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Abstract

Terrorist violence has recently led several states to grant extraordinary powers to the
executive. Yet scholars have not examined whether the provision of such emergency
powers influences the probability of future terrorist attacks. I argue that when democratic
states grant emergency powers to the executive, domestic incentives can push leaders to
take overly aggressive actions that are counterproductive for reducing future terrorist
violence. However, these domestic incentives vary depending on the in-group or out-group
nature of the terrorist group. Using data on emergency provisions within democracies, I
test the relationship between states of emergency, emergency power strength, and the
probability of terrorist violence. In a global sample of democratic states, I find that while
emergency powers increase future attacks from out-group terror arising from separatist
groups, they have no effect on terror from groups that reflect extreme positions within the
political order. These results express the conditional nature of executive freedom in
combatting terrorism.
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On November 13, 2015, terrorists backed by the Islamic State in Syria and the Levant (ISIL)

perpetrated a series of suicide bombings and mass shootings in Paris, France, that left 130 dead

and several hundred injured. This violence served as a significant escalation of the January 2015

assault on the offices of the Charlie Hebdo magazine and the Hypercacher Kosher Supermarket

that resulted in 17 deaths, and France had not seen such casualties on its home soil since the

cataclysm of World War II. That evening, President François Hollande chaired an urgent meeting

of the French cabinet in which the government declared France’s first national state of emergency

since 1961. Less than a week later the Parliament extended the initial proclamation for a further

three months, and Hollande’s government subsequently extended the state of emergency on five

additional occasions. When the state of emergency ended on November 1, 2017, the anti-terror

legislation enacted in its wake cemented the majority of its policies (Nordstrom 2017).

Under Article 16 of the French Constitution of 1958, “Where the institutions of the Republic,

the independence of the Nation, the integrity of its territory or the fulfillment of its international

commitments are under serious and immediate threat, and where the proper functioning of the

constitutional public authorities is interrupted, the President of the Republic shall take measures

required by these circumstances,” so as to return the nation to a state of order as quickly as

possible. During the state of emergency, Hollande’s government removed a number of structural

limitations on its security services in an attempt to substantially increase its ability to respond

to threats both foreign and domestic. French Interior Minister Gerard Collomb claimed in mid-

2017 that France had repelled 32 terror attacks since the state of emergency began, including 7

terror attacks in the first half of 2017 alone (McPartland 2017).

However, the enhanced freedom of operation for the French security apparatus resulted in a

decrease in personal freedom for many within France’s borders. The French security services

and police conducted raids on local mosques and businesses belonging to France’s substantial

Muslim population with minimal judicial oversight – and in a manner previously outlawed –

sparking backlash from human rights groups (Safdar 2016). These 4,457 raids resulted in 752

individuals placed under house arrest and 646 taken into custody, but just 23 prosecutions for

terror offenses (The Local 2017). Despite the enhanced capacity of the French security

apparatus, the touted number of repelled attacks suggests an increase in the planning of terror,
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and several fatal terrorist attacks nonetheless occurred. Most destructively, an attack on a

Bastille Day celebration in Nice on July 14, 2016, left 86 dead and 303 wounded, with ISIL

claiming responsibility (BBC News 2016). Further, terror attacks in France in 2017, including

the Champs-Elysees attack on April 20, 2017, perpetrated by a French national who had been

radicalized in the French prison system (Amrani 2017), exceeded in number the period

immediately prior to the emergency declaration (START 2017). Strikingly, the French

Government itself admits that it is unclear how many successful terror events would have been

expected in the absence of the state of emergency (The Local 2017).

Does granting strong emergency powers to the executive prevent future terrorist attacks? I

argue when states grant emergency powers to the executive, they may instead make terrorist

violence more likely because emergency powers alter both public expectations and leader

incentives. First, when the leader does not face constraining government institutions, in

seeking to appease the public pressure for a substantial response, they often take overly

aggressive action in combatting terror (Dragu & Polborn 2014). Second, even a leader who

recognizes the counterproductive nature of such a response may prefer to enact a state of

emergency in a time of pronounced national threat, because they can make use of emergency

powers that grant them a substantial institutional advantage in enacting their policy agenda.

Leaders who can free themselves from the typical constraints of democracy during times of

crisis thus have several strong incentives to take actions that will invite future terror attacks.

However, the public’s desire for a substantial response exists only when the terror group

represents a national out-group, such as Muslims in France, rather than an ideological position

within the nation’s in-group (Kam & Kinder 2007, D’Orazio & Salehyan 2018), and therefore

this effect only holds for certain types of terror. To test this empirically, I make use of data on

emergency power strength in democracies (Rooney 2019), declarations of a nationwide state of

emergency (Hafner-Burton, Helfer & Fariss 2011), and terror events in the Global Terrorism

Database (LaFree & Dugan 2007). I examine self-identified cases of out-group terror – terror

events motivated by a separatist ideology – and cases deemed motivated by a political

ideology, representing in-group terror (Kis-Katos, Liebert & Schulze 2014). I find stronger

emergency powers during a state of emergency substantially increase terrorist violence from
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separatist groups, while having no effect on violence from groups that reflect extreme versions

of positions within the underlying political order. This result is robust to a number of

specifications, including a second source of data (De la Calle & Sánchez-Cuenca 2011), the

examination of Islamic terror, and an instrumental variable analysis. This evidence suggests

that since democratic leaders jointly face pressures from the public to demonstrate a hard-line

stance on counter-terror and may expand political power through the invocation of emergency

provisions, emergency powers do not reduce future terror, and instead increase violence from

out-group terror.

Emergency Powers, Institutional Constraints, and Terror
France provides just one example of how states frequently choose to grant emergency

powers to the executive in response to terrorist violence.1 Such emergency powers arise from

formal legal rules that expand the purview of a central government actor during times of

international or domestic crisis. Dating back at least to office of the dictator during the Roman

Republic (Rossiter 1948), in modern times emergency powers are common features in

democratic states with a variety of arrangements for domestic political institutions. From 1800

to 2012, 80 democracies instituted formal provisions of emergency in their constitutions or

through legislation, accounting for over half of all democratic country-years and increasing

alongside the spread of democracy (Rooney 2019).

Like all modern democratic institutions, emergency provisions exhibit substantial

cross-national variation, specifically in regards to how the onset of a crisis reshapes the

domestic political order. While some emergency provisions, such as those in Jamaica, Ukraine,

and Benin, specify very limited changes to government procedures in times of crisis, others,

such as those in South Korea, Sierra Leone, and France, alter the political order quite

remarkably. Across all levels of emergency power strength, however, the primary feature of

these provisions is that they remove some institutional constraints on the state’s leader to allow

1 Emergency powers are not the only tool to show resolve against terrorists. Alternative
options range from anti-terror legislation to foreign invasion. However, emergency provision
has been a prominent, and relatively under-examined, tool in recent years
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her to more easily navigate a crisis. When democratic leaders face constraints in the form of

institutional checks arising from the legal separation of powers, the domestic opposition, and

the other branches of government, it can be difficult to enact the strict security policies that

might be necessary to secure the safety of the state, particularly in response to a terrorist threat

(Li 2005). States believe that a strong, unencumbered figure at the center of the government

will root out those responsible and deter potential terrorist groups from organizing in the future

(Crenshaw 1981).

Scholars have nonetheless consistently argued that executive constraints are a positive force

in reducing terrorism, since, when states constrain their executives to respect civil liberties, this

limits the likelihood of a response to terrorist activity that is repressive and extreme

(Abrahms 2007).2 Such responses have a threefold influence in perpetuating terrorism.3 First,

broad responses to terror attacks are likely to increase grievances from individuals previously

outside the terror network. States conducting counter terror operations face a difficult

identification problem, wherein within the aggrieved group it is often difficult to separate

combatant from non-combatant (Kalyvas 2006).4 This leads governments in search of security

to cast a wide net in the search for terrorists (De Figueiredo & Weingast 2001), as shown by the

4,457 raids conducted in France in the months following the November 2015 attacks (The

Local 2017). Targeting by the government’s security forces may inspire those individuals who

would have not considered joining a terrorist group to take up arms. This is especially true if

they or their friends and families experience prejudicial violence (Daxecker 2017). Violations

of physical integrity rights are especially damaging, because these rights are widely shared and

2 This is the primary argument in favor of the success of democratic counter-terror.
3 Repression is not uniformly unsuccessful in combatting terror. Lyall (2009) finds that

indiscriminate violence in Chechnya significantly reduced insurgent retaliation. However, there
is reason to believe that each of the triggers described here would be more acute in democracies,
which find their basis in the rule of law and the protection of individual rights.

4 It is important to note that while Kalyvas considers the entire population as a potential target
as is symptomatic of the case of civil war, here I consider only the aggrieved population, which
is part of the population as a whole. Thus, I refer to indiscriminate violence within the group as
well as selective targeting of the group.
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the belief of human dignity is nearly universal (Walsh & Piazza 2010), and mass-atrocities can

provide terrorist groups with a focal point for recruitment (Avdan & Uzonyi 2017). Increases

in the terrorist constituency leads to more durable terrorist groups (Daxecker & Hess 2013)

and can promote large-scale attacks when recruitment is sufficiently strong (Rosendorff &

Sandler 2004).

Second, such actions make it difficult for the government to collect information on terror

groups. When states attempt to root out terrorist groups, they need individuals in the larger

aggrieved population to provide information on the terror group’s movements, capabilities,

recruitment, and plans. Only when the individuals within this population prefer the

government to the terror group will they choose to offer this information. Reprisals that target

the whole of the aggrieved population ensure that counter terror forces will not gather this

information (Kalyvas 2006). The use of indiscriminate violence within this population reveals

to the marginalized group that the government does not care about their welfare and is willing

to trade it for the security of more-favored groups in the population (Bueno de Mesquita &

Dickson 2007). Even short of violence, selective targeting of the aggrieved population and the

differential application of state laws can lead to government disenchantment. Actions taken

against the larger aggrieved population reduce the benefits for cooperation and increase the

likelihood that citizens, even when they do not take up arms, will withhold information from

the government because of resentment and fear.

Lastly, extreme government responses make it difficult for the state to negotiate peacefully

with more moderate segments of the disaffected group. When the government engages in

repressive or discriminatory tactics against the larger aggrieved population, it reveals

information about the group in power and their respect for the rule of law that can push

non-violent actors to violence (Lichbach 1987) and even radicalize moderates (Lake 2002).

After such tactics, any government claim to negotiate free from bias will not appear credible.

As a result, only when there are external constraints on the executive can they credibly commit

not to abuse the rights of the aggrieved group (Findley & Young 2011). Disaffected groups

will not leave themselves on the mercy of a strong central executive when she has previously

shown a lack of restraint, and moderates may feel that they are safer under protection from the
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terror group rather than the government.

The evidence, on balance, suggests that political constraints on the executive are a positive

force in reducing terror (Abrahms 2007). However, implicit in this literature is the argument

that a leader in a democracy would take overly aggressive action were it not for the institutional

checks that exist to restrain their behavior. Yet, these studies often fail to examine why a

democratic executive would take action that would be counterproductive in battling terrorist

violence in the absence of such constraints (Sánchez-Cuenca & De la Calle 2009). The

relaxation of constraints on the leader, does not necessarily guarantee that the leader will take

repressive action. When the leader faces reduced legal constraints, such as during a state of

emergency, this is an institutional shift that simply increases the range of policies she may take.

The use of emergency powers does not imply that the content of policy will turn repressive.

Actions under emergency powers include both policies such as the use of force against the

aggrieved population in an attempt to root out terrorist organizers, and more general policies

such as the increase of taxes to bolster the nation’s security forces. Emergency powers often

allow for an even greater breadth when it comes to policy deemed central to the nation’s safety.

Policy choices thus can be programmatic, just as they may be repressive. It is important,

therefore, to specify when and why emergency powers will be used for repressive action

instead of being utilized toward other policy ends.

Terrorism and Domestic Incentives
During a state of emergency, a leader in a democracy may choose to take overly harsh

actions in rooting out terrorist violence in the absence of constraining institutions due to the

domestic incentives they face.5 Specifically, an unconstrained leader will take extreme action

in combatting terror because such actions can curry favor with their electorate. Dragu &

Polborn (2014) examine this relationship between executive discretion, public preferences, and

terrorist violence in the framework of a formal model. They model a system of governance like

that of a democracy, where there exists a leader, the public as represented by the median voter,

5 While Spaniel (2019) suggests that such overreaction may also come from uncertainty over
the strength of the terror group, these explanations are not mutually exclusive.
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and a community of individuals whose actions can affect the success of terrorism and

counter-terror – the larger aggrieved population. The community chooses to either provide

active and/or passive support for the terrorist group or provide information to the authorities

about potential terrorist plans. At the same time, the government chooses a level of action to

prevent future terror attacks that may or may not suppress the civil liberties of the community.

The choice of the government corresponds to their motivation to be re-elected, with

government response depending on the extent to which the public desires increased security

from terror. When the public is especially concerned about terrorist violence and demands

greater security, such as when the state appears particularly vulnerable, as in a period of

emergency, the executive has a strong electoral incentive to prevent a future terror attack.

However, the government can only exercise limited control over the probability of a successful

terror attack. When the public favors a substantial response, then, these domestic incentives

push the leader to respond in a way that is both highly visible and extreme, to demonstrate to

the public that they will protect the nation by any means necessary. As a result, the government

will take all measures within their purview, and as such they will increase their repressive and

discriminatory tactics against the aggrieved population (Dragu & Polborn 2014, 517).

Institutional limits on the powers of the executive constrain the expectations of the public to

the actions the executive may legally take. This prevents the citizens from fostering an electoral

incentive in which the executive is compelled to be too aggressive for their own good. A leader

who is imbued with emergency powers often does not face such constraints. Instead, the leader

has fewer checks on her power at the exact moment when the push for harsh reprisals to root

out terrorists and sympathizers will be the greatest. Considering domestic pressures, a leader

may indeed choose to take overly extreme measures in combatting a terrorist threat, increasing

in her emergency powers and thus her ability to dictate policy. However, as this expectation

depends on domestic pressures for an extreme response to terror, it must be refined to consider

the heterogeneity of terrorist violence.

The Heterogeneity of Terror
Work on the heterogeneity of terror has primarily considered the distinction between
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transnational terror and domestic terror, which accounts for the majority of terrorist attacks

(Sánchez-Cuenca & De la Calle 2009, Young & Findley 2011). While some have argued that

the causal mechanisms for domestic and transnational terror may be different (Enders, Sandler

& Gaibulloev 2011, Findley & Young 2011), others contend that elements such as the location

of the attack or the nationality of the victim are not sufficiently homogenous categorizations as

to be considered determinants in a causal process (Sánchez-Cuenca & De la Calle 2009).

When examining counter-terror through the lens of domestic incentives, I suggest that the

fundamental difference is not between transnational and domestic terror, but the nature of the

terror group itself, as scholars have more recently noted (Bernholz 2004, Feldman &

Ruffle 2008, Kis-Katos, Liebert & Schulze 2014). I argue that there will be disparate responses

in the public, and therefore the state, depending on the social identity of the perpetrator or

group.

When the perpetrator is a member of an ethnic, national, and/or religious out-group in

relation to the majority of the selectorate, citizens are more likely to demand a greater response

to terror.6 A substantial literature has discussed the importance of social identity for group

decision-making and political phenomena (Brewer & Brown 1998, Huddy 2001), as well as

how the level of threat the individual feels and their expectation of a continued future threat

depends on whether the threat arises from the in-group or the out-group (Hewstone, Rubin &

Willis 2002). Out-group terror attacks provoke a response of out-group hatred and a desire to

turn inward to one’s own social group (Brewer 1999). When this othering promotes feelings of

anger (Huddy & Feldman 2011), reinforces negative stereotypes (Sides & Gross 2013), and

leads to an expectation of further threats (Huddy, Feldman, Taber & Lahav 2005), as is likely

to be the case in an emergency situation, support for strong national security policies increases.

Such social processes amongst individuals have a proven impact on support for combatting

terror, with individuals who exhibit a greater degree of ethnocentrism more likely to support

military action to hunt down terrorists (Kam & Kinder 2007) and individuals being more likely

6 While we might expect transnational terror to more strongly correlate with out-group terror,
domestic terror groups frequently resemble transnational terror groups by arising out of enclaves
supporting a separatist national identity, such as in the case of the Liberation Tigers of Tamil
Eelam.
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to support increased counter-terror measures when the attacker comes from an out-group

background that they associate with violence (D’Orazio & Salehyan 2018). As a result, the

government takes a variety of measures – such as conducting raids, closing businesses, making

arrests, and even violence – against individuals within the out-group community, to appease

the wishes of its dominant groups.

With great frequency, however, terror groups are driven by an organizing principal that

does not entail separation from the nation’s population at large. The most obvious of such

principles is political ideology, either on the left (Revolutionäre Zellen) or on the right (Ulster

Loyalists), which reflects an extreme version of elements already contained within the nation’s

political debate. Since such terrorists and the average citizen are drawn from the same pool of

individuals, the average citizen is likely to share a number of identity-based characteristics with

the attacker, such that there will exist evident cross-cutting cleavages across the terror and

non-terror populations. Further, many individuals will sympathize with their grievances, if not

their extremity or methods. To reconcile their ability to otherwise identify with the attacker,

citizens often believe these individuals to be driven to violence by a psychological disorder

rather than political motivations (D’Orazio & Salehyan 2018). This belief restricts the blame to

the specific individuals, limiting the motive for increased punishment in the larger community.

Additionally, enhanced security measures against the in-group are more likely to entail

sacrifices by the average citizen and take place in their own communities, decreasing the

willingness of the citizens to support harsh counter measures. The average citizen does not

favor harsh reprisals in response to in-group suspects as a result, rationalizing them as isolated

phenomena rather than indicative of a larger threat.7 The government will therefore restrict its

7 The role of elite discourse further cements these cognitive processes. As events in the
United States show, domestic terror events are markedly more likely to become part of a larger
political narrative that leads to a more divisive public reaction. Since the resulting public opinion
is driven by elite behavior to be split along party lines, it minimizes the political gains that can
be achieved by the government taking particularly strong actions against domestic terror groups.
There is often reluctance to even call violence committed by the in-group terror (D’Orazio &
Salehyan 2018). This was evident in the aftermath of the mass shooting at the Emanuel African
Methodist Episcopal Church in Charleston, South Carolina, on June 17, 2015, where many
politicians and media members alike were reluctant to consider the shooting an act of terror
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counter-terror to the hardening of specific potential targets and limit its information-gathering

efforts only to the perpetrator’s immediate network. Such efforts, though by definition more

limited in scope, do not come with the externalities of more extreme tactics.8

This important social distinction leads to divergent preferences on how to battle terrorists,

supported by a wealth of experimental and public opinion evidence that individuals favor more

aggressive tactics when the terrorist comes from a different nationality, religion, or ethnic

group (Skitka, Bauman & Mullen 2004, Johns & Davies 2012, Piazza 2015) – essentially, any

clear out-group – and favors less aggressive tactics when the terrorist is from the in-group

(Piazza 2015). We should expect that citizens favor a more aggressive response against

out-group terror suspects. Given the role of domestic opinion in determining the actions of an

unconstrained executive, we should see that during a state of emergency, an executive granted

stronger emergency powers will have more freedom of action and take overly harsh measures

against those deemed out-group terror suspects. Further, given the extensive literature on

indiscriminate repression and violence, we should expect that such actions will result in a

particularly strong backlash and increased terror.9 For in-group terror suspects, however, we

should expect a muted public response, and thus executive freedom should not drive a terrorist

backlash or increase resultant terror.

Hypothesis 1: Stronger emergency powers lead to increased terrorist violence from out-

groups following the declaration of a state of emergency.

Hypothesis 2: Stronger emergency powers have no effect on terrorist violence from

in-groups following the declaration of a state of emergency.

States of Emergency and Leader Strategy
Would a leader, aware that under a state of emergency her actions are in some regard

(Groll 2015).
8 They may even have limited positive effects in reducing terrorist violence, increasing in the

ability of the executive to divert resources to counter-terror activities.
9 As such, this is an argument about the situations in which terrorist activity is more likely

to organize and occur, rather than an argument about where terrorist groups would otherwise
prefer to attack.
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dictated by public pressure and therefore may lead to more terror, accept this possibility and

nonetheless declare a state of emergency? I argue that she would, given the benefits provided

by the continued use of emergency powers. Rational democratic leaders seek to maintain

themselves in office by enacting the policies necessary to retain the support of their winning

coalition and ensure re-election. Emergency powers provide a way to enact desired policies

without typical government constraints, above and beyond combatting the terrorist threat. As

noted, there is substantial variation in the strength of the powers granted to the leader in times

of crisis. However, even the most narrow emergency provisions grant democratic leaders tools

to control the political agenda, inhibit potential opponents from coordinating against the

government, and dictate the narrative surrounding government action. Emergency powers

often extend the executive’s control substantially further, in some cases, granting

near-dictatorial power to the leader. Under the Turkish Constitution of 1982, the President of

the Republic may “issue decrees having the force of law on matters necessitated by the state of

emergency (Article 121).” This led to nearly unchecked powers for Turkish President Reycep

Erdoğan under its recent state of emergency (Esen & Gumuscu 2017).10

Historically, states of emergency enacted in response to terrorist violence have persisted for

substantial periods of time. The aforementioned states of emergency in France and Turkey both

lasted for roughly two years. Across the entirety of democratic states, only 55% of emergency

provisions dictate that declared emergencies automatically end within a specific time frame

(Rooney 2019). And, as these examples suggest, often emergencies can be renewed when

exigencies demand it, which means executives may preside unconstrained under a state of

emergency well past the period of the initial crisis. These powers thus have the potential to

remove roadblocks to the leader’s agenda for a substantial period of time.

The leader thus gains an institutional advantage in enacting her desired policy goals during

periods of emergency that complements how the leader can curry favor with the public by

taking an overly aggressive posture against potential terrorist groups.11 The leader will weigh

10 While this state of emergency followed a failed coup attempt in July 2016, President
Erdoğan stated that it persisted in response to sweeping terrorist threats (Reuters 2017).

11 This does not ensure re-election for the leader. Indeed, despite consistent bumps in public
approval following both terrorist violence and his subsequent response (Sharkov 2015, Wilsher
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these benefits agains the potential dangers of spurring on further terrorist activity. All else

being equal, we would expect that leaders who receive the highest benefit from a state of

emergency – that is, those leaders who receive the strongest emergency powers – should be

those who are most interested, most able, and therefore most likely to take repressive or

discriminatory action against the out-group to curry favor with the public and to therefore

compel future terrorist violence.

Research Design
In this section I describe how I test the relationship between emergency powers and terrorist

activity.12 My dependent variable is the count of terrorist attacks in the subsequent three

country-years for each individual observation.13 Annual counts of terrorist attacks come from

the Global Terrorism Database (LaFree & Dugan 2007). The data include 70,000 domestic and

international incidents since 1970.14 Three criteria must be met before an event can be

classified as a terrorist attack – the incident must be intentional, entail violence or the threat of

violence, and be perpetrated by subnational actors. Further, any terrorist act must meet two of

the following three additional criteria: it must be aimed at attaining a political, economic,

religious, or social goal, there must be evidence of an intention to convey some message to a

larger audience than the immediate victims, and/or the action must be outside the parameters

permitted by international humanitarian law regarding warfare (LaFree & Dugan 2007, 188).15

2015), François Hollande was unable to overcome his already historically-low rate of public
approval and declined to run for re-election. Turkish President Reycep Erdoğan, however, used
emergency powers to solidify his control of the government through the subsequent election.

12 I include descriptive statistics for all variables in Table II in the Appendix.
13 To ensure that the states of emergency precede the terrorist attacks and are not instead caused

by the terrorist attacks, I exclude terror attacks in the year of the state of emergency, which has
the effect of lagging each independent variable.

14 In the case of transnational terror, the government will crack down on the native separatist
population in response to actions taken from its co-ethnics. Further, while political terror is
more often, but not always, domestic in nature, separatist terror occurs in the sample in roughly
equal quantities of transnational and domestic terror.

15 An alternative specification would consider victims, rather than attacks. However, the
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For information on the underlying ideology of terror groups, I use the coding of the GTD data

performed by Kis-Katos, Liebert & Schulze (2014).16 Kis-Katos, Liebert & Schulze establish

the ideological profile for all terror groups that have either committed two or more terror acts or

have killed at least two people through terrorist violence (121). Although there are many types of

domestic out-groups, I identify out-group terror using their coding of separatist terror violence.

As these groups are engaged in a struggle to gain self-determination away from the homeland,

they have, in a sense, identified themselves as the out-group, providing the clearest case of out-

group terror. For an organization to be categorized as ethnic/nationalist-separatist, Kis-Katos,

Liebert & Schulze assert that the group must have a clearly defined ethnic base of supporters

or engage in separatist struggle (121).17 Regarding in-group terror, I include all groups that

represent extreme positions of the traditional political spectrum. Kis-Katos, Liebert & Schulze

identify terror groups that espouse an explicitly political identity – both at the extreme left and the

extreme right. I argue that while these terror groups motivated by political ideology are indeed

extreme members of the in-group, they nevertheless represent only gradations of difference from

the typical political discourse, reflecting a desire for their ideology to dominate, rather than exit,

the political sphere. I create two dependent variables – one counting separatist terror events and

one counting political ideology terror in the subsequent three country-years for each individual

observation.18

theoretical argument speaks to the intent of terror groups, rather than the magnitude of their
violence or the relative success of their attacks.

16 While Kis-Katos, Liebert & Schulze examine the origins of terror, I examine the target of
the terrorist attack.

17 Although this measure does not identify the specific group perpetrating terrorist violence,
terrorist violence should increase with respect to the aggrieved population, not the individual
group. Further, while separatist terror may also arise from groups representing other out-group
populations, it is unclear why they would increase violence, given the overall heightened security
presence during times of emergency, or engage in outbidding in response to attacks meant to
inspire a distinct domestic audience.

18 Although Kis-Katos, Liebert & Schulze (2014) demonstrate that separatist and political
ideology terror differ in origins and in activities, the authors find no systematic differences
that should call into question their use in this model. Most importantly, it is not obvious why
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The key variable of interest is the strength of the powers granted to the executive during a

time of emergency (Rooney 2019).19 Although emergency provisions differ dramatically

across both states and time, a number of common features in these provisions dictate the

executive’s level of political control during extraordinary crises. These measures include the

breadth of declaration, the existence, scope, and depth of policy powers, as well as limitations

on powers via institutional oversight and the systematic expiration of the powers and policies

taken during the crisis. A measure of latent emergency power strength, encompassing the

extent to which each emergency provision enhances the leader’s policy control and removes

executive constraints, is derived by analyzing these specific elements through Bayesian factor

analysis using Markov Chain Monte Carlo methods on the 172 unique emergency power

provisions that comprise the data. The procedure provides a continuous measure of emergency

power strength for each emergency power provision in each year. The measure of emergency

power strength ranges from -1.02 to 1.64, with two constraints – a mean centered at 0 and a

standard deviation of approximately one – for identification purposes.

As evidence of the validity of the measure, consider the cases of declared states of emergency

described above. Under their current constitutions, France’s emergency powers receive a value

of 1.28 and Turkey’s emergency powers return a score of 1.21, placing both countries in the top

25% of emergency power strength. This is consistent with the dramatic shift in political structure

both nations experienced. While much of the variation in this variable is cross national (standard

deviation: .88), there is significant within-country variation in emergency power strength owing

to within-country changes over time (standard deviation: .30), which can be leveraged for the

purposes of this study, in addition to substantial variation across regions and time.20

To test the central hypotheses, I interact the emergency power variable with an indicator of

separatist terror groups would increase their violence in the face of a stronger emergency state
compared to a period without a state of emergency, unless state action prompts their response.
As a result, evidence of an increase in violence would appear to rule out potential arguments
regarding group resilience and organizational capacity.

19 See this work for a full description of the procedure for calculating the measure.
20 This is particularly evident in that the effects hold regardless of the fixed effects strategy

employed, including country-fixed effects.

14



whether or not a state has declared a national state of emergency, since I am specifically interested

in how the executive acts when we vary her level of constraint.21 Data on declared states of

emergency come from a review of the Human Rights Country Reports published by the U.S.

Department of State for each year (Hafner-Burton, Helfer & Fariss 2011). These emergencies

relate to “national security, terrorism, political unrest, natural disasters, civil wars, and armed

conflicts emanating from outside a state’s borders” (Hafner-Burton, Helfer & Fariss 2011, 688).22

The data contain 413 declared states of emergencies.23 This interaction provides an additional

source of within-country variation, comparing the level of terror in states during a period of

emergency to the state in times of peace.

I include a number of controls to avoid a spurious finding. Each of these controls could be

a driver of terrorist activity as well as influencing the strength of the state’s emergency powers

or the probability that a state declares a state of emergency. I first control for domestic

institutions that may jointly influence the probability of a terrorist attack and the probability a

state will declare a state of emergency. I control for each state’s Polity score (Marshall &

Jaggers 2001), since stable democratic institutions may guard against the drivers of a state of

emergency, and scholars have argued why democratic institutions may affect the likelihood of

terrorist violence either positively (Crenshaw 1981, Chenoweth 2010) or negatively

21 While leaders may prefer to invoke a state of emergency when emergency powers are strong,
empirically the two variables show only a minor correlation – .216. This suggests that the
declaration of a state of emergency truly relates to the level of danger posed by the event in
question, rather than leader incentives or even public pressure.

22 For a state of emergency to influence future terror through the described mechanism, all
that is necessary is that terrorism is an area of concern within the population such that success
in counter-terror is a determinant of electoral outcomes, not that terrorism is the sole cause of
the state of emergency.

23 Descriptively, state of emergencies occur with a relatively even spread across level of
democracy from Polity value 6 through value 9, with a more substantial dip in likelihood for
level 10 democracies. Although the specific inciting event is not given, and in a number of cases
the true motivation for declaration encompasses many different factors, Hafner-Burton, Helfer
& Fariss code 66% of emergencies as declared primarily due to national political concerns, and
just 5% due to extra-territorial threats.
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(Schmid 1992, Findley & Young 2011).24 Since scholars have shown that the number of veto

players in the system influences terrorist activity (Young & Dugan 2011), and the number of

veto players constraining the leader may also influence emergency power strength or invocation

as well as the centrality of a separatist group to political decision-making, I control for political

constraints on the executive using Henisz’s (2002) Political Constraint Index (POLCON)

dataset. Combined, Polity scores and veto players account for the capacity of the leader to act

free from constraints outside of a declared emergency, under the nation’s standard institutions,

allowing the key variable of interest to function as a measure of the change in the leader’s

political power. Since peacetime civil liberties may be a key component of the willingness of

the state to grant strong emergency powers and has a clear relationship with terrorist violence

(Krueger & Laitin 2008), I control for each state’s Freedom House Index of Civil Liberties

(Freedom House 2018).

To account for how the level of development and economic health of the state may relate to

terrorist activity (Blomberg, Hess & Weerapana 2004, Li & Schaub 2004), as well as the

necessity of a state of emergency, I control for the log of the state’s GDP per capita and its

growth rate in GDP (Gleditsch 2002).25 States with a larger population may be more prone to

terrorist grievances and terrorist attacks due to its constraining effect on governments (Collier

& Hoeffler 2004), as well as being more prone to the onset of emergency situations. To account

for this, I include a control for the log of the state’s population. Since states that are engaged in

an international conflict may face terrorist violence from foreign and domestic sources (Savun

& Phillips 2009, Findley, Piazza & Young 2012), and since a state’s expectations of future

violence influence their emergency power provision, I control for whether the state has

experienced a militarized interstate dispute in the previous year (Ghosn, Palmer &

Bremer 2004). Lastly, since the panel is dynamic I control for the number of terrorist attacks a

state experienced in the previous year, since previous terror violence may influence emergency

onset as well as be indicative of how prone a state is to terror.

24 Empirically, Polity scores have little correlation with emergency power strength, indicating
that multicollinearity between peacetime and crisis institutions is not a concern.

25 In Table XXIII, I account for non-linearity in GDP per Enders & Hoover (2012). I find little
evidence of this phenomenon in this sample and no changes to the relationship of interest.
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The data include all democratic states from 1970 to 2007,26 where democracy is defined as

a state scoring a 6 or higher on the polity2 composite score (Marshall & Jaggers 2001).27 The

unit of analysis is the country-year.28 Since the dependent variable is a count of the number of

terror attacks for each state in each year, and since the variance in the data is substantially

larger than the mean, in the baseline specification I model the data using a negative binomial

regression, with decade and region-fixed effects to account for the likelihood of heterogeneity

across these units given the extant literature (Freytag, Krüger, Meierrieks &

Schneider 2011, Meierrieks & Gries 2013), and robust standard errors.

Results
Table I: Analysis of Effect of Emergency Powers with a Declared State of

Emergency on Terror Attacks

Political Ideology Attacks Separatist Attacks Political Ideology Attacks Separatist Attacks

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Emergency Power Strength 0.818* 1.002* 0.145 0.486*

(0.137) (0.149) (0.093) (0.114)
Declared State of Emergency * Emergency Powers -1.105* 0.716* -0.471* 0.788*

(0.241) (0.284) (0.222) (0.242)
Declared State of Emergency 2.503* -0.019 0.557* -0.085

(0.268) (0.378) (0.240) (0.356)
Population (Logged) 0.999* 0.665*

(0.066) (0.068)
GDP Per Capita -0.090* -0.051*

(0.019) (0.023)
Economic Growth 0.015 0.292*

(0.039) (0.058)
Civil Liberties 0.480* 0.297

(0.133) (0.169)
Political Constraints -0.155 -1.650*

(0.542) (0.793)
Polity Score -0.100 0.020

(0.083) (0.129)
MID in Previous Year -0.058 -0.165

(0.140) (0.151)
Terror Attacks in Previous Year 0.010* 0.006*

(0.001) (0.001)
Constant 2.167* 1.756* -12.496* -9.601*

(0.162) (0.173) (1.538) (1.887)

Region and Decade Fixed Effects No No Yes Yes
N 2012 2012 1283 1283

Notes: Robust standard errors appear in parentheses below the estimated coefficients of all models.
* p < 0.05

26 The GTD data begins in 1970, and the state of emergency data ends in 2007.
27 Although the panel is unbalanced, there is little evidence that states systematically move

out of the sample due to their use of emergency powers.
28 Although both the GTD and emergency data allow for the possibility for a country-month

panel, neither the emergency power data nor the controls exhibit such fine-grained variation.
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I present my findings in Table I, both with and without control variables.29 Models 1 and 3

display the results for terror motivated by a political ideology. Model 2 and 4 display the results

for separatist terror. The key variable of interest to note is the combined effect of emergency

power strength and its interaction with a state of emergency. I find that while the combined

effect is minimal and not significant for political ideology terror (p-value of .09 in Model 3), the

combined effect is strong and significant for separatist terror (p-value of .00 in Model 4). Figure

1 displays the results from Model 3. Holding all other independent variables at their mean, it

demonstrates that, though stronger emergency powers during a state of emergency appear to

decrease political terror, the effect is negligible – a drop from 11.7 predicted attacks to 11.5

across the full range of emergency powers – and is not statistically differentiable from zero.

Figure 2 displays the results from Model 4. It demonstrates that, with all other independent

variables held at their mean, while under a state of emergency moving from the lowest level of

emergency powers to the highest level of emergency powers increases the predicted number of

separatist terror events from 1.7 to 14.2, while a one standard deviation increase from the mean

level of emergency powers leads to an increase in the predicted count of terror attacks from 3.5

to 7.6. This is a large leap in terror that can be attributed to the unconstrained executive.30

Turning to the controls, previous terror attacks are a strong predictor for terror of both

types, as expected. States with larger populations are more likely to be the targets of both

separatist and politically motivated attacks. Higher levels of GDP per capita make states less

susceptible to attacks by both separatist and politically motivated terror groups. This comports

with the previous literature regarding where grievance is likely to arise. However, economic

29 I display the results both with and without controls due to the data attrition when controls
are included. Specifically, there is substantial missing data on the demographic and economic
characteristics of lesser-developed democracies over time. In Table XXI, I find the results hold
when imputing values for these missing controls.

30 Given the interactive nature of the model, I do not examine the independent effects of
constituent parts here. I do so in the Appendix, in Table XXII. As expected, a state of
emergency makes states more vulnerable to future terrorist violence, though only for separatist
terror. Additionally, and consistent with Rooney (2019), leaders of states with strong emergency
powers may take a particularly strong stance in bargaining with out-group terror groups that
courts further violence.
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Figure 1: Emergency Powers and
Political Terror Attacks (Model 3)
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Figure 2: Emergency Powers and
Separatist Terror Attacks (Model 4)

growth increases separatist violence, as these states now have relatively more for terrorist

groups to target and extract. In these models, the level of democracy within the state does not

influence the likelihood of terror, but states with a higher level of civil liberties are more likely

to be attacked, perhaps owing to the freedom of organization they allow. Political constraints in

the form of veto players shows no relationship with terror from a political ideology, but

decrease separatist terror, consistent with the argument on executive constraint described here.

States who have recently engaged with a foreign opponent are no more likely to be targeted by

terror groups. The results for the battery of controls are, on the whole, consistent with previous

findings in the literature.

To ensure the robustness of the results, in the Appendix I test the hypotheses on data on

Western Europe from the Domestic Terrorism Victims (DTV) dataset (De la Calle & Sánchez-

Cuenca 2011). This dataset covers all fatalities produced by domestic terrorist groups in Western

Europe during the time period examined, relying on local sources to provide information about

both the victim and terrorist group in every event. I create two dependent variables from these

data, each constructed to count the number of terrorist attacks in the subsequent three country-

years for each individual observation. The first dependent variable captures domestic terror

from explicitly nationalist separatist groups – those that seek territorial-change. De la Calle &

Sánchez-Cuenca (2011) define these groups as using violence as a direct challenge to the state

over the sovereignty of a territory.31 The second dependent variable captures domestic terror

31 This is the most frequent type of terrorism in Western Europe as noted in the data, including
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that arises from political groups at the extreme of political discourse in the nation, and yet reflect

the nation’s in-group. This includes violence from extreme-left terrorism, which seeks regime-

change through a mass uprising, extreme right terrorism, which seeks to drive the population

towards an authoritarian solution, as well as Neo-Nazi terrorist groups, which seeks complete

domination by the in-group.

I present my findings in Table III. Model 1 displays results for separatist terror attacks,

while Model 2 displays the results for non-separatist domestic terror. For a state at the mean

level of all other characteristics, under a state of emergency moving from the lowest level of

emergency powers to the highest level of emergency powers increases the predicted number of

separatist terror events from .65 to 5, and a one standard deviation increase from the mean level

of emergency powers leads to an increase in the predicted count of terror attacks from .2 to 1.5.

For political ideology terror, while under a state of emergency moving from the lowest level of

emergency powers to the highest level of emergency powers decreases the predicted number of

terror events from 1.02 to .96, this difference is not significant.

The initial results strongly support the posited relationship between emergency power

strength and terrorist violence. There may remain, however, concern over the direction of

causality. While terrorism is an expected cause of states of emergencies, as in the French

example, the official explanation of declarations of emergency arise from such wide ranging

causes as domestic protest (Mongolia, 2008), natural disasters (Sri Lanka, 2004), coup

attempts (Trinidad and Tobago, 1990), international war (India, 1971), and economic crisis

(Argentina, 2001), among others.32 It is possible, however, that emergency powers themselves

are in part determined by the likelihood of terrorist violence, or that some unobserved

determinant drives both emergency power provision and terror attacks.33 To account for the

63% of all killings.
32 Further, as I am interested in explaining variation according to emergency power strength,

the relationship between states of emergency and terrorism does not threaten the causal
identification of the key relationship.

33 I explore the causal nature of this relationship in greater depth in the Appendix using
panel vector autoregression and corresponding Granger causality tests, and find little evidence
that separatist or political terror causes either states of emergency or emergency powers, and,
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possibility of endogeneity, I utilize an instrumental variable analysis. Following the same

procedure as described in Rooney (2019), I instrument for emergency power strength using the

specificity of the state’s constitution. States can choose to provide emergency powers in their

constitutions, or they can choose to exclude these provisions from their constitutions.

Similarly, more verbose constitutions are more likely to spell out institutional arrangements for

a greater number of contingencies. As such, longer constitutions are more likely to contain

provisions that grant emergency powers. However, since the literature on bureaucratic

discretion (Huber & Shipan 2002) suggests that verbosity in a legal act results in specificity

and therefore a lower freedom of interpretation and reduced discretion, the relationship

between constitutional word count and emergency power strength is likely nonlinear. I

therefore suggest that this relationship is positive initially, where states institutionalize the

provision of additional powers, but that this effect should eventually plateau, and perhaps even

become negative, as they seek to qualify or restrict these powers. To account for this, I model

the relationship with a quadratic form.34

To construct the instrument, I take the number of words in each state’s constitution and

subtract the number of words in the emergency power provision and other passages that refer to

violence, regarding either internal or external conflict.35 Including such provisions in the count

might inflate the word count of a constitution due to the expectation of conflict, and create a

proxy for emergency power strength that would be susceptible to the same endogeneity

concerns as the initial measure. I take the natural log of this number, to correct for the skew of

importantly, no evidence that emergency powers are more common in countries that experience
separatist violence than in countries that experience other types of political violence. Instead,
declared states of emergency lead to both types of terrorism, and emergency powers lead only
to separatist violence. While Granger tests do not assert causality, they provide strong evidence
of a lack of a causal pathway from either separatist or political terror and states of emergency or
emergency powers.

34 I demonstrate the relationship between the instrument and emergency power strength in the
Appendix in Figure 3, and indeed find this pattern holds.

35 I exclude extra-constitutional powers from this analysis. For countries where the
constitution is not available in English, I use Huber and Shipan’s correction for the document’s
language.
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the word count data, and use both this number and its square, as well as its interaction with

declared states of emergency, as instruments for both emergency power strength and the initial

interactive term.36 Given the construction of the variable, it is plausible to suggest that it

satisfies the exclusion restriction and is unrelated to terrorism outside of the specified pathway.

Constitutions persist for many years in the data, most often with no references to terrorism, and

given the removal of language regarding violence, it is unlikely the specter of terror influences

constitution length in a pronounced fashion.

Utilizing the same controls as before, I fit the instrumental variable model using a

Generalized Method of Moments (GMM) estimator and a Poisson distribution assuming a

multiplicative error. I present these results in Table IV. The F-statistic from the first stage of

the model is 14.92, above the Stock-Yogo critical value for 5% maximal IV relative bias. This

indicates that weak-identification is not a problem in the model. In light of the decision not to

use the just-identified model, I run a test for over identification. The test of over identifying

restrictions returns a p-value of 0.20, suggesting that the over identification restriction is

satisfied. Although the models are not directly comparable due to modeling differences, I find

that the initial pattern holds. I find strong evidence that the count of separatist terror attacks

increases with emergency power strength during a state of emergency, while I again see no

significant effects for terror from groups with political ideologies. Additionally, I find no

evidence that the results are weaker than previously posited.

In the Appendix I also consider the distinction between out-group and in-group terror in

greater detail. I have identified separatist terror as the cleanest test possible of the out-group

terror mechanism. However, it is obvious that a substantial number of other cases, such as the

motivating case of Islamic terror in France, also comprise out-group terror. As a secondary test

of the mechanism, I examine the impact of states of emergency and emergency power strength

on Islamic terror in democracies that do not have Islam as the official state religion. I test this

relationship in Table V, and find evidence that it works in a similar fashion to separatist terror,

though the model contains greater uncertainty. It is also important to rule out the possibility that

36 Similar to the initial measure, though there is a greater degree of cross national variation in
the measure, there is again significant within-country variation in word count.
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certain terrorist groups increase their level of violence in a manner consistent with out-bidding.

As a result, I consider two potential reasons for violent out-bidding- the onset of a civil war, in

Table VI, and the increase in violence from pro-state vigilante groups, in Table VII, and find the

initial pattern unchanged.

I take a number of further steps to rule out the potential of alternative mechanisms. I argue

that while repression is a factor in the relationship between the use of emergency powers and

terrorist violence, as traditionally conceived the two comprise distinct concepts. It is therefore

necessary to show that the effect as described cannot be captured by standard measures of

repression. I demonstrate this using two measures of repression from the CIRI Human Rights

Data project (Cingranelli & Richards 2010). The first, the Physical Integrity Rights Index,

encompasses violent repression. It is an additive index indicating the propensity of the state to

engage in torture, extra-judicial killings, disappearances, and political imprisonment ranging

from 0 (full repression) to 8 (no repression). The second, the Empowerment Rights Index,

encompasses social repression. It is an additive index indicating the state’s record on the

freedom of domestic and international movement, freedom of speech, workers’ rights, freedom

of assembly and association, electoral self-determination, and freedom of religion, ranging

from 0 (full repression) to 14 (no repression). In Table VIII, I control for the level of repression

at the time of the state of emergency. I find that while the measures of repression work mostly

as expected, the relationship between emergency power strength and terrorist violence holds as

before. I then consider the possibility that emergency powers simply proxy for these measures

of repression post-state of emergency, and do not have any additional explanatory value. In

Table IX, I control for the level of repression in the year following the state of emergency. The

results again hold as before. This suggests first, that institutional emergency powers provide a

theoretical mechanism distinct from repression, and second, that current measures of

repression do not fully capture the extent of government action against the larger aggrieved

population in a democracy during times of crisis.37

37 This is an intuitive result given that this study examines democracies alone, as for
democracies there is low within-variance in the measures of repression, and a significant skew
towards low levels of repression (with median values of 6 for the Physical Integrity Rights Index
and 12 for the Empowerment Rights Index in the data).
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Although both left-wing governments, such as the Hollande government in France, and right-

wing governments, such as that of Erdoğan in Turkey, have declared a state of emergency in

recent years regarding the outbreak of terrorist violence, it is possible that while right-wing

governments may be happy to take advantage of emergency powers to further their political

agenda, this will not be the case for left-wing governments on average. To account for this

possibility, in Table X I control for the political ideology of the government using data from the

Database of Political Institutions (Scartascini, Cruz & Keefer 2018). While right-wing parties

do drive increased terror, this is independent of the emergency power mechanism, as the results

are consistent with all previous models. In Table XI, I examine the effect independently for left,

centrist, and right parties. I find the effect holds for both left and right parties, and that there are

not sufficient cases to confidently assess the effect for centrist parties, though it remains positive.

Similarly, in Table XII, I account for the possibility that the necessity to follow the will of the

public, and therefore the desire to make use of emergency powers, depends on the security of

the government in office by controlling for the vote share of the dominant party. While I do find

evidence that increases in vote share correspond to fewer separatist attacks, the key relationship

is unchanged.

I lastly consider a number of alternative specifications for modeling the relationship. In Table

XIII, I examine only the most likely cases for a state of emergency rooted in terrorism, those in

which the level of terror in the previous year was greater than the country’s median level of

terror in the sample. I find that the pattern holds for separatist terror, while for political terror

stronger emergency powers actually lead to a reduction in terror, though this effect is only barely

enough to cancel out the higher level of vulnerability a state of emergency entails. In Table

XIV, I show the results for the combined effect of emergency powers are not heavily dependent

on the number of years after a state of emergency in which I examine terrorist attacks. In Table

XV, I use a zero-inflated negative binomial regression, in which a measure of freedom of the

press is used to predict excess zeroes, following Drakos & Gofas (2006), to account for how

media coverage may be biasing the results. The results are entirely consistent with the previous

findings. In Table XVI, I find this same pattern holds when examining the probability of at least

one terror attack in a given year. In Table XVII I find the pattern again holds, with some loss of
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precision, when clustering standard errors by country. In Tables XVIII, XIX, and XX, I find the

original patterns of significance hold when using any combination of country, region, decade,

or year-fixed effects, again indicating sufficient within-country and time variation.

The evidence is quite striking. Emergency powers, when a state of emergency is declared,

are indeed an important predictor of the likelihood of future terror attacks against democratic

states. However, there are differential effects for separatist terror and politically ideological

terror. While an unconstrained executive increases the probability of separatist terror, there is

no consistent effect when examining ideological terror.

Conclusion
In several recent cases, states have responded to violence perpetrated by terrorist groups by

granting substantial emergency powers to their executive. However, no scholarly research had

examined whether such strong emergency powers actually influence the probability of future

terrorist attacks. I find that when democratic states grant emergency powers to the executive,

it can increase, rather than decrease, the probability of future terrorist violence for out-group

terror. When combatting terror, domestic incentives further push leaders to take an overly harsh

stance that is counterproductive for reducing future terrorist violence. Further, since the leader

receives an institutional benefit from emergency powers, they will be willing to take risks that

invite further terror attacks in situations in which they otherwise might not.

Across a multitude of specifications, I find that emergency power strength is a strong

predictor of separatist terrorist attacks for democratic states, but not attacks motivated by a

political ideology. The results provide consistent support for a theory that suggests that the

public pushes for a more extreme response to out-group terror that is counterproductive to

defeating those groups but is necessary for maintaining public support. However, these internal

pressures do not exist when combatting in-group terror. Since leaders take actions against

terror groups that respond to domestic incentives driven by both institutional dynamics and

public outcry, the outcome of their counter-terror tactics is not always objective progress in

preventing future violence.

This study contributes to our understanding of the relationship between democratic
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institutions within the state and terrorism. More specifically, this study provides an additional

explanation for why constraints on the democratic executive are a positive force in reducing

terrorism – they restrain not just what the leader is willing to do, but also what the public

demands from her. This both speaks to the power and weakness of democratic institutions, as

while standard democratic institutions tend to provide the type of restraint that limits violent

backlash, many democracies operate outside these institutions in times of crisis, under a system

of governance which has the opposite effect. Additionally, this article provides a rationalist

explanation for why democratic leaders may take extreme actions in combatting terror, tying

this behavior to domestic and institutional incentives in the pursuit of maintaining one’s self in

office. Future work should consider more closely whether punishing these out-groups

systematically helps the leader politically, or if the leader’s response to these preferences is

independent of subsequent political success. These results, and variation in the strength of

emergency powers within democratic states, may in part explain the relative success – or lack

thereof – of certain democratic states in combatting terrorism.
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Appendix
Table II: Summary Statistics

Variable Mean Std. Dev. Min. Max. N
Political Ideology Terror Attacks (Next 3 Years) 27.449 124.441 0 1509 2140
Separatist Terror Attacks (Next 3 Years) 16.293 59.092 0 523 2140
Declared State of Emergency 0.203 0.402 0 1 2034
Emergency Power Strength 0.263 0.927 -1.016 1.641 2181
Declared State of Emergency * Emergency Powers 0.138 0.45 -0.933 1.641 2034
Population (Logged) 16.204 1.487 13.048 20.65 1644
GDP Per Capita 11.525 8.072 0.345 36.907 1805
Economic Growth 2.072 2.51 -16.973 9.734 1476
Civil Liberties 2.181 1.057 1 5 2102
Political Constraints 0.404 0.14 0 0.72 2161
Polity Score 8.73 1.417 6 10 2181
MID in Previous Year 0.23 0.421 0 1 2172
Terror Attacks in Previous Year 18.906 64.635 0 708 2073
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Table III: Analysis of Effect of Emergency Powers with a Declared State of
Emergency on Terror Attacks, DTV Data

Separatist Attacks Non-Separatist Attacks

(1) (2)
Emergency Power Strength 1.154*** -0.140

(0.264) (0.155)
Declared State of Emergency * Emergency Powers 2.848* 0.831

(1.486) (0.555)
Declared State of Emergency -1.432 -2.101***

(2.006) (0.679)
Population (Logged) 1.455*** 1.326***

(0.172) (0.140)
GDP Per Capita -0.213*** -0.130***

(0.051) (0.042)
Economic Growth 0.757*** -0.126*

(0.185) (0.074)
Civil Liberties 0.073 0.591***

(0.249) (0.225)
Polity Score -0.360 -0.311**

(0.489) (0.139)
Political Constraints 5.111** 2.244**

(2.393) (0.979)
MID in Previous Year 0.133 -0.181

(0.284) (0.205)
Terror Attacks in Previous Year 0.007 0.008**

(0.004) (0.004)
Constant -22.934*** -17.823***

(5.741) (2.403)

Decade Fixed Effects Yes Yes
N 408 408

Notes: Robust standard errors appear in parentheses below the estimated coefficients of all models.
* p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < .01
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Table IV: Instrumental Variable Analysis of Effect of Emergency Powers with a
Declared State of Emergency on Terror Attacks

Political Ideology Attacks Separatist Attacks

(1) (2)
Emergency Power Strength 2.459*** -0.740**

(0.572) (0.337)
Declared State of Emergency * Emergency Powers 1.272 4.613***

(0.927) (0.747)
Declared State of Emergency 0.463 -1.593***

(0.648) (0.531)
Population (Logged) 0.825*** 1.562***

(0.114) (0.207)
GDP Per Capita 0.103** 0.104***

(0.046) (0.024)
Economic Growth -0.005 0.355***

(0.080) (0.071)
Civil Liberties -0.554*** 0.871***

(0.197) (0.234)
Political Constraints 3.016*** -1.927***

(0.824) (0.734)
Polity Score -0.798*** -0.656***

(0.232) (0.165)
MID in Previous Year -0.610 -0.264

(0.390) (0.224)
Terror Attacks in Previous Year 0.013*** -0.002

(0.002) (0.002)
Constant -5.775*** -21.775***

(1.730) (3.274)
N 1065 1065

Notes: Robust standard errors appear in parentheses below the estimated coefficients of all models.
* p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < .01
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Table V: Analysis of Effect of Emergency Powers on Islamic Terror Attacks with a
Declared State of Emergency

Islamic Terror Attacks

(1)
Emergency Power Strength 0.232*

(0.127)
Declared State of Emergency * Emergency Powers 0.481*

(0.288)
Declared State of Emergency -0.357

(0.357)
Population (Logged) 0.547***

(0.087)
GDP Per Capita 0.096***

(0.027)
Economic Growth 0.041

(0.058)
Civil Liberties -0.453***

(0.168)
Political Constraints -0.744

(1.015)
Polity Score -0.257*

(0.141)
MID in Previous Year 0.111

(0.219)
Terror Attacks in Previous Year 0.003**

(0.001)
Constant -9.914***

(2.212)

Region and Decade Fixed Effects Yes
N 1259

Notes: Robust standard errors appear in parentheses below the estimated coefficients of all models.
* p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < .01
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Table VI: Analysis of Effect of Emergency Powers with a Declared State of
Emergency on Terror Attacks (Civil War)

Political Ideology Attacks Separatist Attacks

(1) (2)
Emergency Power Strength 0.144 0.485***

(0.093) (0.114)
Declared State of Emergency * Emergency Powers -0.488** 0.782***

(0.225) (0.241)
Declared State of Emergency 0.576** -0.077

(0.243) (0.356)
Population (Logged) 1.001*** 0.664***

(0.066) (0.069)
GDP Per Capita -0.090*** -0.052**

(0.019) (0.024)
Economic Growth 0.017 0.293***

(0.039) (0.058)
Civil Liberties 0.476*** 0.284*

(0.134) (0.171)
Political Constraints -0.164 -1.653**

(0.542) (0.791)
Polity Score -0.101 0.015

(0.083) (0.129)
MID in Previous Year -0.052 -0.154

(0.140) (0.152)
Terror Attacks in Previous Year 0.010*** 0.006***

(0.001) (0.001)
Constant -12.524*** -9.518***

(1.540) (1.893)

Region and Decade Fixed Effects Yes Yes
lnalpha 1.085*** 1.358***

(0.053) (0.078)

Region and Decade Fixed Effects Yes Yes
N 1283 1283

Notes: Robust standard errors appear in parentheses below the estimated coefficients of all models.
* p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < .01
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Table VII: Analysis of Effect of Emergency Powers with a Declared State of
Emergency on Terror Attacks (Vigilante Terror)

Political Ideology Attacks Separatist Attacks

(1) (2)
Emergency Power Strength 0.150 0.485***

(0.093) (0.113)
Declared State of Emergency * Emergency Powers -0.381* 0.688***

(0.222) (0.245)
Declared State of Emergency 0.552** -0.077

(0.240) (0.357)
Population (Logged) 1.002*** 0.657***

(0.066) (0.069)
GDP Per Capita -0.089*** -0.051**

(0.019) (0.024)
Economic Growth 0.006 0.296***

(0.039) (0.058)
Civil Liberties 0.473*** 0.306*

(0.131) (0.168)
Political Constraints -0.238 -1.630**

(0.544) (0.794)
Polity Score -0.103 0.013

(0.083) (0.128)
MID in Previous Year -0.036 -0.174

(0.139) (0.151)
Terror Attacks in Previous Year 0.010*** 0.006***

(0.001) (0.001)
Constant -12.429*** -9.465***

(1.518) (1.885)

Region and Decade Fixed Effects Yes Yes
lnalpha 1.075*** 1.357***

(0.054) (0.078)

Region and Decade Fixed Effects Yes Yes
N 1283 1283

Notes: Robust standard errors appear in parentheses below the estimated coefficients of all models.
* p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < .01
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Table VIII: Analysis of Effect of Emergency Powers with a Declared State of
Emergency on Terror Attacks (Repression Controls)

Political Ideology Attacks Separatist Attacks Political Ideology Attacks Separatist Attacks

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Emergency Power Strength 0.014 0.597*** 0.076 0.671***

(0.089) (0.138) (0.095) (0.129)
Declared State of Emergency * Emergency Powers -0.575*** 0.712*** -0.341 0.664***

(0.174) (0.247) (0.248) (0.248)
Declared State of Emergency 0.559** -0.075 0.431* -0.161

(0.224) (0.356) (0.251) (0.373)
Population (Logged) 0.773*** 0.677*** 0.986*** 0.626***

(0.071) (0.079) (0.074) (0.084)
GDP Per Capita -0.089*** -0.056** -0.083*** -0.050*

(0.020) (0.026) (0.021) (0.028)
Economic Growth -0.024 0.266*** -0.026 0.261***

(0.043) (0.064) (0.043) (0.061)
Civil Liberties 0.235* 0.299 0.475*** 0.202

(0.136) (0.190) (0.148) (0.188)
Political Constraints -0.024 -0.842 -0.059 -0.824

(0.573) (0.899) (0.612) (0.902)
Polity Score -0.030 0.073 -0.136 0.068

(0.077) (0.144) (0.092) (0.140)
MID in Previous Year -0.050 -0.153 -0.079 -0.087

(0.142) (0.162) (0.152) (0.165)
Terror Attacks in Previous Year 0.006*** 0.005*** 0.012*** 0.005***

(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)
Physical Integrity Rights -0.523*** -0.008

(0.051) (0.080)
Empowerment Rights -0.139*** -0.168**

(0.052) (0.073)
Constant -5.047*** -10.187*** -10.126*** -7.173***

(1.648) (2.389) (1.731) (2.652)

Region and Decade Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes
N 1130 1130 1131 1131

Notes: Robust standard errors appear in parentheses below the estimated coefficients of all models.
* p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < .01
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Table IX: Analysis of Effect of Emergency Powers with a Declared State of
Emergency on Terror Attacks (Government Repression)

Political Ideology Attacks Separatist Attacks Political Ideology Attacks Separatist Attacks

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Emergency Power Strength 0.047 0.549*** 0.124 0.579***

(0.083) (0.123) (0.091) (0.119)
Declared State of Emergency * Emergency Powers -0.537*** 0.682*** -0.434* 0.682***

(0.154) (0.246) (0.238) (0.260)
Declared State of Emergency 0.321* -0.062 0.610** 0.014

(0.194) (0.344) (0.248) (0.368)
Population (Logged) 0.703*** 0.717*** 0.954*** 0.623***

(0.059) (0.073) (0.069) (0.078)
GDP Per Capita -0.085*** -0.060** -0.074*** -0.045*

(0.017) (0.025) (0.020) (0.026)
Economic Growth 0.001 0.288*** -0.008 0.280***

(0.034) (0.062) (0.041) (0.061)
Civil Liberties 0.235* 0.321* 0.376*** 0.247

(0.124) (0.177) (0.137) (0.182)
Political Constraints -0.283 -0.926 0.250 -0.878

(0.530) (0.820) (0.584) (0.831)
Polity Score 0.010 0.077 -0.125 0.050

(0.074) (0.138) (0.084) (0.134)
MID in Previous Year 0.130 -0.171 -0.024 -0.079

(0.125) (0.156) (0.142) (0.158)
Terror Attacks in Previous Year 0.007*** 0.006*** 0.011*** 0.006***

(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)
Physical Integrity Rights (Subsequent Year) -0.506*** 0.109

(0.044) (0.068)
Empowerment Rights (Subsequent Year) -0.207*** -0.148**

(0.048) (0.064)
Constant -4.319*** -11.857*** -9.115*** -7.364***

(1.529) (2.150) (1.656) (2.399)

Region and Decade Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes
N 1184 1184 1184 1184

Notes: Robust standard errors appear in parentheses below the estimated coefficients of all models.
* p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < .01
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Table X: Analysis of Effect of Emergency Powers with a Declared State of
Emergency on Terror Attacks (Government Ideology)

Political Ideology Attacks Separatist Attacks

(1) (2)
Emergency Power Strength 0.174* 0.661***

(0.094) (0.107)
Declared State of Emergency * Emergency Powers -0.661*** 0.620**

(0.196) (0.253)
Declared State of Emergency 0.558** -0.046

(0.233) (0.381)
Population (Logged) 0.975*** 0.759***

(0.067) (0.072)
GDP Per Capita -0.093*** -0.052**

(0.020) (0.025)
Economic Growth 0.020 0.268***

(0.043) (0.059)
Center Party 0.643*** -1.109***

(0.209) (0.206)
Left Party 0.054 -.600***

(0.148) (0.157)
Political Constraints -0.024 -1.395*

(0.550) (0.815)
Civil Liberties 0.498*** 0.175

(0.135) (0.185)
Polity Score -0.179** 0.021

(0.086) (0.136)
MID in Previous Year -0.011 -0.197

(0.148) (0.154)
Terror Attacks in Previous Year 0.009*** 0.006***

(0.001) (0.001)
Constant -11.457*** -10.323***

(1.493) (2.059)

Region and Decade Fixed Effects Yes Yes
N 1131 1131

Notes: Robust standard errors appear in parentheses below the estimated coefficients of all models.
* p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < .01
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Table XI: Analysis of Effect of Emergency Powers on Separatist Terror Attacks
with a Declared State of Emergency (Government Ideology)

Right Parties Centrist Parties Left Parties

(1) (2) (3)
Emergency Power Strength 0.582*** 0.041 0.218

(0.181) (0.323) (0.167)
Declared State of Emergency * Emergency Powers 0.817** 0.104 1.987***

(0.340) (0.766) (0.367)
Declared State of Emergency 0.151 0.486 -2.442***

(0.440) (0.734) (0.742)
Population (Logged) 0.792*** 0.739*** 1.485***

(0.105) (0.174) (0.223)
GDP Per Capita 0.009 -0.153** 0.021

(0.034) (0.070) (0.049)
Economic Growth 0.549*** 0.049 0.247**

(0.108) (0.077) (0.106)
Civil Liberties 0.342 -0.732*** 0.092

(0.324) (0.283) (0.310)
Political Constraints -1.812* 0.972 -3.944***

(1.022) (2.187) (1.232)
Polity Score 0.499** -0.209 -0.748**

(0.254) (0.302) (0.300)
MID in Previous Year -0.221 -0.302 0.015

(0.223) (0.274) (0.270)
Terror Attacks in Previous Year 0.004** 0.008*** 0.011***

(0.002) (0.002) (0.003)
Constant -17.399*** -5.850* -15.463***

(3.495) (3.057) (5.130)

Region and Decade Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes
N 554 166 411

Notes: Robust standard errors appear in parentheses below the estimated coefficients of all models.
* p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < .01
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Table XII: Analysis of Effect of Emergency Powers with a Declared State of
Emergency on Terror Attacks (Vote Share)

Political Ideology Attacks Separatist Attacks

(1) (2)
Emergency Power Strength 0.159 0.715***

(0.097) (0.108)
Declared State of Emergency * Emergency Powers -0.617*** 0.673***

(0.189) (0.223)
Declared State of Emergency 0.528** -0.138

(0.229) (0.339)
Population (Logged) 0.996*** 0.843***

(0.066) (0.073)
GDP Per Capita -0.067*** -0.036

(0.019) (0.022)
Economic Growth 0.023 0.312***

(0.042) (0.062)
Major Party Vote Share 0.009 -0.019**

(0.006) (0.007)
Political Constraints -0.054 -1.903**

(0.620) (0.801)
Civil Liberties 0.647*** 0.210

(0.129) (0.166)
Polity Score -0.304*** 0.207

(0.084) (0.131)
MID in Previous Year -0.153 -0.184

(0.156) (0.161)
Terror Attacks in Previous Year 0.010*** 0.006***

(0.001) (0.001)
Constant -11.705*** -13.475***

(1.337) (1.892)

Region and Decade Fixed Effects Yes Yes
N 1063 1063

Notes: Robust standard errors appear in parentheses below the estimated coefficients of all models.
* p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < .01
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Table XIII: Analysis of Effect of Emergency Powers with a Declared State of
Emergency on Terror Attacks, Terror in Previous Year Above Median)

Political Ideology Attacks Separatist Attacks

(1) (2)
Emergency Power Strength 0.165 0.727***

(0.118) (0.151)
Declared State of Emergency * Emergency Powers -0.924*** 0.697**

(0.284) (0.348)
Declared State of Emergency 0.662* -0.634

(0.342) (0.513)
Population (Logged) 0.648*** 0.299***

(0.077) (0.111)
GDP Per Capita -0.151*** -0.050

(0.057) (0.100)
GDP Per Capita (Squared) 0.001 0.002

(0.001) (0.003)
Economic Growth -0.024 0.280***

(0.049) (0.074)
Civil Liberties 0.159 0.178

(0.159) (0.236)
Political Constraints -0.844 -2.362**

(0.679) (1.075)
Polity Score -0.029 0.152

(0.096) (0.159)
MID in Previous Year 0.098 -0.107

(0.162) (0.182)
Terror Attacks in Previous Year 0.010*** 0.005***

(0.001) (0.001)
Constant -5.944*** -4.047

(1.718) (2.717)

Region and Decade Fixed Effects Yes Yes
N 439 439

Notes: Robust standard errors appear in parentheses below the estimated coefficients of all models.
* p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < .01
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Table XIV: Analysis of Effect of Emergency Powers with a Declared State of
Emergency on Terror Attacks (Varied Time Frame)

Political Ideology 2 Years Separatist 2 Years Political Ideology 4 Years Separatist 4 Years

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Emergency Power Strength 0.136 0.486*** 0.279** 0.550***

(0.098) (0.114) (0.126) (0.109)
Declared State of Emergency * Emergency Powers -0.510** 0.788*** -0.475** 0.793***

(0.223) (0.242) (0.206) (0.218)
Declared State of Emergency 0.568** -0.085 0.542** -0.233

(0.247) (0.356) (0.222) (0.319)
Population (Logged) 0.988*** 0.665*** 0.933*** 0.684***

(0.069) (0.068) (0.073) (0.066)
GDP Per Capita -0.104*** -0.051** -0.065*** -0.053**

(0.021) (0.023) (0.022) (0.023)
Economic Growth -0.001 0.292*** 0.031 0.289***

(0.040) (0.058) (0.038) (0.055)
Civil Liberties 0.434*** 0.297* 0.503*** 0.344**

(0.138) (0.169) (0.128) (0.168)
Political Constraints 0.053 -1.650** -0.112 -1.166

(0.573) (0.793) (0.527) (0.745)
Polity Score -0.107 0.020 -0.214** 0.069

(0.084) (0.129) (0.103) (0.126)
MID in Previous Year -0.018 -0.165 -0.081 -0.196

(0.143) (0.151) (0.136) (0.149)
Terror Attacks in Previous Year 0.010*** 0.006*** 0.010*** 0.006***

(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)
Constant -12.487*** -9.601*** -10.398*** -10.233***

(1.547) (1.887) (1.789) (1.823)

Region and Decade Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes
N 1290 1283 1275 1275

Notes: Robust standard errors appear in parentheses below the estimated coefficients of all models.
* p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < .01
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Table XV: Analysis of Effect of Emergency Powers on Terror Attacks
(Zero-Inflated Negative Binomial)

Political Ideology Attacks Separatist Attacks

(1) (2)
Emergency Power Strength 0.029 0.188*

(0.099) (0.106)
Declared State of Emergency * Emergency Powers -0.355 1.510***

(0.330) (0.261)
Declared State of Emergency 0.692* -0.242

(0.378) (0.372)
Population (Logged) 1.015*** 0.804***

(0.073) (0.076)
GDP Per Capita -0.135*** -0.005

(0.025) (0.029)
Economic Growth -0.006 0.483***

(0.045) (0.071)
Civil Liberties 0.337** 0.561**

(0.158) (0.233)
Political Constraints 0.611 -1.730**

(0.607) (0.751)
Polity Score -0.220** -0.029

(0.098) (0.155)
MID in Previous Year 0.060 -0.104

(0.163) (0.167)
Terror Attacks in Previous Year 0.008*** 0.004***

(0.001) (0.001)
Constant -11.086*** -12.893***

(1.533) (2.232)
Inflation -33.476*** -0.969***

(0.335) (0.365)
N 691 691

Notes: Robust standard errors appear in parentheses below the estimated coefficients of all models.
* p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < .01
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Table XVI: Logit Analysis of Effect of Emergency Powers on the Probability of a
Terror Attack

Political Ideology Attacks Separatist Attacks

(1) (2)
Emergency Power Strength 0.017 0.079*

(0.033) (0.048)
Declared State of Emergency * Emergency Powers 0.018 0.259***

(0.056) (0.099)
Declared State of Emergency 0.118* 0.110

(0.069) (0.125)
Population (Logged) 0.316*** 0.260***

(0.022) (0.031)
GDP Per Capita -0.010 -0.023**

(0.008) (0.009)
Economic Growth -0.000 0.078***

(0.014) (0.022)
Civil Liberties 0.050 -0.027

(0.042) (0.051)
Political Constraints -0.188 0.123

(0.214) (0.341)
Polity Score 0.016 0.016

(0.034) (0.045)
MID in Previous Year 0.061 -0.129**

(0.046) (0.061)
Terror Attacks in Previous Year 0.000*** 0.000

(0.000) (0.000)
Constant -5.610*** -4.935***

(0.516) (0.725)
N 1283 1283

Notes: Robust standard errors appear in parentheses below the estimated coefficients of all models.
* p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < .01

47



Table XVII: Analysis of Effect of Emergency Powers on Terror Attacks (Clustered
Standard Errors)

Political Ideology Attacks Separatist Attacks Political Ideology Attacks Separatist Attacks

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Emergency Power Strength 0.818*** 1.002*** 0.145 0.486*

(0.199) (0.259) (0.215) (0.269)
Declared State of Emergency * Emergency Powers -1.105* 0.716* -0.471 0.788*

(0.578) (0.433) (0.421) (0.446)
Declared State of Emergency 2.503*** -0.019 0.557** -0.085

(0.636) (0.578) (0.264) (0.336)
Population (Logged) 0.999*** 0.665***

(0.168) (0.188)
GDP Per Capita -0.090* -0.051

(0.048) (0.068)
Economic Growth 0.015 0.292**

(0.074) (0.122)
Civil Liberties 0.480** 0.297

(0.221) (0.257)
Political Constraints -0.155 -1.650**

(0.956) (0.830)
Polity Score -0.100 0.020

(0.159) (0.261)
MID in Previous Year -0.058 -0.165

(0.140) (0.180)
Terror Attacks in Previous Year 0.010*** 0.006**

(0.003) (0.002)
Constant 2.167*** 1.756*** -12.496*** -9.601***

(0.311) (0.407) (2.961) (3.493)

Region and Decade Fixed Effects No No Yes Yes
N 2012 2012 1283 1283

Notes: State-clustered standard errors appear in parentheses below the estimated coefficients of all models.
* p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < .01

Table XVIII: Analysis of Effect of Emergency Powers and Declared States of
Emergency on Terror (Country Decade FE)

Political Ideology Attacks Separatist Attacks Political Ideology Attacks Separatist Attacks

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Emergency Power Strength 0.818*** 1.002*** 0.479*** 0.685***

(0.137) (0.149) (0.178) (0.201)
Declared State of Emergency * Emergency Powers -1.105*** 0.716** -0.326** 0.532**

(0.241) (0.284) (0.166) (0.221)
Declared State of Emergency 2.503*** -0.019 0.356** -0.496**

(0.268) (0.378) (0.170) (0.231)
Population (Logged) 0.241 -0.350

(0.360) (0.590)
GDP Per Capita 0.025 -0.107***

(0.026) (0.030)
Economic Growth -0.008 -0.031

(0.036) (0.061)
Civil Liberties 0.069 -0.066

(0.103) (0.110)
Political Constraints -0.398 -1.005*

(0.524) (0.604)
Polity Score -0.362*** 0.058

(0.103) (0.123)
MID in Previous Year -0.216** -0.145

(0.091) (0.109)
Terror Attacks in Previous Year 0.004*** 0.002***

(0.001) (0.001)
Constant 2.167*** 1.756*** 2.963 12.694

(0.162) (0.173) (7.064) (11.708)

Country and Decade Fixed Effects No No Yes Yes
N 2012 2012 1283 1283

Notes: Robust standard errors appear in parentheses below the estimated coefficients of all models.
* p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < .01
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Table XIX: Analysis of Effect of Emergency Powers and Declared States of
Emergency on Terror (Country Year FE)

Political Ideology Attacks Separatist Attacks Political Ideology Attacks Separatist Attacks

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Emergency Power Strength 0.818*** 1.002*** 0.641*** 0.865***

(0.137) (0.149) (0.186) (0.185)
Declared State of Emergency * Emergency Powers -1.105*** 0.716** -0.366** 0.463**

(0.241) (0.284) (0.161) (0.217)
Declared State of Emergency 2.503*** -0.019 0.428*** -0.546**

(0.268) (0.378) (0.160) (0.219)
Population (Logged) 0.234 -0.398

(0.317) (0.561)
GDP Per Capita 0.107*** -0.072**

(0.030) (0.035)
Economic Growth 0.007 0.013

(0.035) (0.056)
Civil Liberties 0.338*** 0.142

(0.118) (0.119)
Political Constraints 0.061 -0.339

(0.485) (0.577)
Polity Score -0.434*** 0.013

(0.099) (0.115)
MID in Previous Year 0.014 -0.093

(0.099) (0.115)
Terror Attacks in Previous Year 0.003*** 0.001

(0.001) (0.001)
Constant 2.167*** 1.756*** 0.894 12.329

(0.162) (0.173) (6.233) (11.025)

Country and Year Fixed Effects No No Yes Yes
N 2012 2012 1283 1283

Notes: Robust standard errors appear in parentheses below the estimated coefficients of all models.
* p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < .01

Table XX: Analysis of Effect of Emergency Powers and Declared States of
Emergency on Terror (Region Year FE)

Political Ideology Attacks Separatist Attacks Political Ideology Attacks Separatist Attacks

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Emergency Power Strength 0.818*** 1.002*** 0.195** 0.612***

(0.137) (0.149) (0.083) (0.094)
Declared State of Emergency * Emergency Powers -1.105*** 0.716** -0.570*** 0.808***

(0.241) (0.284) (0.185) (0.214)
Declared State of Emergency 2.503*** -0.019 0.735*** -0.073

(0.268) (0.378) (0.204) (0.257)
Population (Logged) 0.947*** 0.715***

(0.058) (0.068)
GDP Per Capita -0.075*** -0.033

(0.018) (0.022)
Economic Growth 0.038 0.271***

(0.033) (0.051)
Civil Liberties 0.574*** 0.458***

(0.126) (0.149)
Political Constraints 0.162 -1.399**

(0.503) (0.632)
Polity Score -0.067 0.066

(0.073) (0.110)
MID in Previous Year 0.289** -0.194

(0.139) (0.172)
Terror Attacks in Previous Year 0.011*** 0.006***

(0.001) (0.001)
Constant 2.167*** 1.756*** -13.770*** -11.709***

(0.162) (0.173) (1.340) (1.714)

Region and Year Fixed Effects No No Yes Yes
N 2012 2012 1283 1283

Notes: Robust standard errors appear in parentheses below the estimated coefficients of all models.
* p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < .01
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Table XXI: Analysis of Effect of Emergency Powers with a Declared State of
Emergency on Terror Attacks, Multiple Imputation

Political Ideology Attacks Separatist Attacks

(1) (2)
Emergency Power Strength 0.307*** 0.421***

(0.104) (0.105)
Declared State of Emergency * Emergency Powers -0.319 0.669**

(0.238) (0.287)
Declared State of Emergency 0.749*** 0.200

(0.226) (0.408)
Population (Logged) 0.753*** 0.633***

(0.060) (0.096)
GDP Per Capita -0.045** -0.075***

(0.018) (0.025)
Economic Growth -0.003 0.171***

(0.048) (0.051)
Civil Liberties 0.516*** 0.554***

(0.136) (0.160)
Political Constraints 0.078 -0.067

(0.572) (0.736)
Polity Score -0.317*** -0.261**

(0.090) (0.104)
MID in Previous Year -0.097 0.037

(0.154) (0.206)
Terror Attacks in Previous Year 0.009*** 0.005***

(0.001) (0.001)
Constant -10.065*** -7.170***

(1.522) (2.009)

Region and Decade Fixed Effects Yes Yes
N 1661 1661

Notes: Robust standard errors appear in parentheses below the estimated coefficients of all models. Missing data
for controls given by 10 imputations.

* p < 0.05
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Table XXII: Analysis of Effect of Emergency Powers and Declared States of
Emergency on Terror (No Interaction)

Political Ideology Attacks Separatist Attacks

(1) (2)
Emergency Power Strength 0.066 0.610***

(0.080) (0.104)
Declared State of Emergency 0.264 0.585**

(0.175) (0.266)
Population (Logged) 1.017*** 0.629***

(0.066) (0.070)
GDP Per Capita -0.086*** -0.052**

(0.019) (0.024)
Economic Growth -0.004 0.273***

(0.041) (0.056)
Civil Liberties 0.478*** 0.225

(0.129) (0.171)
Political Constraints -0.380 -1.510*

(0.542) (0.802)
Polity Score -0.115 0.023

(0.081) (0.135)
MID in Previous Year -0.036 -0.170

(0.141) (0.147)
Terror Attacks in Previous Year 0.010*** 0.007***

(0.001) (0.001)
Constant -12.543*** -8.912***

(1.464) (1.970)

Region and Decade Fixed Effects Yes Yes
N 1283 1283

Notes: Robust standard errors appear in parentheses below the estimated coefficients of all models.
* p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < .01
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Table XXIII: Analysis of Effect of Emergency Powers with a Declared State of
Emergency on Terror Attacks (GDP Squared)

Political Ideology Attacks Separatist Attacks

(1) (2)
Emergency Power Strength 0.143 0.479***

(0.093) (0.113)
Declared State of Emergency * Emergency Powers -0.503** 0.772***

(0.235) (0.246)
Declared State of Emergency 0.601** -0.058

(0.260) (0.361)
Population (Logged) 0.992*** 0.663***

(0.065) (0.068)
GDP Per Capita -0.052 -0.021

(0.048) (0.073)
GDP Per Capita (Squared) -0.001 -0.001

(0.001) (0.002)
Economic Growth 0.017 0.294***

(0.039) (0.057)
Civil Liberties 0.494*** 0.312*

(0.133) (0.165)
Political Constraints -0.174 -1.674**

(0.543) (0.795)
Polity Score -0.116 0.018

(0.085) (0.130)
MID in Previous Year -0.053 -0.165

(0.139) (0.150)
Terror Attacks in Previous Year 0.010*** 0.006***

(0.001) (0.001)
Constant -12.557*** -9.805***

(1.551) (1.869)

Region and Decade Fixed Effects Yes Yes
N 1283 1283

Notes: Robust standard errors appear in parentheses below the estimated coefficients of all models.
* p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < .01
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Causality Checks

Table XXIV: Political Ideology VAR

Variable Coef Std. Err. Z. P Value. CI
Political Attacks
Lag Political Attacks .7968665 .1259658 6.33 0.000 .5499782 - 1.043755
Lag SOE 15.27448 5.224939 2.92 0.003 5.033791 - 25.51517
Lag Emergency Powers 14.89761 12.22075 1.22 0.223 -9.054611 - 38.84983
State of Emergency
Lag Political Attacks .0004635 .0002606 1.78 0.075 -.0000473 - .0009743
Lag SOE .1998343 .0580101 3.44 0.001 .0861366 - .313532
Lag Emergency Powers -.1095855 .1560899 -0.70 0.483 -.415516 - .196345
Emergency Powers
Lag Political Attacks .0000558 .0000991 0.56 0.574 -.0001385 - .00025
Lag SOE -.0102417 .0126518 -0.81 0.418 -.0350387 - .0145554
Lag Emergency Powers .9302518 .0582134 15.98 0.000 .8161556 - 1.044348

Table XXV: Political Ideology Granger Causality

Variable Chi Squared P-Value
Political Attacks
State of Emergency 8.546 0.003
Emergency Powers 1.486 0.223
All 8.560 0.014
State of Emergency
Political Attacks 3.163 0.075
Emergency Powers 0.493 0.483
All 5.626 0.060
Emergency Powers
Political Attacks 0.317 0.574
State of Emergency 0.655 0.418
All 0.903 0.637
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Table XXVI: Separatist Ideology VAR

Variable Coef Std. Err. Z. P Value. CI
Separatist Attacks
Lag Separatist Attacks .5988465 .1355534 4.42 0.000 .3331667 - .8645262
Lag SOE 6.784191 3.189437 2.13 0.033 .5330097 - 13.03537
Lag Emergency Powers 25.199 8.76665 2.87 0.004 8.016686 - 42.38132
State of Emergency
Lag Separatist Attacks .0002603 .0003899 0.67 0.504 -.000504 - .0010246
Lag SOE .2102712 .0579998 3.63 0.000 .0965936 - .3239487
Lag Emergency Powers -.1034218 .1489617 -0.69 0.488 -.3953814 - .1885378
Emergency Powers
Lag Separatist Attacks .0003068 .0003576 0.86 0.391 -.000394 - .0010076
Lag SOE -.0129208 .0132925 -0.97 0.331 -.0389737 - .0131321
Lag Emergency Powers .9160475 .0629323 14.56 0.000 .7927026 - 1.039392

Table XXVII: Separatist Ideology Granger Causality

Variable Chi Squared P-Value
Separatist Attacks
State of Emergency 4.524 0.033
Emergency Powers 8.262 0.004
All 8.263 0.016
State of Emergency
Separatist Attacks 0.446 0.504
Emergency Powers 0.482 0.488
All 1.897 0.387
Emergency Powers
Separatist Attacks 0.736 0.391
State of Emergency 0.945 0.331
All 1.298 0.523
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Table XXVIII: Analysis of New Emergency Powers, 1970-2007

Emergency Powers
(1)

Terror Attacks in Previous Year 0.000
(0.005)

Constant 1.110
(1.460)

Region and Year Fixed Effects Yes
N 28
Notes: Robust standard errors appear in parentheses below the estimated coefficients.
* p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < .01
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