test whether our measure of acceptance-of-weldor-political-goals (wave 3) approximates
support-for-terror (wave 1) we compare whethergrelis denomination, our focal determinant,
behaves similarly for both measures. To ensure eoafity, we construct dichotomous measures
of terror support from both attitude variables; &also restrict all regressions to the subsample of
OECD countries. Models 1 and 4 of Table 9 emplayfthl set of religious denominations, while

the remaining models exclude those with an insieffitcnumber of observations.

Table 9 presents the marginal effects for the aassoc of religious denomination with the
acceptance of violence for political goals (modet3) and the acceptance of terrorism (models 4
and 5), both estimated with probit with standanmersr adjusted to clustering at the country level.
All regressions show that religious denominatiomrex a similar impact on either measure of
terrorism-support. In OECD countries, excluding swas of regions of origin, both Muslims and
Buddhists are more likely than Protestants (referecategory) to accept violence for political
goals and to support terrorism likewise. In cortiraglievers of all other major denominations
have a comparable attitude to that of Protestdmtslusion of ‘Buddhists’ from the regression
sample does not alter these findings. Note thamaitlels do not include controls for regional

origin which, as Table 7 indicates, we expect tmihate the religion effect:

% The first wave measures education in completedsyas compared to highest degree obtained. Inetpession
sample of 13’000 surveyed persons, 44% are Protssta3% are Catholic, 0.19% are Hindu, 0.24% Jewisl7%
Muslims, and 1.92% of another, unknown denomination

25



Also for the remaining explanatory variables doalserve similar effects across the two types of
terror-support-measures (not reported): both diguare hyperbolic in age, strongly positive in
being male, and rather accepted by extreme lefgev;d We do, however, observe some
differences for extreme conservatives, housewiessl unemployed across the two samples.
Differential effects for political ideology may nds from the different types of terrorism in the

early eighties compared to that of the late nisetithe non-support of the unemployed and
housewives for terror in the eighties may be roatetthe rather rosy labor market condition during
that time (with unemployed and housewives expedtsg) re-integration) compared to that of the

nineties (with high rates of long-term unemploy&d).

Overall, Table 9 suggests that propensity to acempence for political goals and propensity to
view terrorism justified are comparable measureghef latent construct ‘support for terror’,

particularly with respect to the effects of religgodenomination.

Insert Table 9 about here

6.2. Self-report support for terror and committingolent acts against persons

A general shortcoming of attitude measures is thait relevance for actual behavior can always
be put into question. Does people’s self-reporpprsity to accept violence constitute an attitude
that approximates interviewee’s real-life behavi@@mmitting acts of terror involves damaging

persons - conflicting with basic human rights. @piso may trigger high psychological and

economic opportunity costs, preventing many symipath to get actively involved — whereas

reporting a supportive attitude in surveys comesnadll costs for the interviewee. This lets our
measure of reported terror-support appear a sifipleervice with little real-life consequences.

Why our data do not allow observing (self-reporfivee support of terror groups, we can validate

% We also observe a difference in the impact of igé high education (indifferent in wave 1 but sgly rejecting
violence in wave 3), possibly caused by using digar measures — years in wave 1 and degree in ®ave
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the attitude measure by relating it to a questiorca@mmitting violent behavior against persons for

political purposeg’

To validate our attitude ‘support for terror’, wevestigate a) whether there is association between
this measure and self-report behavior ‘having danéent actions against persons for achieving
political goals’. We also test b) whether religiafSliation affects actual behavior the same way i
affects attitude. We measure actual behavior biclaotbmous measure that indicates whether in
her past the interviewee has committed violent ftpolitical goals against persons, or not. This
measure is based on the following question, froenfitlst wave of the WVS: “Now I'd like you to
look at this card. I'm going to read out some diéfg@ forms of political actions that people can
take, and I'd like you to tell me, for each one,etfter you have actually done these things,
whether you would do it, might do it, or would nevender any circumstances, do any of them:
“Using personal violence like fighting with otheemonstrators or the police.” Answers include
‘have done [in the past]’ ‘might do [in the futurelnd ‘would never do’. Omitting those 400 of
15’000 persons responding to the second categayse the first answer for measuring ‘having a
violent past’ versus ‘having no violent pasid not sympathizing with use of violence in the near
future’. Our analysis relates this actual behavmthe attitude of terror support, a dichotomous
measure which omits the small number of undecidete intermediate category, equally obtained
from the first wave. Table A4 of the Appendix refsodescriptive statistics of the variables in the
first wave of the WVS.

The simple Spearman rank correlation between titeds ‘support for terror’ and the activity of
‘violent acts’ against persons is positive and sicgnt at the 1 percent level (0.06). Table 10
regresses religious affiliation but also a dichadasimeasure of terror support on the dichotomous
index of violent past as political activity; repedtare the marginal effects of the probit estimates
for OECD countries, with standard errors adjustedltistering at the country level. Models 1 - 3

include controls only for gender and age, while gled4 - 6 include the full set of control

%In a sense, this section tests whether a prortattiude makes one a potential recruit by testogroups, in line
with radicalization theories (e.g. McCauley and kalenko 2008). However, as discussed in sectidargyrists may
well profit from a sympathizing attitude, which levs their direct and opportunity costs of commgitierror attacks.
For example, sympathizers may contribute by givsn@ll donations. The WVS lacks questions on actupporting
behavior. We test the relation between populatttitude and terror incidences in section 6.3.
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variables (education, marital status, occupatiataius). For reasons of comparison, significant

control variables are also reported.

Table 10 shows that persons who find terrorismifjedt are also likely to use violence against
persons for political goals. In model 2 (5), chawggirom ‘non-support’ to ‘support’ is associated
with an increase in the probability of actually aquitting violent acts against persons by 0.9 (0.6)
percentage points. This attitude effect for acheflavior is substantial, and comparable in size to
that of the socio-demographic determinants in t&rol vector: In model 5, the attitude effect is
about as large as the positive gender effect, lamghdsitive unemployment effect, and larger than
the positive effect of ‘being single’ (0.003).

Table 10 also shows that the effect of religioudiaion on actually committing violent acts is
analogous to the effect for terrorism-support dbl&e0. Being ‘Muslim’ in Western-culture OECD
countries shows a significant positive associatidih committing violent acts against persons as
political activity, while the remaining denominat® have a propensity equally large compared to
Protestants, the reference grétigNote that Table 10 does not include regionaltzelimeasures

which are not available in the first wave).

Insert Table 10 about here

Overall, Table 10 provides empirical evidence foedtérn-culture OECD countries that people’s
attitude towards terrorism at least partly refleatgual politically motivated violence against

persons — many of those who report to be in sugpoterror have actually already made the next
step of exerting politically motivated violence agd persons themselves. Speaking with the
model of Schnellenbach (2006), Table 10 separateterate from extreme nihilists in the WVS

micro survey. Most importantly, the attitude measis validated not only as the self-report
attitude is a decisive determinant of actual bedra\but also as religion does affect attitude and
behavior in identical ways.

31 The varying number of denominations is causeddsept prediction in some models 2 and 3.
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6.3. Acceptance of violence and occurrence of terro

While these micro-level findings of the WVS suggésat there is a strong relation between

individual attitude ‘support for terror’ and actuatividual behavior, it is not clear whether such

relation holds also at the aggregate level, rafatittitudes in the population to real-life macro-

economic and social phenomena. As discussed ithd@y section (section 2), the hypotheses
developed by Li (2005) and Kurild-Klitgaard et §2006) suggest that people’s discontent with
government policies should increase their propgrtsitsupport terror networks or, possibly as

final step, even start actively engaging in tewmotivities themselves. Schnellenbach (2006) has
argued that terrorist's costs of committing teramts decline as local support for her activities
increases in the population. Thus, even if incrédsegor support in the population does not turn
people into new terrorists at large, it makes theor-production-process’ by the already existing

terrorists less costly. Thus, we expect the nundfeterror attacks to increase in people’s

propensity to support terror.

This section tests whether in target countries [adjmn attitude towards terror affects the
occurrence of transnational terror events. Usirgg RAND-MIPT data set on terror incidences
from 1970-2000, we extract the number of transnafiderror attacks in target countries from
1995-2000. We match these data with the target toganpopulation share supporting terror,
observed between 1994 and 2000, constructed for a&faihe 45 countries in wave 3 of the WVS.
These cross-sectional data on a maximum of 45 deardre then augmented with a vector of
control variables (GDP, population, civil libertjegoting in line with the USA at the UN,
economic growth), based on previous empirical metean the socio-economic causes of terror
(e.g. Dreher and Fischer 2010, Dreher and Gassé)@8, Piazza 20068%. We employ three
different measures of terror attacks: the numberrasfsnational terror events in the current year
(model 1), the average count of terror attacks betw1995 and 2000 (model 2), and averaged
terror rates (defined analogously to crime ratesthe population (model 3); the models are
estimated with the negative binomial estimator (eidd or using OLS (models 2 and>3)Table

A5 of the Appendix provides descriptive statistithe share in the population that accepts using

%2 The low number of observations does not allowitieusion of decentralization measures. Becaustheflow
number of observations in the sample period, atogonas empirical analysis for domestic terror wasfeasible.

3 Using averages of terror events smoothes outyéadtuations that might otherwise disguise systémrelations
between the explanatory variables and the explanklodvever, using the negative binomial estimatos lize
advantage of taking account of the count-struotfiterror events and the overrepresentation of adexks.
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violence for political goals ranges from about 1pota 56% in the sample; the average number of
events between 1995 and 2000 varies from O to é8fukith mean of 1. The results are presented
in Table 11.

Table 11 shows that the population support footeaffects the occurrence of transnational terror
events: All models suggest that the number of teerents in a country increases in people’s
propensity to accept the use of violence for pmditipurposes. The significant coefficient on the
squared term indicates an effect at a decreasitey Tée non-linearity implies that for some

countries in the sample the association may evearbe negative (beyond the turning point of the
population attitude-terror relation); possibly, alerspread attitude that supports terror leadsito a

underreporting of terror attacks.

Insert Table 11 about here

Most control variables in Table 11 show the exp@dieection of influence (e.g. Piazza 2006): In
tendency, terror events increase in population @&mkin economic growth, but are lowered if the
country undertook a recent institutional changeb&zome more democratic. No effects are
observable for GDP per capita, the level of denmciand voting in line with the US. The few

differences compared to the previous literaturehwespect to voting behavior in the UN can
easily be explained by the much smaller numbeoahtries, many of them OECD countries, and

the missing time dimension in the sample.

As robustness test, Table 12 presents the restks whe ‘terrorism is justified’-question of the
first wave of the WVS is employed in place of teeror-support-measure of wave 3. This gives
rise to a cross-section of a maximum of 12 OECDntees. We construct the dependent variables
of transnational terror events measures for the fp@riod 1980 to 1985 in exact analogy to the
previous analysis. We account for the very smatsa size by reducing the number of control
variables to a minimum, including only GDP, popidatsize and political rights. Between 1980

and 1985, the population share of those who vieworiem as justified under certain
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circumstances varies from 12% to 29%, while theaye terror count varies from 0.17 to 32. In
Table 12, models 1 and 4 use the original countabbr and estimate a negative binomial
regression, while the remaining models that usea@esl transnational terror counts or rates,

respectively, are estimated with OLS.

Table 12 clearly supports that the number of teenants increases in the share of the population
viewing terrorism as justified political means. Téignificant coefficient on the squared term in
models 1 and 2 indicate a decreasing marginal teffi@icroring the finding of Table 11. This non-
linearity is corroborated when in models 4 and Soattying country is excluded and the attitude
measure is employed in its log form. Note that stegistical insignificances in models 3 and 6
pertain to all explanatory variables in the regassnot only the determinant of interest. The
control variables show the expected influencessitpe effect of population, a decreasing effect

of political rights, and an insignificant coefficieon national income.

Insert Table 12 about here

Overall, Tables 11 and 12 show that a favorableufaion attitudes towards using violence for
political goals or even using terror under cert@ngumstances, our alternative measures of terror
support, are positively related with actual ternocidences: Corroborating the individual-level
findings of section 6.1.and 6.2., also the couitgrel do we find that attitude and outcome of
behavior strongly correlate. These findings aresiant with economic models of terror and
crime discussed in section 2 that view terroristssts lowered as the level of local support for

their activities increases.
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6.4. Summary of robustness tests

The empirical analyses in section 6 show convirlgitttat following relations hold:

1. the individual attitudes ‘support for terrorisarid ‘acceptance of using violence to achieve
political goals’ are strongly related and overlaygpconcepts

2. at the individual level, such attitude is a sg@redictor of actual behavior (committing acts of
violence against persons as political means) and

3. at the country level, both attitudes as popoitatiharacteristics are decisive determinants of the
occurrence of transnational terror events, evemvgwoditical and economic factors are controlled

for.

Overall, these robustness and validity tests sughes the ‘clash-of-culture’ effect observed in
section 5 does not only impact actual individugbmrt for terror, but, through all transmission
channels at the country-level, should also affeetdccurrence of terror attacks. Since this ‘clash-
of-culture’ effect increases the individual propgngo support terror, we should, in turn, observe
that the population attitude changes in the shamamigrants that originate from such culturally-
distanced countries. Consequently, we expect tretrtore immigrants from culturally-distanced
regions with a strong conflict potential live incartain country, the more terror attacks should
occur in this country. The next section provides empirical analysis of this conjecture for
‘Western” OECD countries.

7. Outlook: Immigration and the occurrence of terra attacks in OECD countries

For OECD countries our individual-level analysese€tions 5 and 6 suggest that immigrants are,
in general, more likely to support terror - a fimgl consistent with economic models of illegal
activities (e.g. Becker 1986), as well as politempnomic models of terror choice (Li 2005),
according to which immigrants who are socially, rmmically and politically less integrated than
natives. For OECD countries, the micro-level anedyalso indicate that immigrants from Africa
and Asia have a higher propensity to support teétran the native population or immigrants from

most of the other world regions, irrespective cdithreligious denomination. We interpret this
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finding as being generally in line with the cladketvilizations-hypothesis (Huntington 1996),

even though we reject his hypothesis of a ‘Musluttoe’-clash with the Western world.

Bringing these micro results to the aggregate |amedeneral, a rising share of immigrants should
be positively associated with the occurrence afotesm in OECD countries, as their favorable
attitude and local support lowers terrorists’ cotcommitting terror attacks. Furthermore, we
expect immigrants from Africa and Asia to show eosger influence on terror incidence than
immigrants from other world regions, an impact tisaihdependent from their religious values — a
guestion we pursue as second step. This finalosedt the paper provides a tentative empirical

answer to these questions, calling for more intdepsearch in the future.

7.1. Immigration and terror: a country panel analis

As first step we analyze the relation between immatign, viewing immigrants as one
homogenous group, and the occurrence of terrof5ED countries. We combine a country panel
of transnational terror events 1970-2004, obtaineh the RAND-MIPT database (see Table 11),
with annual data on the share of immigrants inpihyeulation (stock) in 26 OECD countries, 1992-
2006, retrieved from the CESifo DICE databasehinfollowing, we estimate the following linear

relation

terrory= f(immigrantsy.1, Xi.1, FE;, Ty),

where the dependent variable, the number of traiosia terror incidences in countryat timet
(terrory), is a function of the share of immigrants in g@pulation {mmigrants.;), a couple of
control variables Xi..1) that are obtained from the literature on transnal terrorism (Piazza
2006, Dreher and Fischer 2010), country fixed e$fgEE;), and a non-linear time trend that
accounts for the time dimensiof ). The control variables are the same as in Talleand 1£*
Following the empirical literature, we lag all eaphtory variables by one period. The country
fixed effects account for time-invariant traits Bugs governance structure and national culture,

and recording behavior. Given that we account ichsunobserved heterogeneity across countries

34 Given the sample of OECD countries, we excludevéiiéable ‘voting in line with the US in the UN’ gumonly
employed in world samples (e.g. Dreher and Fis@@L0).
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and that the set of explanatory variables is lagggadne period, we have some confidence in

identifying a causal relationship between immigmatind transnational terror incidenées.

We follow the international definition of ‘immigréras a person originally not born in her current
country of residenc® The definition in the CESifo DICE database inclsigdl types of legal
immigrants, irrespective through which program tleeyered the country — be it through a work
permit, through family reunion programs, throughswccessful asylum application, or rescue
programs for persons from regions of civil warjraghe case of Ex-Yugoslavia. In our panel of 26
countries from 1993 to 2004 (189 observations) ntgimum number of terror events is 13, while
its mean is roughly 1 with a standard deviationl®. The share of immigrants varies between
1.9% and 33% in the resident population. Furtheciptive statistics are presented in Table*A6.
For all samples, Table 13 tests a linear and alinear relation between the (lagged) population
share of immigrants and the occurrence of transnatiterror events in 26 OECD countries.
Having identified Spain as statistical outlier, wohs 1 through 3 exclude Spain from the

regression sample, while columns 4 through 6 ptaberfull sample estimates.

Overall, Table 13 clearly shows for all non-linegrecifications that the share of immigrants is
positively associated with the number of transmeatiderror incidents in OECD countries — which,
given the econometric set-up, we interpret as d¢ae&ation. In the reduced sample that excludes
Spain, models 1 and 2 show a positive impact of ignamt shares, but at a decreasing rate. This
finding is corroborated in model 3 that employs libgarithmic transformation of our variable of
interest. In the full sample, the evidence for tlem-linear effect appears less strong, with an
increase less steep and a curvature less pronoynuatkls 5 and 6). This positive impact of
immigrants on the number of terror incidences issgsient with our hypothesis of an integration
effect on the propensity to support terror and previous findings from our individual-level

analyses.

% Inclusion of country fixed effects substantialljtigates biases through endogeneity and omitteidbts. See also
the discussion in Dreher and Fischer (2010) ancheis(2010).

% Thus, the group of ‘immigrants’ includes also matized immigrants, who have obtained the legaitrig vote and
run for office. However, due to language restrigtiontegration of passport-holding immigrants ittte economic,
social and political dimension may still not be qarable to that of natives.

3" Due to data availability restrictions an analoganslysis for foreign-passport-holders in placénmhigrants was
not deemed to produce robust results.
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Insert Table 13 about here

7.2. The clash-of-cultures and terror: a country pal analysis

As second step we differentiate now the stock omignants of Table 13 by their cultural

background, measured by certain characteristicth@if country of origin. Since OECD host

countries are attractive to immigrants becauseheir twealth, their political stability and high

standard of living, many immigrants originate fr@oorer or politically unstable countries around
the world. These include immigrants from formerorwés (India, Pakistan, South America),
countries with a recent episodes of civil war amaent conflict (e.g. Ex-Yugoslavian countries),

or poorer and overpopulated countries borderingeildgle.g. Northern Africa). In the WVS wave

3 data but also according to actual immigratioradhalf of the immigrant stock originates from

OECD countries (USA, Canada and Europe) (see akip. For our country-level analysis, we

employ the International Migration Database, olgdifrom OECD statistics, which contains
information on the country of origin for stocks mhmigrant persons (in thousands), for each
OECD host country and year between 1991 and 2bivanalogy to the micro analysis of section
5, we account for cultural background by, firstogephic region of origin, assuming that
neighboring countries share certain values, tm@asti history and institutions. Second, we also
group the sending countries by the majority relgitn particular, we distinguish between the
geographic regions Africa, Asia, Europe, Northemekica, and Oceania, which includes not only
Australia and New Zealand but also the regions dfiesia and Polynesia. Latin America and the
Caribbean constitute one joint geographic redioBy using geographic definitions we avoid

including only countries along lines of majorityligpon or geo-political features. As regards

3 Spain is excluded as extreme outlier from theessjpn samples of Tables 13 and 14. Unfortunatese data
contain many missing country-year observationstiqadarly for the period 1990-1996, but are, cuthgnthe best
available. Missing information on immigrants haveeb filled with the number of foreign-passport leok] where
possible. This procedure is in analogy to the Uksiom of the International Migration Database, whjmools both
types of migrants.

% In some analyses we split Africa further into te®graphic regions Northern Africa and remainingds, and the
region Asia into Western Asia and remaining coestin Asia. Note that the geographically definegimes are not
identical to the region definitions used by inteim@al organizations. By using this geographicirdgbn we avoid
including only countries along lines of majorityigéon or geo-political features.
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religious denomination, we group countries by thagamty religions (population share > 50%)
Buddhism, Catholicism, Christian-Orthodox, Hinduigftwvo countries), Islam, Judaism (one
country), Protestantism, and ‘other’; in the actealpirical analysis, Hinduism and Judaism are
counted among the group of ‘other’. For each grotipnmigrants we calculate their share in the
resident population. In our unbalanced panel 0OECD countries from 1991 to 2004 we observe
that transnational terror events vary between 0 Zhdttacks, with a mean of 2 events and a
standard deviation of 4. The largest sample meamuofigrant shares in the resident population
are observed for those originating from Europe %g,6followed by those from Asian countries
(1.8%). In terms of religion, most immigrants arder Protestants or Catholics (1.8% and 1.9%,
respectively), closely followed by Muslims (1.5%8)The relatively large share of Muslims and
still considerable shares of immigrants from Africeountries (0.5%) as well as from Western
Asia (0.7%) and remaining Asia (1.5%) makes us ident in being able to identify separate
effects of majority religion and region of origiparticularly for Muslim immigrants from Africa

and Asia. Table A7 of the Appendix provides furtbescriptive statistics.

Table 14 estimates regressions on transnationabrtettacks from 1991 to 2004, dividing

immigrants into groups by regional origin (modelarid 2) and religious background (model 3).
Models 4 and 5 present the findings from a generalpecific-analysis which pools the religious
and regional origin measures into one model; thosglets 4 and 5 test whether the dominating
influence of ‘culture’ on transnational terror iseeted by geographic region of origin or majority
religion in the country of origin. As in Tables firough 13, all models control for the commonly
employed determinants of transnational terror in CDE countries, unobserved country

heterogeneity, and a common non-linear time trend.

Model 1 employs very broad definitions of geograptagions, approximating continental plates.
These are Africa, Asia, Europe, Northern Americee@hia, and Latin America and the Caribbean.
The population share of immigrants from Africa mspively associated with transnational terror
attacks, while those from Oceania and the Caribi@sarnh-American region show a negative

relation. Immigrants from other parts of the wodd not appear to play any decisive role for

% The mean share of immigrants with ‘no religiorany other religion’, ‘Hindu’ or ‘Jew’ amounts to.3%. Due to
the heterogeneity of this group, estimates haveetmterpreted with caution.
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terror. As argued before, the empirical set-upvedlais to interpret these findings as causal, albeit
with caution: in this light, immigrants from Africappear to trigger more transnational terror

incidences, while immigrants from Oceania and thealibean appear to reduce them.

That immigrants from specific non-democratic coi@str with possibly a history of violent
conflict, and from religious states have a high&elihood of supporting terrorism against
Western-culture countries, compared to immigraniggiraating from other parts of the world, is a
major public concern in OECD countri&sMost of these ‘suspicious’ countries are located i
Northern Africa and West Asia. Model 2 tests tlogjecture by splitting the group of African and
Asian immigrants into those from Northern Africaouatries and those from remaining African
countries, and those originating from Western Asid the rest of Asia. The geographic group of
Northern African countries includes Morocco, DjiliptAlgeria, Egypt, Eritrea, Ethiopia, Libya,
Mali, Mauretania, Niger, Sudan, Chad, and TuniSiae geographic group of Western Asian
countries is formed by Georgia, Armenia, Nagornoabakh (Azerbaijan), Iran, Iragq, Saudi
Arabia, Syria, Turkey, and the United Arab Emirat&he results of model 2 are only partly
consistent with this conjecture: While the ternacreasing effect in model 1 is triggered by those
from Northern African countries (at the 1 percesudl of significance), a terror-rising impact of
immigrants from Asia is observed for those who cdroe all Asian countries except for Western

Asia - a geographic region ‘Asia’ that excludes Atrabic peninsul4?

Model 3 tests the influence of culture defined bgjarity religion in the sending country; the
majority religion is thought to shape the valuedl d@raditions in a country. Excluding any
geographic origin variable, immigrants from a Maslcountry show a positive relation with the
occurrence of transnational terror — with a stiatidly strong effect (at the 1 percent level). Besr

lowering effects are observed for immigrants whanedrom predominantly Catholic countries,
and for those from countries with one of the minarld religions (Hinduism, Judaism, and other

religions); please note that by construction mam®CO countries are part of this particular group.

*1 Dreher and Gassebner (2010) report that persorigrating from countries with a higher number ofroer
incidences ‘cause’ transnational terror in the isgog countries.

*2 The ‘remaining Asia’ effect is consistent with Himgton’s conflict intensity predictions betweenin®’ and

,West’, while the insignificant effect for ‘Westersia’ (the first subsample of his ,Islam’ categpopntradicts his
conjectures. On the other hand, the strong effecNorthern Africa’ (the second subsample of hidam’ category)
is, again, supportive of his idea.
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Immigrants from countries which are shaped by @nsOrthodoxism, Buddhism, or
Protestantism do not exert any influence on thebmrrof transnational terror incidences in OECD

countries.

In order to test whether immigrants’ culture byheitregion or religion dominates for explaining
transnational terror, model 4 pools the (almoggpisicant determinants of both models 1 and 2
into one combined mod&.Because of the low number of host countries indtuss-section it
was advisable to select the variables for the famshbined model based on a general-to-specific
(GTS) selection procedure: Starting from the moshplete specification, variables with lowest z-
statistics were eliminated from the model in a diggstep procedure. In addition, we used the
Akaike-information criterion to observe the improvents in explanatory quality; the GTS was
completed when the Akaike-value could not be imptbwn further. The estimates of the final
specification are reported in column 4 of Table Wh column 5 splitting the ‘Origin: Asia’-

group again into ‘Western Asia’ and ‘Remaining Asfa

Insert Table 14 about here

For the question whether Muslim immigrants or imraigs from Northern Africa and Asia in
general bring about transnational terror in OECBtlamuntries, models 4 and 5 show clearly the
dominance of geographic-origin over the religiomgior. the coefficient on ‘Origin: Islam’ is
insignificant, while the geographic origins ‘NortheAfrica’, ‘Remaining Africa’ and ‘Remaining
Asia’ matter. Contrasting expectations, people fraviestern Asia’ show, again, no influence on
terror. As one may expect, the correlation betwpgepulation shares ‘coming from an Islamic
country’ and originating from certain world regioissconsiderably strong for Western Asia (0.75)

and Northern Africa (0.67) — both correlations tam strong to impede a separate identification of

3 Given the rather low number of host countries gears in this panel and considerable correlatidaéen some
measures of religion and regional origin (e.g. Budioh and Asia, Protestantism and Oceania), a joahtision of all
cultural variables made the model incalculable.

* Estimates from a specific-to-general selectioncpdure are presented in Table A8 of the Appendie T
specification of the final model, however, is sfghnpath-dependent, and thus to some degree asgbitra
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region and religion effecfS. Wald-Tests of both religious and geographic faestimates in
models 4 and 5 show that ‘Origin: Islam’ does naitter even if jointly taken into account with
those geographic regions for which these high tatroms exist. In specific, there is no joint
significance for ‘Islam’ with ‘Western Asia’ or ‘reaining Asia’?® In model 4, the Wald-test
shows no joint significance for the geographic dactemaining Africa’ with ‘Origin: Islam’.
Similarly, for the pair ‘Northern Africa’ and ‘Ista’ we observe that ‘Islam’ does contribute to its
joint significance, albeit not enough to raise statistical significance above the 5% threshold
already observed for the geographic origin factoisblation?’ Expressed more simply, having a
Muslim religion plays some role for immigrants fradorthern African countries, as it adds to the
geographic origin effect, but not decisively; sttially spoken, the contribution of ‘being from a
Muslim country’ to the effect of ‘coming from Noein Africa’ is negligible. Overall, these tests
of joint significance in models 4 and 5 show thas inot the immigrants’ religion ‘Islam’, but thei

home culture defined by geographic proximity thattters for transnational terror.

For all other groups of immigrants by regional eligious origin, we find either that they exert a
terror-lowering impact or that they do not matterthe occurrence of transnational terror: As
expected, immigrants originating from Europe, USAGanada do not appear to influence the
occurrence of transnational terror attacks. In i@mtf immigrants from the region ‘Oceania’ show
a terror-decreasing impact. These findings wereadly obtained in models 1 and 2, but now these
relations hold when the cultural dimension ‘religias accounted for in models 4 and 5. The
public security-increasing effects of religions t@alicism’ and ‘Other religion’ in model 3 are
now equally preserved when we account for cultefingd by geograph$? Overall, the only case
where we observe a ‘switch’ from a previous religeffect in model 3 to a geographic effect in
the complete models 4 and 5 is for the populatimares of immigrants coming from a country

where the majority religion is Islam.

5 Correlation coefficients are rather small for tgions of origin remaining Africa (0.31) remainiAgia (0.18), and
Europe (0.26).

“% 1n model 5, the statistics of the Wald-tests @fijsignificances are as follows: GHDrigin: Islam, Origin: Western
Asia, Origin: Remaining Asia) = 3.99, p-value 2629, (Origin: Islam, Origin: Remaining Asia) 399, p-value =
0.1363, (Origin: Islam, Origin: Western Asia) =9@, p-value = 0.2274.

“"1n model 4, the statistics of the Wald-tests d@ftjsignificances are as follows: Gi{Drigin: Islam, Origin: Northern
Africa, Origin: Remaining Africa) = 8.58, p-valueG:0354, CHi (Origin: Islam, Origin: Northern Africa) = 8.17; p
value = 0.0168, Chi(Origin: Islam, Origin: Remaining Africa) = 4.1@;value = 0.1241.

8 The GTS revealed that the strongly significantatisg effect of ,Caribbean and South America’ indals 1 and 2
was driven by the cultural dimension ‘Catholicism’.
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In sum, the country panel analyses of the impaamafigration on transnational terror in OECD
countries are in large consistent with our previausss-sectional individual-level results:
Immigrants do exert a terror-increasing effect.sTimpact on terror incidences appears driven by
immigrants from Africa, particularly Northern Afa¢ and Asia - but not Western Asia — again, the
country-level findings match that of the individdaVel analysis perfectly. Both approaches find
then that the geographic-origin effects dominake ‘telam’-effect: it is not the religion which
drives these results. This finding contradicts khentington-hypothesis that it is the missionary
and universalistic religious values of ‘Islam’ thatpede a successful integration into a Western
host country. Rather, our findings suggest thatettaee general cultural traits that relate to these
geographic regions that are causal for why immigrdrom those regions may support terror,
triggering terror attacks. We discuss such possikjganation further in the conclusih.

8. Conclusion

This paper tests whether immigrants are more likeBn natives to be supporters of terrorist
groups and, through lowering terrorists’ costsyéase the number of terror incidences in their
host country. Using the World Values Survey on B88'(@ersons in more than 45 countries (1994-
1999) we find that individual's social, economiadapolitical disintegration increases the
propensity to support terror. In particular, for CE host countries we find that immigrants do
show a higher propensity to accept using violeceblitical goal than natives. Differentiating by
region of origin, we find strong evidence that p&s who emigrated from Africa, Asia and
Oceania into culturally distant OECD countries arere prone to accept violence. Interestingly,
these effects are orthogonal to individual religiebeing a Muslim plays no role for explaining
this individual support for terror. We also pressame evidence that integration in labor markets

and a longer residence may reduce the clash-afiregheffect on terror support.

“9 Since the panel data include also several yesestale 9/11-attacks, we can be assured that we foawnd a general
relation between integration and terror acceptance.
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In a second part of the paper we employ countrelsanf transnational terror attacks in 30 OECD
countries (1991-2004), and show not only that paijpah’'s support for terror is positively
associated with terror, but also that the sharenafigrant population increases the occurrence of
terror attacks. Consistent with the micro-levellgsia, immigrants particularly from Asia (but not
Western Asia) and Africa appear to trigger terreergs, while immigrants from Oceania do not
exert such effect. Corroborating our survey-basadirigs, originating from a Muslim culture does

not appear to matter.

These results are largely consistent with econ@mdtsociological theories of the supply of crime,
terror and violence. Immigrants face lower politiceconomic and social opportunity costs of
supporting terrorism, and, in case of a great calltdistance to their host countries, even lower
psychological costs of doing so. The empirical itssalso support the view that geographic origin
and religion constitute two distinct dimensions'aflture’; given the public discussions about ‘a
threat by Islamism’, our study rather shows thahynproblems with integrating immigrants are
rooted in cultural-geographic distance rather tdanominational differences. These micro- and
macro-level findings contradict the traditional Hington-Hypothesis (1996) that rests on the
universalist and missionary values of the religitsham’; rather, they are both in support of a
broader interpretation of his conjecture which wecdss below. However, we cannot exclude
alternative explanations to a simple ‘clash-of-ards’-conjecture. Nannestad (2004) has shown
that non-Western immigrarifsare less integrated in the Danish labor market tfmemigrants from
Western cultures — thus, labor market discrimimafio host countries) may well increase in the
culture gap between immigrants and natives, becatisgcomparability of signaling languages
and work attitudes; a large culture gap may alsarbebstacle to immigrants’ successful political
and social participation. As a consequence, theoippity costs of crime may be lower for
immigrants from culturally-distanced countries tHhhat for those from culturally close regions.
Another alternative explanation for our finding tisat the act of migration itself (and the
experiences made therein) changes people’s prefsenlepending on their region of origin.
Often, immigrants from countries in civil war orled by unstable regimes undergo periods of
social and emotional suffering and economic hapdigfore they finally arrive in their final

destination; psychologically spoken, such expessnmould change immigrants’ discount factor,

*%|n his study, the Non-Western countries includek®y, Ex-Yugoslavia, Iraq, Lebanon (Palestine), Sochalia.
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making them less ‘patient’ and willing to await theturn on their investment in the far-away
future. Overall, our findings may not support thestence of a ‘clash-of-cultures’ as such, but
simply suggest that immigrants develop, dependmgheir regions of origin, differing degrees of

frustration and discontent that are finally expeesthrough acts of violence (e.g. Li 2005).

Our analysis leaves the gquestion open what ‘gebgraprigin’ as cultural factor does reflect -
values of ‘machismo’ developed over long centurpsssibly a recent history of civil war and
fights for independence, or the current experiesfceon-functioning political institutions ? — all
these experiences and traditions ‘clash’ with Westalues and help shaping preferences and
attitudes that are incompatible with ‘Western’ stieis. In African and Asian countries, terrorism
and violent conflict may possibly be commonly adeepmeans by which ‘politics’ is done — an
attitude which is then quasi ‘imported’ into OECBuatries by immigrants from those regions. In
support of such region-specific cultural traitsseaent survey by Baier et al. (2009) on violence
propensity among pupils in Germany has revealed tiéldren whose parents originate
particularly from (pooled) Northern Africa and Aralpeninsula, Albania/Yugoslavia, and Turkey
accept social norms that justify violence by malegainst other persons under certain
circumstances (defense of honor, protection of famrmembers, violence against wife, etc.)
(p.72)>* Possibly, it is such attitudes on ‘manliness’ amglicitly ‘acceptable ways of problem-
solving’ that are deeply rooted in certain worlgioms which may constitute the underlying real

cause for why certain groups of immigrants showhsugh propensity to support terror.

Certain shortcomings due to data restrictions dd get allow to draw final policy
recommendations for the fight against terror aridgration policies: On the one hand, our cross-
sectional analysis suggests that civic engagemas#gsethe integration of immigrants in general
into their host society— we remain, however, ignonahich factors help narrowing this cultural
gap between immigrants from Asia and Africa andveat Even though we have some indication
that employment and a long duration of residencg aid, more in-depth research with national
household panels constructing channels of causalitgeded to analyze the differing mechanisms

of integration by immigrants’ cultural origins. Fer research should also analyze to what extent

1 Among the male pupils from these three region9®4 21.8%, and 23.5%, respectively, agreed to sactal norm
of manliness. In contrast, only 4,9% of the natBerman pupils accepted such norm.

42



second-generation immigrants, who have been borthaim host countries, are similar to their
parents in their propensity to support terror. Fyndhere is a strong need to investigate into the
determinants of geographically-bound attitudes e tirese shaped by recent experiences of
conflict or do they constitute long-lasting cultuvalues? Without such in-depth knowledge, no

policy advice on how to integrate people from stegfions can be given.

Overall, while this study is possibly one of thesfiempirical contributions to reveal the terror-
increasing impact of immigration from cultural-geaghically distanced regions, it constitutes
only a very first small step of empirical reseatigat still awaits further investigation. In partiay
we need more in-depth analyses on mediating faabrthe differing ‘geographic-region-of-
origin’-effects, the economic, social and politicaluses for why geographic origin of immigrants
matters, and the reasons for the irrelevance ofioel Moreover, we are in need of more
information on the dynamics of a successful integna before we can derive any policy

conclusion. The public debate remains open.
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Appendix

Table Al: Countries

code Freq. Percent code Freq. Percent
ALB 770 1.30 MDA 892 1.50
ARG 1’055 1.77 MEX 2'159 3.63
ARM 1'872 3.15 MKD 911 1.53
AUS 1'958 3.29 NGA 1744 2.93
AZE 1’925 3.24 NOR 1'116 1.88
BGD 1'152 1.94 NZL 998 1.68
BGR 931 1.57 PER 1'112 1.87
BIH 1'094 1.84 PHL 1'195 2.01
BLR 1'876 3.16 PRI 1'094 1.84
BRA 1'142 1.92 ROU 1'104 1.86
CHE 1'103 1.86 RUS 1787 3.01
CHL 957 1.61 SCG 1’401 2.36
CoL 2'96 4.98 SLV 1’144 1.92
CZE 1’036 1.74 SVK 981 1.65
DEU 1932 3.25 SVN 937 1.58
DOM 358 0.60 SWE 979 1.65
ESP 117 1.97 TUR 1'537 2.59
EST 950 1.60 TWN 744 1.25
FIN 915 1.54 UKR 2'132 3.59
HUN 601 1.01 URY 957 1.61
IND 1’547 2.60 USA 1’434 241
LTU 860 1.45 VEN 1'138 1.91
LVA 1'103 1.86 ZAF 2'677 4.50
Total 59440 100

Notes: Based on regression sample of model 1 deTab



Table A2: Descriptive statistics (wave 3)

Variable Obs Mean Std. Dev. Min Max
Using violence for political goals not justified

Strongly agree (1) 59440 0.51 0.50 0 1
Agree (2) 59440 0.28 0.45 0 1
Disagree (3) 59440 0.12 0.33 0 1
Strongly disagree (4) 59440 0.08 0.28 0 1
When came to country

Within past 2 years 52951 0.00 0.05 0 1
Within past 3-5 years 52951 0.00 0.06 0 1
6-10 years ago 52951 0.01 0.09 0 1
11-15 years ago 52951 0.01 0.12 0 1
More than 15 years ago 52951 0.03 0.17 0 1
Native 52951 0.94 0.24 0 1
Birth country

Born in this country 53189 0.94 0.25 0 1
Origin: Latin America 53189 0.00 0.06 0 1
Origin: USA/Canada 53189 0.00 0.05 0 1
Origin: Asia 53189 0.02 0.13 0 1
Origin: Europe 53189 0.03 0.17 0 1
Origin: Africa 53189 0.00 0.04 0 1
Origin: Other 53189 0.01 0.09 0 1
Origin: Oceania 53189 0.00 0.03 0 1
OECD (country of current residence) 59440 0.30 0.46 0 1
Religion

Protestant 47266 0.21 0.41 0 1
Catholic 47266 0.43 0.49 0 1
Christian-Orthodox 47266 0.16 0.37 0 1
Jewish 47266 0.00 0.05 0 1
Muslim 47266 0.13 0.33 0 1
Hindu 47266 0.03 0.18 0 1
Buddhist 47266 0.01 0.08 0 1
Other 47266 0.03 0.18 0 1
Active membership 59390 0.41 0.49 0 1
Friends important 59070 0.85 0.35 0 1
Number of active memberships 59390 0.75 1.21 0 9
Number (squared) 59390 2.02 5.51 0 81
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Table A2: Descriptive statistics (wave 3jcont.)

Variable Obs Mean Std. Dev.  Min Max
Geographical groups belonging to first

Local identity 59440 0.37 0.48 0 1
Regional identity 59440 0.14 0.34 0 1
National identity 59440 0.33 0.47 0 1
Continental identity 59440 0.03 0.18 0 1
World identity 59440 0.09 0.29 0 1
No geographic identity 59440 0.03 0.17 0 1
Socio-demographic controls

Age 59440 40.86 15.76 15 94
Age”2/100 59440 19.18 14.47 2.25 88.36
Age”3/10000 59440 10.08 11.17 0.34 83.06
Male 59440 0.49 0.50 0 1
Children, 0-8 59440 1.86 1.68 0 8
Children”2 59440 6.28 10.28 0 64
Conservative-extreme 59440 0.11 0.31 0 1
Conservative-moderate 59440 0.14 0.35 0 1
Center 59440 0.37 0.48 0 1
Leftist-moderate 59440 0.13 0.33 0 1
Leftist-extreme 59440 0.07 0.26 0 1
Ideology missing 59440 0.18 0.39 0 1
Full time employed 59440 0.38 0.49 0 1
Part time 59440 0.08 0.27 0 1
Self-employed 59440 0.09 0.29 0 1
Retired 59440 0.14 0.35 0 1
Housewife 59440 0.12 0.33 0 1
Student 59440 0.07 0.25 0 1
Unemployed 59440 0.09 0.29 0 1
Other 59440 0.02 0.14 0 1
Married 59440 0.59 0.49 0 1
Living together as married 59440 0.06 0.24 0 1
Divorced 59440 0.04 0.20 0 1
Separated 59440 0.02 0.14 0 1
Widowed 59440 0.06 0.25 0 1
Single/never married 59440 0.22 0.42 0 1
Incomplete elementary education 59440 0.09 0.28 0 1
Completed elementary education 59440 0.14 0.34 0 1
Incomplete secondary school: technical 59440 0.08 0.27 0 1
Complete secondary school: technical 59440 0.21 0.40 0 1
Incomplete secondary: university-prep. 59440 0.10 0.29 0 1
Complete secondary: university-prep. 59440 0.15 0.36 0 1
Some university without degree 59440 0.07 0.26 0 1
University degree 59440 0.17 0.37 0 1

Notes: Descriptive statistics based on empiricatlehd of Table 2.

48



Table A3: Baseline model without integration measwes

Variable coeff. Variable coeff. Variable coeff.
Full time
Age -0.012 | employed ref. cat. | Widowed 0.028
[1.67] [1.53]
Age”2/100 0.021 Part time 0.03 Single/never married 0.001
[1.45] [1.14] [0.03]
Incomplete
Age”3/10000 -0.014 | Self-employed 0.004 elementary education ref. cat.
[1.42] [0.13]
Completed
Male 0.073*** | Retired 0.024 elementary education -0.003
[7.10] [1.21] [0.11]
Incomplete secondary
Children, 0-8 -0.007 | Housewife 0.090*** | school: technical -0.018
[0.69] [3.83] [0.67]
Complete secondary
Children”2 0.001 Student 0.013 school: technical -0.059*
[0.69] [0.50] [1.85]
Incomplete secondary:
Conservative-extreme 0.074*** | Unemployed 0.070*** | university-prep. -0.039
[3.57] [3.40] [1.28]
Complete secondary:
Conservative-moderate -0.012 Other 0.042 university-prep. -0.069**
[0.64] [1.34] [2.07]
Some university
Center ref. cat. | Married ref. cat. | without degree -0.096***
[2.95]
Living together
Leftist-moderate -0.013 as married 0.007 University degree -0.116***
[0.81] [0.28] [3.01]
Leftist-extreme 0.095*** | Divorced 0.015 Constant 1.598***
[3.29] [0.93] [13.54]
Ideology missing -0.045** | Separated 0.064** | Country FE yes
[2.43] [2.10]
Observations 59440
Adjusted R2 0.08

Notes: Dependent variable: “using violence to pargalitical goals is never justified”. Answers ranfgom “agree”
(1) to “do not agree at all” (4). All models incleidountry fixed effects. Standard errors are ctastat the country
level, ™, “*" “***" danote 10, 5 and 1 percent level é significance
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Table A4: Descriptive statistics of the WVS (wave)l

Variable Obs Mean Std. Dev. Min Max
Behavior: Having committed violence

against persons as political action 14330 0.01 0.09 0 1
Attitude: Terrorism is justified 11491 0.15 0.36 0 1
Protestant 14330 0.48 0.50 0 1
Jew 14330 0.00 0.05 0 1
Muslim 14330 0.00 0.04 0 1
other 14330 0.02 0.13 0 1
Catholic 14330 0.50 0.50 0 1
Age 14330 42.07 17.99 16 100
Age”2/100 14330 20.94 16.84 2.56 100
Age”3/10000 14330 11.79 13.33 0.41 100
Male 14330 0.46 0.50 0 1
Conservative-extreme 14330 0.07 0.26 0 1
Conservative-moderate 14330 0.18 0.39 0 1
Leftist-moderate 14330 0.15 0.35 0 1
Leftist-extreme 14330 0.04 0.20 0 1
Ideology missing 14330 0.18 0.39 0 1
Full time employed 14330 0.41 0.49 0 1
Part time 14330 0.09 0.28 0 1
Self-employed 14330 0.07 0.25 0 1
Retired 14330 0.13 0.34 0 1
Housewife 14330 0.19 0.39 0 1
Student 14330 0.06 0.24 0 1
Unemployed 14330 0.05 0.22 0 1
Married 14330 0.60 0.49 0 1
Living together as married 14330 0.05 0.21 0 1
Divorced 14330 0.02 0.15 0 1
Separated 14330 0.01 0.11 0 1
Widowed 14330 0.07 0.26 0 1
Single/never married 14330 0.24 0.43 0 1
Education (years) 14330 17.09 2.98 12 21

Notes: Sample is based on model 4 of Table 9.
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Table A5: Descriptive statistics for transnationalterror 1995-2000

Variable Obs Mean Std. Dev. Min Max
Transnational terror events 41 4.90 20.64 0 126
Transnational terror events, 95-00 41 0.01 0.01 0 0.06
Transnational terror rate, 95-00 41 1.12 2.14 0 11.67
Violence justified, (%pop). 41 21.16 10.88 1.25 56.51
Violence justified, squared 41 563.18 615.58 1.55 3193.84
GDP per capita (log) 41 7.79 1.23 5.71 10.38
GDP per capita (log), 90-95 41 7.82 1.24 5.76 10.43
Population (log) 41 16.41 1.50 14.16 20.65
Population, (log), 90-95 41 16.41 1.51 14.15 20.70
Voting in line with USA 41 0.43 0.10 0.16 0.59
Voting in line with USA, 90-95 41 0.40 0.10 0.19 0.53
Economic growth 41 3.53 4.73 -10.00 15.60
Economic growth, 90-95 41 3.97 4.53 -3.57 29.14
Political rights 41 -2.82 1.45 -6.50 -1
Political rights, 90-95 41 -2.78 1.35 -6 -1
Political rights, change 41 0.05 0.29 -1 1
Year countries year countries year countries
1995 7 1997 5 1999 1
1996 20 1998 8 Total 41
Countries included
ALB BRA HRV NOR TUR
ARG CHL HUN NZL UKR
ARM CoL IND PER URY
AUS CZE LTU PHL VEN
AZE DOM LVA RUS ZAF
BGD ESP MDA SLV
BGR EST MEX SVK
BIH FIN MKD SVN
BLR GEO NGA SWE

Notes: Based on regression sample of model 1 deTeh



Table A6: Descriptive statistics: Transnational teror attacks and migration

Variable Obs Mean Std. Dev. Min Max
Full sample
Transnational terror events 189 .98 1.93 0 13
Immigrants, %pop, (t-1) 189 11.03 7.51 1.9 33.8
Log of immigrants, (t-1) 189 2.17 .70 .64 3.52
GDP per capita (log), (t-1) 189 10.10 .32 8.78 11.03
Log of population, (t-1) 189 16.33 1.32 12.94 19.49
Economic growth, (t-1) 189 3.11 2.10 -1.99 11.10
Political rights, (t-1) 189 -1.12 .318 -4.5 -1
Government fractionalization, (t-1) 189 .34 .27 0 .83
Trend 189 8.04 2.85 1 12
Year 189 2000.04 2.85 1993 2004
Sample without Spain
Transnational terror events 182 .88 1.85 0 13
Immigrants, %pop, (t-1) 182 11.24 7.56 1.9 33.8
Log of immigrants, (t-1) 182 2.19 .70 .64 3.52
GDP per capita (log), (t-1) 182 10.11 .32 8.78 11.03
Log of population, (t-1) 182 16.28 1.33 12.94 19.48
Economic growth, (t-1) 182 3.09 2.13 -1.99 11.10
Political rights, (t-1) 182 -1.11 .32 -4.5 -1
Government fractionalization, (t-1) 182 .35 .27 0 .83
Trend 182 8 2.87 1 12
Year 182 2000 2.87 1993 2004
Countries in full sample
AUS AUT BEL CAN AUS
CHE CZE DEU DNK CHE
ESP FIN FRA GBR ESP
GRC HUN IRL ITA GRC
LUX NLD NOR NZL LUX
POL PRT SVK SWE POL
TUR USA

Notes: Samples are based on regression samplesdais (full sample) and 1 (subsample) of Table 13



Table A7: Descriptive statistics: Transnational Teror attacks and immigrants’ origin

Variable Mean Std. Dev. Min Max
Transnational terror events 2.01 412 0 31
Origin: Africa, %pop, (t-1) A7 44 .001 1.88
Origin: Northern Africa, %pop, (t-1) .24 .29 0 1.2
Origin: Africa but Northern Africa, %pop, (t-1) .23 22 0 .99
Origin: Asia, %pop, (t-1) 1.76 1.65 .01 7.19
Origin: Western Asia, %pop, (t-1) .69 72 0 2.77
Origin: Asia but Western Asia, %pop (t-1) 1.47 1.63 .01 6.88
Origin: Europa, %pop, (t-1) 5.56 4.86 .05 29.15
Origin: Northern America, %pop, (t-1) .22 14 .02 .63
Origin: Oceania, %pop (t-1) .35 .83 .001 4.42
Origin: Caribbean and
South American region, %pop, (t-1) .66 1.35 .0008 6.11
Origin: Christian-Orthodoxism, %pop, (t-1) .60 .62 .002 3.14
Origin: Protestantism, %pop, (t-1) 1.89 2.45 .04 8.74
Origin: Catholicism, %pop, (t-1) 1.82 2.46 .05 19.01
Origin: Buddhism, %pop, (t-1) .60 .76 .003 3.26
Origin: Islam, %pop, (t-1) 1.55 1.13 .003 5.32
Origin: Other religion (incl. Hinduism and Judaism),
%pop, (t-1) 2.55 2.03 .02 15.56
GDP per capita (log), (t-1) 10.13 .25 8.78 10.95
Population, (log), (t-1) 16.78 1.29 12.99 19.49
Economic growth, (t-1) 2.58 1.71 -1.99 7.36
Political rights, (t-1) -1.18 A2 -4.5 -1
Government fractionalization, (t-1) .28 .26 0 75
Trend 9.22 3.56 1 14
Included countries
AUS CHE DEU DNK
FIN GBR GRC IRL
ITA LUX MEX NLD
NOR NZL POL SWE
TUR USA

Notes: Sample for transitional terror attacks basedegression 1 of Table 14 (117 country-yeaeolzions).
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Table A8: Specific to General: Transnational Terrorattacks and immigrants’ origin

1 2 3 4 5

Origin: Asia, %pop, (t-1) 2.993*** 2.931%** 2.935%** 2.883*** 3.534**

[2.85] [2.65] [2.66] [2.64] [1.99]
Origin : Northern America, %pop, (t-1) 0.014* 0.014* 0.014* 0.014* 0.014*

[1.93] [1.87] [1.91] [1.84] [1.78]
Origin: Oceania, %pop, (t-1) -11.433**  -11.157** -12.842** -11.151**  -10.070**

[3.71] [3.89] [3.36] [3.22] [2.26]
Origin: Northern Africa, %pop, (t-1) 2.299* 1.667 1.886 2.031 2.419*%*

[1.79] [1.08] [1.10] [1.49] [1.97]
Origin: Africa but Northern Africa, %pop, (t-1) 2.324** 2.604 2.426** 2.099** 1.994**

[2.47] [1.47] [2.24] [2.15] [2.06]
Origin: Other religions (Hindus and Jews), -2.438*** -2.093*** -2.235%** -2.125%** -2.307***
%pop, (t-1) [3.87] [5.66] [5.55] [4.38] [2.69]
Origin: Islam, %pop, (t-1) 0.264 0.524* 0.330 0.499 0.380*

[1.15] [1.72] [1.19] [1.61] [1.69]
Origin: Catholicism, %pop, (t-1) -2.843*** -3.289** -2.630*** -2.823*** -2.925%**

[3.27] [2.28] [2.66] [3.28] [3.47]
Origin: Europe, %pop, (t-1) 0.197

[0.77]
Origin. Caribbean and South-American
region, %pop, (t-1) 0.791

[0.46]
Origin : Christian-Orthodoxism, %pop, (t-1) 0.509
[0.93]
Origin. Protestantism, %pop, (t-1) 0.088
[0.25]
Origin : Buddhism, %pop, (t-1) -1.463
[0.39]

Observations 117 117 117 117 117
Akaike information criterion 3.267 3.268 3.266 3.268 3.267
Akaike*n 382.288 382.317 382.168 382.398 382.297

Notes: Models results from a step-by-step spetifigeneral selection of the cultural variables dase the Akaike
information criterion. Dependent variable is thentner of transnational terror attacks in a court892 — 2004, in 18
OECD countries. All models employ a negative binalmistimator and include country fixed effects. @lsations are
clustered at the country level. All models contrfdr commonly used macroeconomic and political dextof

transnational terror. The starting model also idelli the share of Muslim immigrants in the populatiand the
population shares of those originating from Nonth&frica and from Central and Southern Africa.
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Tables

Table 1a: The propensity to use violence of nativeshd immigrants (world sample)

Using violence

for political goals

not justified immigrant % native % total %
Strongly agree 1'857 50.89 28115 51.30 29972 51.28
Agree 1’085 29.73 15652 28.56 16'737 28.63
Disagree 446 1222 6425 11.72 6’871 11.75
Strongly disagree 261 7.15 4612 8.42 4873 8.34
Total 3'649 100.00 54804 100.00 58453 100.00

Table 1b: The propensity to use violence of nativeend immigrants (OECD sample)

Using violence
for political goals

not justified immigrant %  native % total %
Strongly agree 742 58.33 10798 59.22 11'603 51.28
Agree 301 23.66 4633 2541 4992 28.63
Disagree 136 10.69 1512 8.29 1661 11.75
Strongly disagree 93 7.31 1290 7.08 1'393 7.09

Total 1'272 100.00 18233 100.00 19649 100.00



Table 2: Integration and acceptance of violence fgpolitical purposes

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
World World World World OECD OECD OECD OECD
Conservative-extreme 0.074**= 0.074**= 0.074*** 0.073*** 0.049 0.048 0.051 0.046
[3.57] [3.65] [3.58] [3.56] [1.45] [1.47] [1.50] [1.34]
Conservative-moderate -0.012 -0.011 -0.012 -0.011 -0.051 -0.049 -0.049 -0.049
[0.64] [0.60] [0.63] [0.58] [1.33] [1.27] [1.27] [1.26]
Center ref.cat. ref.cat. ref.cat. ref.cat. Ref.cat. ref.cat. ref.cat. ref.cat.
Leftist-moderate -0.013 -0.014 -0.013 -0.013 -0.084*** -0.084*** -0.084*** -0.084***
[0.81] [0.84] [0.79] [0.78] [3.09] [3.07] [3.08] [3.06]
Leftist-extreme 0.095*** 0.094*** 0.094*** 0.093*** 0.06 0.058 0.059 0.062
[3.29] [3.27] [3.28] [3.26] [1.43] [1.44] [1.44] [1.47]
Ideology missing -0.045** -0.047** -0.044** -0.047** -0.066** -0.070** -0.066** -0.067**
[2.43] [2.61] [2.40] [2.65] [2.44] [2.57] [2.43] [2.37]
Full time employed ref.cat. ref.cat. ref.cat. ref.cat. Ref.cat. ref.cat. ref.cat. ref.cat.
Part time 0.03 0.028 0.028 0.029 0.032 0.031 0.031 0.03
[1.14] [1.09] [1.10] [1.11] [1.36] [1.37] [1.28] [1.22]
Self-employed 0.004 0.003 0.004 0.003 0.103** 0.101** 0.104** 0.102**
[0.13] [0.10] [0.13] [0.13] [2.69] [2.74] [2.67] [2.61]
Retired 0.024 0.023 0.024 0.024 0.041* 0.042* 0.039 0.041
[1.21] [1.18] [1.25] [1.21] [1.78] [1.81] [1.67] [1.74]
Housewife 0.090*** 0.089** 0.091*** 0.092*** 0.101** 0.102** 0.099** 0.100**
[3.83] [3.82] [3.85] [3.91] [2.60] [2.65] [2.59] [2.52]
Student 0.013 0.014 0.012 0.014 0.04 0.044 0.039 0.04
[0.50] [0.53] [0.47] [0.53] [0.67] [0.70] [0.64] [0.68]
Unemployed 0.070*** 0.069*** 0.071*** 0.071*** 0.084** 0.082** 0.082** 0.084**
[3.40] [3.33] [3.45] [3.37] [2.84] [2.84] [2.85] [2.89]
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Table 2: Integration and acceptance of violence fgpolitical purposes (cont.)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
World World World World OECD OECD OECD OECD
Other 0.042 0.04 0.043 0.046 0.049 0.044 0.047 0.05
[1.34] [1.30] [1.35] [1.47] [1.00] [0.88] [0.95] [1.01]
World identity ref.cat. ref.cat.
Local identity 0.019 0.049
[0.74] [1.36]
Regional identity -0.026 -0.029
[0.91] [0.94]
National identity -0.038** -0.025
[2.02] [1.02]
Continental identity -0.039 -0.029
[1.38] [0.75]
No geographic identity 0.109** 0.168*
[2.06] [2.09]
Active membership 0.006 -0.029**
[0.38] [2.37]
Friends important -0.033* -0.044
[1.82] [1.17]
country FE yes yes yes Yes yes yes yes yes
other micro controls yes yes yes Yes yes yes yes yes
Observations 59440 59440 59390 59070 17919 17919 17871 17822
Adjusted R2 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.04 0.05 0.04 0.04
number of countries 46 46 46 46 14 14 14 14

Notes: Dependent variable: “using violence to pargalitical goals is never justified”. Answers ranfgom “agree” (1) to “do not agree at all” (4).| Axtodels
includes control variables for age, gender, masitaius, children, education, occupational stateié;positioning on political left-right scale, anduntry fixed
effects. Standard errors are clustered at the pplewel. *, **", **** denote 10, 5 and 1 percent level of significance.
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Table 3: Integration of immigrants and acceptance violence as political means:

world sample

Model 1: Immigrants Model 4 Political ideology Model 5: Employment
Born in this
Born in this country -0.020 | Born in this country -0.010 | country -0.025
[0.68] [0.28] [0.72]
Conservative-
Observations 53200 | extreme 0.028 Part time -0.009
Adjusted R2 0.07 [0.39] [0.16]
Conservative-
moderate 0.022 Self-employed 0.094
[0.45] [1.29]
Leftist-moderate -0.006 Retired 0.029
Model 2: Duration of residence
Leftist-extreme 0.171*** | Housewife -0.064
ref.
Within past 2 years cat.. [3.19] [1.19]
Ideology missing -0.044 Student 0.064
Within past 3-5 years 0.009 [1.08] [1.05]
[0.10] | Ideology * born 0.047 Unemployed 0.044
6-10 years ago -0.03 [0.67] [0.79]
[0.33] | Ideology * born -0.043 Other 0.017
11-15 years ago 0.021 [0.83] [0.15]
[0.21] | Ideology * born -0.011 Part time * born 0.026
More than 15 years ago 0.001 [0.23] [0.47]
Self-employed *
[0.02] | Ideology * born -0.092 born -0.096
Born in this country -0.026 [1.59] [1.45]
[0.29] | Ideology * born -0.001 Retired * born -0.016
Observations 52951 [0.02] [0.39]
Housewife *
Adjusted R2 0.07 Observations 53200 born 0.154***
Adjusted R2 0.07 [2.73]
Model 3 : private networks Student * born -0.06
[0.89]
Unemployed *
Born in this country -0.008 born 0.016
[0.14] [0.29]
Friends important -0.018 Other * born 0.016
[0.34] [0.13]
Friends imp.* born -0.013
[0.26] Observations 53200
Observations 52866 Adjusted R2 0.07
Adjusted R2 0.07

Notes: Dependent variable: “using violence to pargalitical goals is never justified”. Answers ranfgom “agree”
(1) to “do not agree at all” (4). All models inclesicontrol variables for age, gender, marital stathildren,
education, occupational status, self-positioningpolitical left-right scale, and country fixed effe. Standard errors
are clustered at the country level. *, *** “*** denote 10, 5 and 1 percent level of significance.
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Table 4: Integration of immigrants and acceptance violence as political means:
OECD countries

Model 1: Immigrants Model 4: Political ideology Model 5: Employment
Born in this country -0.079** | Born in this country -0.054
Born in this
[2.56] [1.23] | country -0.108**
Conservative-
Observations 17800 extreme 0.045 [2.58]
Adjusted R2 0.04 [0.54] Part time 0.025
Conservative-
moderate 0.025 [0.34]
Model 2: Duration of residence [0.33] | Self-employed 0.197
Leftist-moderate -0.052 [1.19]
Within past 2 years ref. cat. [0.54] | Retired 0.033
Leftist-extreme 0.147 [0.54]
Within past 3-5 years 0.044 [1.23] | Housewife -0.163*
[0.34] Ideology missing -0.067 [1.89]
6-10 years ago -0.011 [0.77] | Student -0.018
[0.07] Ideology * born 0.007 [0.21]
11-15 years ago -0.059 [0.10] | Unemployed 0.035
[0.34] Ideology * born -0.081 [0.27]
More than 15 years ago -0.048 [1.02] | Other 0.085
[0.32] Ideology * born -0.034 [0.37]
Born in this country -0.119 [0.40] | Parttime * born 0.002
[0.83] Ideology * born -0.091 [0.02]
Self-employed *
Observations 17725 [0.86] | born -0.100
Adjusted R2 0.04 Ideology * born 0.002 [0.70]
[0.03] | Retired * born 0.009
Observations 17800 [0.13]
Housewife *
Model 3: Social networks Adjusted R2 0.04 born 0.278**
[3.00]
Born in this country -0.075 Student * born 0.057
[0.64] [0.70]
Unemployed *
Friends important -0.042 born 0.054
[0.38] [0.38]
Friends imp.* born 0.003 Other * born -0.044
[0.03] [0.19]
Observations 17703
Adjusted R2 0.04 Observations 17800
Adjusted R2 0.04

Notes: See Table 2
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Table 5: Social networks and support for using vi@nce for political goals

1 2 3 4 5
World World World World World
Born in this country -0.017 -0.005 -0.021
[0.50] [0.14] [0.60]
Active membership 0.024
[0.70]
Born*active mem. -0.012
[0.33]
Number of active
membership 0.004 -0.006 0.030** -0.051
[0.59] [0.43] [2.35] [1.55]
Number of active
memberships, squared 0.002 0.021***
[1.08] [2.91]
Born * act. num. -0.025* 0.051
[1.89] [1.55]
Born * act. num., squared -0.020**
[2.67]
Observations 53151 59390 59390 53151 53151
Adjusted R2 0.07 0.08 0.08 0.07 0.07
no of countries 42 46 46 42 42
6 7 8 9 10
OECD OECD OECD OECD OECD
Born in this country -0.067 -0.038 -0.067
[1.41] [0.93] [1.46]
Active membership -0.007
[0.18]
Born*active -0.022
[0.52]
Number of active
memberships -0.01 -0.029*** 0.024* -0.064*
[1.76] [3.19] [1.91] [1.95]
Number of active
memberships, squared 0.005** 0.0271***
[2.43] [3.19]
Born * number -0.036*** 0.038
[3.12] [1.02]
Born * number, squared -0.017**
[2.45]
Observations 17753 17871 17871 17753 17753
Adjusted R2 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04
no of countries 14 14 14 14 14

Notes: See Table 2. ‘Active membership’ is a diohmdbus measure of social capital through civic eegat in
clubs and organizations, while ‘Number of activermberships’ is the number of active membershipsuchs
organizations.
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Table 6: Integration of immigrants: geographic idertity and geographic origin

World OECD World OECD
Model 1  Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
Born 0.015 -0.084 | Born in this country ref. cat. ref. cat.
[0.25] [1.01]
Geographic identity Region of Origin
Local 0.046 0.032 Origin: Latin America -0.100 -0.250***
[0.86] [0.51] [1.59] [5.66]
Local * born -0.037 0.023 Origin: USA/Canada -0.140** -0.085
[0.67] [0.42] [2.35] [0.80]
Regional 0.08 0.159 Origin: Asia 0.103* 0.238***
[1.15] [1.37] [1.70] [5.35]
Regional * born -0.112 -0.191 | Origin: Europe -0.004 0.034
[1.64] [1.46] [0.15] [0.78]
National -0.027 -0.049 | Oirigin: Africa 0.169 0.343***
[0.40] [0.51] [1.67] [3.10]
National * born -0.019 0.031 Origin: Other 0.015 0.128***
[0.29] [0.30] [0.15] [3.36]
Continent 0.044 0.003 Origin: Oceania 0.251 0.664***
[0.48] [0.02] [0.85] [11.04]
Continent * born -0.095 -0.035
[1.09] [0.26]
No geog. identity -0.006 -0.117
[0.05] [0.59]
No ident. * born 0.132 0.350*
[1.06] [1.77]
Other micro controls yes yes Other micro controls yes yes
Country FE yes yes Country FE yes yes
Observations 53200 17800 | observations 53189 17790
Adjusted R-squared 0.07 0.05 Adjusted R2 0.07 0.05
number of countries 42 14 42 14

Notes: See Table 2.

61



Table 7: The role of religion

1 2 3
World OECD OECD
Protestant Ref.cat. Ref.cat. Protestant Ref.cat.
Catholic 0.023 0.020 Catholic 0.014
[1.32] [0.83] [0.61]
Christian-
Christian-Orthodox 0.026 0.006 Orthodox -0.013
[0.49] [0.06] [0.12]
Jewish 0.013 0.007 Jewish -0.020
[0.18] [0.13] [0.36]
Muslim 0.022 0.205** Muslim 0.073
[0.53] [2.22] [0.90]
Hindu 0.025 0.360* Hindu 0.056
[0.76] [1.92] [0.26]
Buddhist 0.062 0.050 Buddhist -0.120
[0.96] [0.59] [1.31]
Other 0.072*** 0.122%** Other 0.116***
[3.04] [5.27] [4.53]
Region of Origin
native Ref.cat.
Latin America -0.192**
[2.55]
USA/Canada -0.029
[0.21]
Asia 0.394**=
[6.02]
Europe 0.057
[1.12]
Africa 0.369*
[2.13]
Other 0.112%*=*
[3.25]
Oceania 0.749***
[7.75]
Other micro controls yes yes yes
Country FE yes yes yes
Observations 47266 13791 13720
Adjusted R-squared 0.09 0.05 0.05

Notes: See Table 2.
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Table 8: Does integration prevent the clash-of culires in OECD countries?

1 2 3 4
Origin: Latin America -0.165 -0.145** -0.05 -0.497***
[1.20] [2.51] [0.44] [5.99]
Origin: USA/Canada -0.448*** -0.305*** -0.098 -0.099
[5.06] [3.82] [0.40] [0.66]
Origin: Asia 0.182 0.361*** 0.469*** 0.272%**
[1.55] [4.20] [3.52] [4.69]
Origin: Europe 0.008 0.04 -0.002 0.042
[0.18] [0.68] [0.03] [0.79]
Origin: Africa 0.169 0.583*** 0.740** 0.481***
[0.74] [3.84] [2.50] [3.53]
Origin: Other 0.105** 0.067 0.093 0.034
[2.49] [0.70] [0.79] [0.71]
Origin: Oceania 1.195%** 0.24 -0.184 0.286**
[73.40] [1.70] [1.60] [2.23]
Integration measures
Full-time or part-time employed -0.071***
[3.34]
At least 15 years in host country 1.049%**
[3.42]
At least 6 years in host country -0.459
[1.54]
Number of active engagements -0.012**
in social and political groups [2.24]
Region of origin * integration measure
Latin Am. * integration -0.165 -1.346*** 0.144 0.209***
[0.95] [3.97] [0.39] [6.14]
USA/Canada * integration 0.672*** -0.444 0.479 0.011
[4.42] [1.55] [0.93] [0.23]
Asia * integration 0.093 -1.467*** 0.089 -0.032
[0.65] [3.93] [0.38] [0.83]
Europe * integration 0.052 -1.057*** 0.503* -0.006
[0.70] [3.39] [1.77] [0.18]
Africa * integration 0.394 -1.666*** 0 -0.137
[0.81] [4.03] [] [1.64]
Other * integration 0.041 -0.959** 0.502 0.063***
[0.44] [2.93] [1.49] [3.16]
Oceania * integration -0.936** 0 1.595%** 0.210**
[2.88] [] [5.27] [2.92]
Other micro controls yes yes yes yes
Country FE yes yes yes yes
Observations 17790 17790 17790 17743
Adjusted R-squared 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05

Notes: See Table 2.
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Table 9: Comparability of ‘support of terrorism’ wi th ‘support for violence for political

goals’
1 2 3 4 5
wave 3: using violence for political goals not wave 1. terrorism justified (1)/
justified (1)/justified (4) must be condemned (-1)
Protestant Ref.cat. Ref.cat. Ref.cat. Ref.cat. Ref.cat.
Catholic 0.021 0.022 0.022 0.007 0.007
[0.89] [0.91] [0.96] [0.28] [0.27]
Christian-orthodox 0.002 0.002 - - -
[0.01] [0.02]
Jewish 0.007 0.007 0.007 0.011 0.011
[0.12] [0.12] [0.11] [0.07] [0.07]
Muslim 0.212** 0.212** 0.226** 0.514*** 0.515***
[2.50] [2.51] [2.71] [3.47] [3.48]
Buddhist 0.364* - - 0.399*** -
[1.94] [3.17]
Hindu 0.051 0.051 0.049 0.216* 0.216*
[0.59] [0.59] [0.57] [1.81] [1.82]
Other 0.123*** 0.123*** 0.123*** -0.052 -0.052
[5.34] [5.36] [5.37] [1.61] [1.61]
Micro controls yes yes yes yes Yes
Country FE yes yes yes yes Yes
Observations 14038 14018 13928 12911 12897

Notes: In models 1 through 3, dependent variablisint violence to pursue political goals is newvgstified”.

Answers range from “agree” (1) to “do not agrealHt(4). In models 4 and 5, dependent variab{&) There may
be certain circumstances where terrorism is jestifi(B) Terrorism for whatever motive must always b
condemned”. Answers include “agree with B” (-1)“agree to neither (0)”, and “agree with A (1)". Fboth
dependent variables, higher values indicate a @raapport for terror. All models include as aduitl controls age,
gender, occupational status, marital status, etugatnd political ideology. Education in modelsadd 5 is
measured in year of schooling, while models 1 thho8 use a categorical measure based on the ISC&B. All
models include country fixed effects. Standard rsreve clustered at the country levEl, **”, ***" denote 10,

5 and 1 percent level of significance.
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Table 10: Support for terror and committing violent acts against persons

1 2 3 4 5 6
Attitude:
“Terrorism is
justified” 0.009*** 0.015*** 0.006*** 0.008***
[5.71] [7.08] [4.88] [5.86]
Jew 0.015 0.005
[1.16] [0.55]
Muslim 0.058** 0.051** 0.058*** 0.041**
[2.30] [1.97] [2.69] [2.14]
Other 0.003 0.003 0.002 0.001
[0.55] [0.49] [0.40] [0.19]
Catholic 0.000 -0.001 0.000 -0.001
[0.16] [0.38] [0.07] [1.14]
Male 0.007*** 0.007*** 0.008*** 0.005*** 0.005*** 0.004**=*
[3.11] [2.98] [2.97] [3.85] [4.07] [2.78]
Selected
controls
Conservative-
extreme 0.0Q7*** 0.003 0.004
[2.68] [1.24] [1.24]
Leftist-extreme 0.047*** 0.042*** 0.049***
[3.96] [3.61] [4.85]
Unemployed 0.010*** 0.007*** 0.006**
[4.90] [2.99] [2.44]
Single 0.003*** 0.003** 0.002
[2.86] [2.08] [1.21]
Other micro
controls yes yes yes
Country FE yes yes yes yes yes yes
Observations 15255 12213 13669 14330 11463 13450

Notes: Dependent variable is a dichotomous measfiteaving a past of committing violence againstspes.
Models 4 to 6 include as socio-demographic contgelsder, age, political ideology, marital statusgupational
status, and education. They also include counksdfieffects. Probit estimations with standard eredjusted to
clustering at the country level. Reported are mnmaigeffect for a 1 percent change in the explayat@riable
(dummy: change from 0 to 1) evaluated at the samglan.
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Table 11: Support for violence and transnational teror attacks 1995-2000

1 2 3

Estimation method Neg. bin. oLS oLsS
Dependent variable count Average count Average rate
Violence justified (%opop) 0.242** 0.224** 0.001**

[2.29] [2.45] [2.13]
Violence justified, squared -0.005** -0.004** -0.000**

[2.39] [2.30] [2.32]
GDP p.c. (log) -0.212

[0.48]
Population (log) 0.596*

[1.87]
Voting in UN in line w. USA -2.571

[0.55]
Economic growth 0.12

[1.51]
Political rights -0.071

[0.20]
Political rights, change -3.925** -3.200** -0.016**

[2.42] [2.23] [2.14]
GDP p.c. (log) 0.108 -0.002
1995-2000 [0.26] [0.93]
Population (log) 0.632** -0.001
1995-2000 [2.21] [0.54]
Voting in UN in line w. USA 1.889 0.024
1995-2000 [0.41] [1.01]
Economic growth 0.044 0.002***
1995-2000 [0.63] [4.45]
Political rights -0.485 -0.002
1995-2000 [1.34] [1.27]
Observations 41 41 41
Adjusted R-squared 0.23 0.47
Pseudo R-squared 0.36

Notes: Dependent variable in models 1 and 4 iscthented terror events in a country in the year ttifuale-
measurement, in models 2 and 5 the number of teu@mts in a country averaged over 1995 to 200 jramodels
3 and 6 the average count of terror events perODXDO residents. All models control for economimwth,
political rights, change in political rights, GDRopulation, and voting in the UN in line with USA.
Contemporaneous control measures are used in mbdwls4, and averages (1995-2000) in the remaimiadels.
Models 1 and 4 employ the negative binomial estmathile the remaining models are estimated witlsO
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Table 12: Support for terror and transnational terror attacks 1980-1985

1 2 3 4 5 6

Estimation
method Neg. bin. oLS oLs Neg. bin. oLS oLs
Dependent average average average average
variable count count rate count count rate
Terrorism
justified, %pop 1.129%** 5.679** 0.011

[3.63] [2.75] [0.74]
Terrorism
justified, squared -0.026*** -0.126** 0.000

[3.47] [2.58] [0.73]
Terrorism justified
(log) 3.001*** 24.154*** 0.041

[3.89] [3.92] [0.75]

Population (log) 0.636*** 0.635***

[5.34] [5.39]
GDP p.c. (log) 0.006 0.138

[0.01] [0.19]
Political rights -1.224* -0.961

[1.94] [1.47]
Population (log) 2.925%** -0.007 3.015*** -0.007
1980-1985 [4.03] [1.33] [5.15] [1.30]
GDP p.c. (log) 6.867 0.007 7.079 0.007
1980-1985 [1.42] [0.19] [1.85] [0.20]
Political rights -28.528*** -0.049 -25.730*** -0.043
1980-1985 [4.58] [1.08] [5.05] [0.94]
Observations 12 12 12 11 11 11
Adjusted R2 0.85 -0.24 0.9 -0.15
Pseudo R2 0.2674 0.3087

Notes: Dependent variable in models 1 and 4 istlumted transnational terror events in a countthéyear of
attitude-measurement, in models 2 and 5 the nuwmibtrror events in a country averaged over 19980@0,
and in models 3 and 6 the average count of tewvents per 10°000°000 residents. All models contiai
economic growth, political rights, GDP, populatid@ontemporaneous control measures are used in sntdel
and 4, and averages (1995-2000) in the remainindetao Models 1 and 4 employ the negative binomial
estimator, while the remaining models are estimatiéd OLS. Models 4, 5 and 6 exclude the Nethertafwdth
29% finding terrorism as justified) as outlier.
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Table 13: Immigration into OECD countries and tranqational terror incidents 1993-2004

1 2 3 4 5 6
Spain excluded full sample

Immigrants (non-natives), 0.470 0.971* 0.245 0.343**
%pop, (t-1) [1.22] [1.75] [1.56] [2.54]
Immigrants squared, (t-1) -0.022* -0.008

[1.65] [0.95]
Log of immigrants, (t-1) 4.948* 1.278*

[1.84] [1.80]

Country fixed effects yes yes yes yes yes yes
Time trend (non-linear) yes yes yes yes yes yes
Countries 25 25 25 26 26 26
Observations 182 182 182 | 189 189 189

Notes: Dependent variable is the number of tramsmat terror events, in 25 and 26 OECD
countries, respectively, all from 1993 to 2004. Gtoies included are reported in Appendix Table
A6. Models 1 through 3 exclude Spain which was fified as a statistical outlier, while models 3 to
6 report the estimates for the full sample. All ralsdcontrol for economic growth, political rights,
GDP, population, a time trend, and country fixefées. All models employ the negative binomial
panel estimator with standard errors adjustedlfetering at the country level.
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Table 14: Immigration into OECD countries, culture and terror incidents 1991 - 2004

1 2 3 4 5
Origin: Africa , %pop, (t-1) 1.137* 2.201**
[1.65] [2.45]
Origin: Northern Africa, %pop, (t-1) 2.607*** 1.917**
[2.76] [2.00]
Origin: Africa but Northern Africa, -0.452 2.108*
%pop, (t-1) [0.30] [1.77]
Origin: Asia, %pop, (t-1) 1.251 3.846*
[1.41] [2.16]
Origin: Western Asia, %pop, (t-1) 0.465 1.969
[0.38] [0.82]
Origin: Remaining Asia, %pop, (t-1) 2.319** 5.715*
[1.99] [1.80]
Origin: Europe, %pop, (t-1) -0.139 -0.257 0.119 0.499
[0.69] [1.45] [0.35] [1.23]
Origin: Northern America, %pop, (t-1) 1.582 2.533 3.908 3.704
[0.33] [0.41] [0.79] [0.72]
Origin: Oceania, %pop, (t-1) -11.621%**  -15,191*** -10.650**  -17.413***
[3.05] [3.04] [2.47] [3.90]
Origin: Caribbean and -1.874** -3.097**
South American region, %pop, (t-1) [2.44] [2.44]
Origin: Christian-Orthodoxism, -0.927
%pop, (t-1) [1.27]
Origin: Other rel. (incl. Hinduism and
Judaism), %pop, (t-1) -1.530* -2.762*** -2.831*
[1.69] [2.64] [1.65]
Origin: Catholicism, %pop, (t-1) -2.211*  -2.858*** -2.549%**
[2.17] [3.57] [3.02]
Origin: Islam, %pop, (t-1) 1.037*** 0.182 -1.086
[2.89] [0.66] [1.41]
Origin: Protestantism, %pop, (t-1) 0.914
[1.22]
Origin: Buddhism, %pop, (t-1) 2.442 -2.518 -4.291
[1.48] [1.00] [1.03]
Time trend (non-linear) yes yes yes yes yes
Country fixed effects yes yes yes yes yes
Observations 117 117 117 117 117
Akaike information criterion 3.320 3.325 3.324 3.327 3.332
Akaike*n 388.486 388.982 388.945 389.253 389.823

Notes: Dependent variable is the number of trai@matterror events, in 18 OECD countries, from 189 2004. All
models control for economic growth, political rightGDP, population, a non-linear time trend, andntxy fixed
effects (see also Table 13). All models employrtbgative binomial panel estimator with observaticlostered at the
country level. Models 4 and 5 are robust to thauision of share of Protestant immigrants; in mdgethe effect of
‘Origin:Africa’ becomes then more pronounced.
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