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RESEARCH NOTE

Regime Age and Terrorism: Are New
Democracies Prone to Terrorism?

JAMES A. PIAZZA
The Pennsylvania State University

One of the earlier empirical studies of the relationship between
regime type and terrorism published in International Interactions
determined that while established democracies were significantly
less likely to experience terrorist attacks than were nondemocratic
countries, newly established democracies were highly vulnerable to
terrorism. Subsequent empirical studies have routinely controlled
for both regime type and age, but scholarly understanding of the
effect of regime longevity on terrorism remains underdeveloped.
This study revisits the relationship between terrorism and regime
type and regime age using updated data, analytical techniques,
and time-series and finds that while young democracies experience
more terrorism than older democracies, dictatorships of any age
experience less terrorism than any other type of regime.

KEYWORDS democracy, dictatorship, regime age, regime type,
terrorism

The effect of democratic rule on the likelihood that a country will experi-
ence terrorism has been an important focus of the burgeoning cross-national
empirical literature on terrorism. The literature in this genre has, for example,
examined the effects of specific democratic regime features and institutional
arrangements on terrorist attacks (Findley and Young 2011; Li 2005), has
tested for a nonlinear relationship between political freedom and terrorism
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Regime Age and Terrorism 247

in countries (Abadie 2006), and has considered the impact of rule of law
(Choi 2010), human rights protections (Walsh and Piazza 2010) and com-
petition among political actors (Chenoweth 2010) on patterns of terrorism.
What has been less intensely studied, however, is the effect of democratic
regime age and maturity on terrorism. While a few studies include a mea-
sure of general regime durability along with other covariates as controls in
their analyses, regime age is tangential to the main analysis and is not inter-
acted with regime type. (For example, Li 2005; Piazza 2008a; Rosendorff and
Sandler 2005; Savun and Philips 2009). Moreover, these studies do not inte-
grate regime durability into their theoretical discussions of the root causes
of terrorism, preferring instead to focus on structural features such as regime
type, level of economic development and performance, experience of inter-
national and civil war and population size and geographic area. This is really
quite surprising once one thinks of the importance of regime age and durabil-
ity to the democratic transition and consolidation literature (Diamond 1994;
Jaggers and Gurr 1995; Linz and Stepan 1996), the literature on civil war,
state failure and intercommunal strife (Schrodt and Gerner 2000) and the
literature on economic performance. (Harmel and Robertson 1985)

The notable exception within the empirical terrorism literature is an
intriguing study by Eyerman (1998) that combines regime type with an eval-
uation of the durability, or degree of establishment, of the regime itself as
factors explaining patterns of terrorism across countries. In his study Eyerman
examines whether or not democracies are attractive or poor targets for inter-
national terrorist attacks. Ranking countries by the rates of international
terrorist attacks they sustained for the period 1968 to 1986, Eyerman observed
that democratic regimes populated both the top and the bottom of the list,
indicating that they simultaneously experience more and less terrorism than
other types of regimes. He concludes that democratic rule must not have a
uniform effect on terrorism, as some democracies are more terrorism-prone
than others. (Eyerman 1998:158)

Regime age, he determined, also played a crucial role. Turning again
to the list of countries ranked by their experience of international terrorism,
Eyerman found that countries that transitioned to democratic rule between
1968 to 1986, such as Spain, Greece, and Colombia, were the most terrorism-
afflicted while established, “old” democratic regimes experienced the least
amount of terrorism and nondemocratic regimes populated the middle of
the ranking. He advanced three explanations for why young democracies
might be more prone to terrorist attack, all of which borrow from economic
theory to depict newly transitioned democratic regimes as attractive venues
for attacks by rational, calculating terrorist movements. First, he argued that
because they are immature, they are unable to credibly telegraph their ability
to defend their territories and governing institutions. Terrorist groups, there-
fore, find young democracies to be not unlike a newly hatched chick: fragile,
untested, and unable to defend itself. Second, he acknowledged that the
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248 J. A. Piazza

shift to democratic rule makes nonviolent strategies to redress grievances or
to promote the political interests worthwhile for political actors, but argues
that this payoff is not instantaneous. Therefore political groups may not
immediately recognize the utility of eschewing armed struggle in favor of
nonviolent political engagement in new democracies. Third, he argues that
while immature democracies may project the potential to be responsive to
nonviolent engagement in the political process, as an alternative strategy to
violence for political actors, they have not yet built up a track record of
actually demonstrating the utility of nonviolent political participation. The
net outcome, therefore, is that dissidents are more likely to engage in ter-
rorism against younger democracies than they are in dictatorships, which
simply use repression to crush dissent, or in mature democracies, which are
able to police their territory, have established systems for integrating political
interests into legal political avenues and have habituated citizens to peaceful
political participation. (Eyerman 1998:159)

REVISITING DEMOCRACY AND REGIME AGE

In this study, I revisit Eyerman’s proposition that younger, less mature demo-
cratic regimes experience are more likely than other types of regimes—older
democracies and younger and older dictatorships—to experience terrorism.
There are five main justifications for reexamining the relationship between
regime age, regime type, and terrorism.

First, Eyerman’s 1998 study examined transnational terrorism, where
the perpetrators and targets/victims of terrorism are different nationalities,
only. This was certainly due to data availability at the time it was writ-
ten: the ITERATE, or “International Terrorism: Attributes of Terrorist Events”
database—still collected and made available by Mickolus, Sandler, Murdock,
and Plemming, (2008)—was the only high-quality and reliable database
of terrorist incidents available to scholars. Today, other high-quality data
sources are available, such as the Global Terrorism Database (GTD), that
include data on transnational and domestic terrorist incidents, the latter
being a much more commonly-occurring and widespread phenomenon.1

This study, therefore, tests the impact of regime age on three different types
of terrorism that come from different sources: all terrorist attacks occur-
ring within a country, derived from the Global Terrorism Database (GTD);
domestic terrorist attacks only, using data derived from Enders, Sandler, and
Gaibulloev’s (2011) decomposition of the GTD database into domestic and
transnational attacks; and transnational terrorist attacks that occur within a
country from the ITERATE database. This helps to test whether or not regime-

1For a good summary of the relative strengths and weaknesses of ITERATE and GTD, see Enders, Sandler,
and Gaibulloev (2011).
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Regime Age and Terrorism 249

type and age have different effects on different types of terrorism, and tests
the robustness of the findings across different measurements of terrorism.

Second, Eyerman’s study was limited by the time series available for
ITERATE at the time—1968 to 1986—and may therefore be affected by
important temporal sampling biases. Since 1986 a significant number of dic-
tatorships have transitioned to democratic rule, thereby introducing a new
class of young democracies to the world. These include, among others, the
former Communist bloc countries of Eastern Europe, former Soviet Republics
of Latvia, Lithuania and Estonia, Mexico, South Africa, South Korea, and
several of the Southeast Asian countries. This dramatic increase in the num-
ber of “new”—and therefore in certain periods immature—democracies is
evidenced by data from Freedom House and Polity IV. In 1986 between
50% and 55% of countries in the world were classified as “Free,” mean-
ing they afforded citizens full democratic political rights and civil liberties.
By 2005, the percentage of free countries had climbed to between 85% and
90%. In 1986, between 35% and 40% of countries in the world scored 6 and
above on the Polity IV index, a conventional cutoff point for classifying a
country as a democracy. By 1998, the percentage was over 60%. However,
after 1986, aggregate global incidents of transnational terrorism—again, the
type of terrorism modeled in the Eyerman study—did not increase radically
despite the increase in young democracies. For example, according to data
from the RAND Database of Worldwide Terrorism Incidents (RDWTI), the
average annual number of transnational terrorist attacks sustained world-
wide was 274.3 for the period 1972 to 1986. For the period 1987 to 2006,
it was 272.1 attacks.2 Moreover, since the publication of Eyerman’s study, a
number of established, mature democracies have seen significant increases in
terrorism and have been confronted by acute and intractable terrorism cam-
paigns that might muddy the picture. Older democracies such as India, Israel
and Italy joined newer, less-mature democracies such as Colombia, Turkey,
and the Philippines as well as partial and nondemocracies Russia, Thailand,
Uganda, Nepal, Afghanistan, and Iraq in becoming terrorism hotspots in the
1990s and 2000s. More recent regime transformations may impact the results
produced in Eyerman’s piece, so I utilize longer time series, 1970 to 2006,
that includes a wider sample of countries and regimes.

Third, the original study assumed that the interaction between regime
age and regime type would only matter for democratic regimes; that new
democracies were uniquely more vulnerable to terrorism because they could
not project a confident ability to be responsive to political actors or to
successfully deter and punish violent political dissidents. However, more

2Source: RDWTI. Data available at http://www.rand.org/nsrd/projects/terrorism-incidents.html. However,
average annual total counts of terrorism—combined domestic and transnational—did increase between
the 1970 and 1986 and 1987 and 2010 period from 1,863.6 to 2,969.3 incidents according to GTD data.
Data available at http://www.start.umd.edu/gtd/.
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250 J. A. Piazza

recent literature suggests that authoritarian regimes are sensitive to domes-
tic public opinion and in addition to using coercion against dissent seek
to manage opposition by integrating citizens into patronage structures and
quasi-representative institutions. (Fjeld 2010; Weeks 2011). It then stands to
reason that like new democracies, new/immature dictatorships might also
struggle—in comparison to older/established dictatorships—to confidently
deal with political actors and dissidents. Newer dictatorships might not have
properly honed the ability to co-opt political actors into regime institutions
while also lacking mature and competent coercive capacities, elevating ter-
rorist activity within them. This possibility is also tested in the analysis,
though I find little evidence of it.

Fourth, the Eyerman study tested for a linear relationship between
regime age and terrorism in democracies, speculating that as democracies
age—which he measured using a dichotomous indicator for whether or not
they experienced transition during the time period—they experience less
terrorism. I opt instead to operationalize regime age in a way that takes
advantage of newer data from the Polity database and permits the testing of
a nonlinear relationship, as explained in more detail in the analysis section.

Finally, in addition to testing the significance of the interaction between
regime type and regime age on terrorist attacks, this study also investigates
the substantive impact of democratic regime-age on terrorism and its rela-
tive importance vis-à-vis other democratic regime features that scholars have
found to affect patterns of terrorism, such as legal constraints on executive
power, political participation and preservation of civil rights, to affect pat-
terns of terrorist activity. (Crenshaw 1981; Eubank and Weinberg 1994; Li
2005) The study assumes that all of these elements play a distinguishable
role in conditioning terrorist activity in democracies.

ANALYSIS

To determine whether young democracies experience more terrorism than
other types of regimes, the study executes a series of negative binomial
regression analysis models on a country-year database of terrorist attacks,
regime institutions, and assorted control variables. The unit of analysis in the
study is the country-year, and involves 171 countries for the period 1970 to
2006, yielding between 5,686 and 5,777 observations per model depend-
ing on data availability. The dependent variables are counts of domestic
and/or transnational terrorist events sorted by the country where the events
occurred. This produces an over-dispersed distribution of values that may
not, in theory, by temporally or spatially independent of one another, which
recommends a negative binomial estimation technique over an OLS or
Poisson technique (Brandt, Williams, Fordham, and Pollins 2000; Cameron
and Trivedi 1998; King 1988). Because the dependent variables were built
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Regime Age and Terrorism 251

using media reports of terrorism, selection issues associated with regime-type
might skew counts of terrorist attacks (Drakos and Gofas 2006). I therefore
ran robustness estimations that include the Freedom House indicator of press
freedom as a control. These produce the same core results.3 Furthermore,
despite the possibility that countries may have two types of zero values
for the dependent variable—a certain-zero for countries that do not experi-
ence terrorism at all and a non-certain zero value for countries retaining the
possibility of experiencing terrorism—Vuong tests do not consistently indi-
cate that zero-inflated negative binomial estimations are more efficient than
regular negative binomial estimations.

Variables

As previously mentioned, the study employs three different measures of
terrorism for the dependent variable: counts of total terrorist attacks, domes-
tic and transantional, from the Global Terrorism Database (GTD); counts
of domestic terrorist attacks derived from the decomposed GTD database
developed by Enders et al. (2011); and counts transnational attacks occur-
ring within a country derived from the ITERATE (International Terrorism:
Attributes of Terrorist Events) developed by Mickolus et al. (2008). It does
so in order to provide a more robust test of the relationship between
regime-type, regime-age, and terrorist activity—the idea being that results
are compared across different measures of terrorist attacks to check for
consistency—to determine if the regime-type and regime-age have different
effects depending on the type of terrorism analyzed, and to help shed fur-
ther light on the three main theoretical links between democratic regime-age
and terrorism positive by Eyerman. For example, if young democracies are
found to experience more transnational terrorism, but not domestic terrorism,
this would provide little support for the causal stories linking terrorism with
slowly adjusting expectations of non-state actors or norms of political behav-
ior in newer democratic regimes, but would not rule out the causal story
about immature democracies being less able to police their own territories.

The independent variables in the study are a series of dummies built
using the Polity IV database. I develop dichotomous measures for whether
a country is a democracy or a dictatorship using the standard cut-off of 6 to
10 on the Polity scale for democracy and 5 and lower for dictatorship. This
cutoff is conventional in empirical literatures modeling regime type (Bennett
2006; Dixon 1994; Gates, Hegre, Jones, and Strand 2006), and indeed is the
practice used by Li (2005) in his empirical study of regime-type and ter-
rorism. I use a rather wide definition of dictatorship—perhaps a more apt
term would be “nondemocracy”—and do not distinguish between hybrid
regime or “anocracies” and other types of autocratic regimes. (see Fearon

3Results available from author.
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252 J. A. Piazza

and Laitin 2003; Marshall and Gurr 2003) I opt to do this in order to focus
on determining whether or not young democracies experience terrorism than
older democracies and all dictatorships. I furthermore lack theoretical expec-
tations regarding terrorism in young versus mature hybrid nondemocracies
or anocratic regimes, versus other types of nondemocracies, and note that
preliminary empirical findings suggesting that hybrids/anocracies are more
prone to episodes of political violence like civil war (for example, Regan and
Norton 2005) have been complicated by other studies showing little evidence
of such a relationship (for example, Gandhi and Vreeland 2004). Nonetheless,
as a check I built and regressed against counts of terrorism complementary
dummy variables for anocracies/hybrid dictatorships for the same regime-
age cohorts used in the main analysis. These results reveal that relative
to democracies, anocracies/hybrid dictatorships experience less terrorism,
but relative to “unambiguous” dictatorships, they experience more terrorism.
When modeled as predictors of terrorism, the results for anocracies mirror
those for dictatorships in the main results: they experience less terrorism at
all ages.4

Using the democracy and dictatorship dummy variables, I construct the
remaining independent variables by pairing regime type with the Polity
IV durable score, the number of years since the last regime-change. I use
the Polity data to create sets of regime-age dummies coded 1 for various
age cohorts: democracy or dictatorship aged 5 years or younger; aged 6 to
10 years; aged 11 to 20 years; aged 21 to 30 years; aged 30 to 50 years; and
finally aged 51 years or older. These are standardized and simple cut points
for creating the age cohorts that are of particular use for empirical analysis if
the relationship between regime-age and terrorism is nonlinear and complex.
Indeed, there is evidence that this is the case. For example, as a check I also
created multiplicative interaction terms combining the regime-type dummies
with the durable score. When these are run in the analyses they are not
significant for either democracies or dictatorships.5 However, as will be dis-
cussed in more detail below, the main results presented in Tables 2 through
4 show the earlier regime-age cohorts to significantly predict terrorism for
democracies, and the substantive effects simulations presented in Figure 1
show a curvilinear effect of increasing regime age on terrorist attacks. These
more complex relationships are washed out by the linear estimations using
interaction terms.

Using the Polity durable score in combination with regime type is a rea-
sonable proxy for regime stability/durability because it is a strong statistical

4In these exploratory models, I coded “Anocracies” or “Hybrid Dictatorships”—those that possess and
engage in both democratic and nondemocratic political institutions and practices—as those observations
where the Polity IV was between 5 and −5, and “Dictatorships” as those observations where Polity IV
was −5 and lower. This is a standard coding practice (see Fearon and Latin 2003; Marshall and Gurr
2003). Results available from the author.
5Results available from author.
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Regime Age and Terrorism 253

predictor of the likelihood that a country will experience regime change in
subsequent years,6 future civil conflict and civil war7 and future state failure
and collapse.8 Regimes that score highly on the Polity durable score are at
less of a risk of all of these threats to current regime viability. Moreover,
the Polity durable score has some face validity. Countries with low average
durable scores, meaning that they are relatively young or have had signifi-
cant regime changes that “reset” the running durable score during the time
period examined, include countries commonly depicted as having unstable
and weak regimes, such as Afghanistan, Angola, Peru, Philippines, Somalia,
Tajikistan, Zambia, etc.9

In all models I also include a set of standard control variables found
to be significant in other empirical studies of terrorism (Eyerman 1998; Li
2005; Piazza 2008b; Wade and Reiter 2007). These include natural logs of
the national population and geographic area of the countries examined. The
expectation is that these are proxies for policing and counterterrorism costs
and the expectation is that countries that have larger populations and larger
surface areas will experience higher levels of terrorism. Also included is gross
national income per capita, to control for economic development as a pre-
dictor of terrorism. Though it is a commonly-included covariate in empirical
analyses of terrorism (see, for example, Wade and Reiter 2007), expectations
are mixed about the impact that economic development has on terrorism,
with some scholars finding poorer countries to experience more terrorism,
others finding wealthier countries to be more terrorism-prone and yet others
finding a more nuanced relationship no significant relationship at all (see,
for example, Blomberg and Hess 2008; Li and Schaub 2004; Piazza 2006;
Piazza 2011). A measure of state failure derived from data from the Political
Instability Task Force (PITF) is also included, as Piazza (2008b) finds it to
be a significant positive predictor of terrorism. Finally, because Li (2005) and
Lai (2007) find economically unequal societies to experience more terror-
ism, I also control for income inequality in the model using national Gini
coefficients.

Descriptive statistics for all variables used in the analysis are summarized
in Table 1.

6One-year lag of Polity durable score is a negative predictor of change of regime, the zero score for
durable (coeff. = −.092; p > |z| = .000).
7One-year lag of Polity durable score is a negative predictor of combined score for MEPV—Major Episodes
of Political Violence (Marshall 2010)—civil violence and civil war intensity (coeff. = −.070; p > |z| =
.000).
8One-year lag of Polity durable score is a negative predictor of Aggregate State Failure score—Political
Instability Task Force (Marshall et al. 2009) (coeff. = −.025; p > |z| = .000).
9The group of countries with low average Polity durable scores during the period also includes the
countries of the former Soviet Union, which became independent in 1991. Concerned that these countries
might affect the results of the study—several of them are particularly terrorism-prone, such as Armenia,
Azerbaijan, Russia, and Tajikistan—I ran two sets of robustness models, including dummies coded 1 for
all former Soviet republics and coded 1 for post-1991 years. Inclusion of these controls do not change
the core results.
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254 J. A. Piazza

TABLE 1 Summary Statistics

Variable Obs. Mean St. Deviation Min Max.

All Terrorism (GTD) 5,761 12.16 46.61 0 817
Domestic (GTD) 5,893 7.49 32.99 0 524
Transnational Terrorism (ITERATE) 5,803 1.38 5.11 0 110
Democracy (Polity IV>5) 6,364 .54 .49 0 1
Dictatorship (Polity IV<5) 6,364 .34 .47 0 1
Durable 5,808 21.96 27.44 0 197
Democracy (0–5 years) 6,364 .14 .34 0 1
Democracy (6–10 years) 6,364 .06 .23 0 1
Democracy (11–20 years) 6,364 .07 .26 0 1
Democracy (21–30 years) 6,364 .04 .21 0 1
Democracy (31–50 years) 6,364 .06 .24 0 1
Democracy (51+ years) 6,364 .15 .36 0 1
Dictatorship (0–5 years) 6,364 .12 .33 0 1
Dictatorship (6–10 years) 6,364 .07 .26 0 1
Dictatorship (11–20 years) 6,364 .10 .30 0 1
Dictatorship (21–30 years) 6,364 .07 .26 0 1
Dictatorship (31–50 years) 6,364 .05 .22 0 1
Dictatorship (51+ years) 6,364 .02 .16 0 1
(ln) Population 5,800 1.88 1.76 −2.81 7.18
(ln) Area 6,364 11.83 2.14 5.70 16.64
(ln) Gross National Income 5,800 7.22 1.63 3.51 14.14
Agg. State Failure 5,805 .58 1.66 0 13.5
Gini Coefficient 5,813 43.42 8.97 17.8 84.80

GTD = Global Terrorism Database.

RESULTS

The core model results are summarized in Tables 2 and 3.
Models 1 through 3 present some baseline results. In these, demo-

cratic regimes are found to experience more terrorism than nondemocratic
regimes—in the models in Table 2, the reference category is the Dictatorship
(Polity IV) dummy—while older regimes in general experience less terror-
ism than younger ones. These results are robust regardless of the type of
terrorism modeled. Democratic regimes experience more overall terrorism,
as measured by GTD, and more domestic terrorism as well as transnational
terrorism. Regimes with higher Polity IV durable scores experience less of
all three types of terrorism. Models 4 through 6 estimate the different demo-
cratic regime-age cohorts as predictors of terrorism. In these models, again
across all types of terrorism, the youngest two age cohorts of democratic
regimes, democracies that are 5 years old and younger and democracies
that are between 6 and 10 years old, experience higher rates of terrorism.
Democracies that are older than these two age cohorts, with one exception
in Model 6, do not experience significantly more terrorism than the refer-
ence category: dictatorships. Indeed, in some of the results for the oldest
age cohorts, for example democratic regimes that are older than 50 years,
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Regime Age and Terrorism 255

TABLE 2 Democracy Age and Terrorism

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

(y) Terrorism: All Domestic Transnational All Domestic Transnational
(GTD) (GTD) (ITERATE) (GTD) (GTD) (ITERATE)

Democracy (Polity IV) .825∗∗∗ .921∗∗ .665∗∗∗

(.204) (.272) (.158)
Durable (Polity IV) −.105∗∗ −.016∗∗∗ −.006∗

(.003) (.004) (.003)
Democracy (0–5 years) 1.220∗∗∗ 1.137∗∗∗ .886∗∗∗

(.197) (.256) (.201)
Democracy .698∗ 1.137∗∗ .549∗

(6–10 years) (.283) (.368) (.224)
Democracy .269 .259 .419

(11–20 years) (.311) (.433) (.362)
Democracy .593 .377 .600∗

(21–30 years) (.509) (.570) (.306)
Democracy .522 .531 .057

(31–50 years) (.427) (.499) (.294)
Democracy (51+ years) −.251 −.272 .323

(.362) (.529) (.314)
(ln) Population .604∗∗∗ 1.006∗∗∗ .636∗∗∗ .638∗∗∗ .994∗∗∗ .637∗∗∗

(.087) (.108) (.088) (.079) (.104) (.087)
(ln) Area −.078 −.114 −.087 −.110 −.148 −.109

(.076) (.099) (.071) (.076) (.100) (.070)
(ln) Gross National .284∗∗ .509∗∗∗ .328∗∗∗ .319∗∗ .498∗∗∗ .337∗∗∗

Income (.100) (.122) (.076) (.092) (.120) (.076)
Agg. State Failure .444∗∗∗ .495∗∗∗ .268∗∗∗ .446∗∗∗ .491∗∗∗ .263∗∗∗

(.086) (.095) (.049) (.092) (.102) (.045)
Gini Coefficent .026∗ .058∗∗∗ .016 .031∗ .060∗∗∗ .018

(.013) (.014) (.012) (.012) (.015) (.012)
Constant −2.220 −6.425∗∗∗ −3.447∗∗ −2.504∗ −6.215∗∗∗ −3.387∗∗

(1.300) (1.573) (1.147) (1.224) (1.613) (1.136)

Wald χ 2 169.64∗∗∗ 281.13∗∗∗ 174.95∗∗∗ 212.92∗∗∗ 293.53∗∗∗ 172.19∗∗∗

n 5,748 5,772 5,686 5,748 5,777 5,691
No. Clusters

(Countries)
171 171 171 171 171 171

All estimations are negative binomial regression models. Robust standard errors clustered on country are
in parentheses.
Reference category: Dictatorship (Polity IV). GTD = Global Terrorism Database.
∗p ≤ .05, ∗∗p ≤ .01, p ≤ .000.

the coefficients are negative, suggesting that they experience less terrorism
than dictatorships, but fail to meet conventional thresholds for significance.
(Models 4 and 5) It is important to note that the findings in Table 2 are
robust to the inclusion of highly significant control variables such as logged
population, gross national income and state failure.

Models 7 through 12, summarized in Table 3, run similar analyses for
nondemocratic regimes. In Models 7 and 8, baseline results demonstrate
that across all types of terrorism, dictatorships experience less terrorism than
democracies of all ages. These results partially validate Eyerman’s (1998)
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256 J. A. Piazza

TABLE 3 Dictatorship Age and Terrorism

(7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12)

(y) Terrorism: All Domestic Transnational All Domestic Transnational
(GTD) (GTD) (ITERATE) (GTD) (GTD) (ITERATE)

Dictatorship (Polity IV) −.825∗∗∗ −.921∗∗ −.665∗∗∗

(.204) (.272) (.158)
Durable (Polity IV) −.010∗∗ −.016∗∗∗ −.006∗

(.003) (.004) (.003)
Dictatorship

(0–5 years)
−.294 −.466∗ −.182
(.226) (.232) (.198)

Dictatorship
(6–10 years)

−1.107∗∗∗ 1.145∗∗ −.585∗∗

(.266) (.353) (.201)
Dictatorship

(11–20 years)
−.894∗ −.512 −.619∗∗

(.428) (.540) (.232)
Dictatorship

(21–30 years)
−1.541∗∗∗ −2.011∗∗∗ −1.117∗∗∗

(.288) (.296) (.221)
Dictatorship

(31–50 years)
−1.448∗∗∗ −1.714∗∗∗ −1.078∗∗∗

(.251) (.280) (.293)
Dictatorship

(51+ years)
−.673 −1.641∗ −1.391∗∗

(.736) (.739) (.405)
(ln) Population .604∗∗∗ 1.006∗∗∗ .636∗∗∗ .621∗∗∗ .957∗∗∗ .624∗∗∗

(.087) (.108) (.088) (.072) (.103) (.088)
(ln) Area −.078 −.114 −.087 −.106 −.136 −.105

(.076) (.099) (.071) (.072) (.099) (.072)
(ln) Gross National

Income
.284∗∗ .509∗∗∗ .328∗∗∗ .243∗∗ .379∗∗∗ .317∗∗∗

(.100) (.122) (.076) (.073) (.096) (.069)
Agg. State Failure .444∗∗∗ .495∗∗∗ .268∗∗∗ .451∗∗∗ .488∗∗∗ .267∗∗∗

(.086) (.095) (.049) (.076) (.087) (.051)
Gini Coefficent .026∗ .058∗∗∗ .016 .038∗∗ .061∗∗∗ .022

(.013) (.014) (.012) (.011) (.014) (.011)
Constant −1.395 −5.504∗∗ −2.781∗ −1.496 −4.654∗∗ −2.860∗∗

(1.331) (1.694) (1.168) (1.144) (1.477) (1.168)

Wald χ 2 169.64∗∗∗ 281.13∗∗∗ 174.95∗∗∗ 274.20∗∗∗ 327.11∗∗∗ 225.31∗∗∗

n 5,748 5,772 5,686 5,748 5,777 5,691
No. Clusters

(Countries)
171 171 171 171 171 171

All estimations are negative binomial regression models. Robust standard errors clustered on country are
in parentheses.
Reference category: Democracy (Polity IV). GTD = Global Terrorism Database.
∗p ≤ .05, ∗∗p ≤ .01, ∗∗∗p ≤ .000.

findings. In these models, again, durable is a significant, negative predictor
of terrorism, suggesting that older regime experience less terrorism of all
types. Models 10 through 12 demonstrate that the suppressive effects of dic-
tatorship on all types of terrorism is, unlike democracies, independent on the
age of the regime. With a few exceptions—several of the coefficients are neg-
ative but are not significant in the models—every age cohort of dictatorships
experiences less terrorism than democratic regimes, the reference category.
Again, these results are robust to the inclusion of significant controls such as
population, gross national income and state failure.
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Regime Age and Terrorism 257

Finally, Models 13 through 15 in Table 4 provide a test of the argument
that older or mature democracies are the least likely regime type and regime
age to experience terrorism, as hypothesized by Eyerman (1998).

In these models, the dummy variable for dictatorship regime type
is included along with the older-age cohorts for democracies that were
found to be significant in Models 1 through 12. Across the models, dic-
tatorships experience significantly less terrorism, regardless of the type of
terrorism modeled. However, similarly consistent results are not found for
older democracies. In some models, older age cohort democratic regimes
seem to experience less terrorism, but there is no consistency across dif-
ferent measures of terrorism. This adds up to a much weaker and more
ambiguous relationship between mature democratic regimes and terrorism,
and does not establish the rank order of regimes that Eyerman (1998) argues

TABLE 4 Mature Democracies vs. Dictatorships and Terrorism

(13) (14) (15)

(y) Terrorism: All Domestic Transnational
(GTD) (GTD) (ITERATE)

Dictatorship (Polity IV) −1.093∗∗∗ −1.223∗∗∗ −.798∗∗∗

(.201) (.271) (.177)
Democracy (11–20 years) −.814∗∗ −.961∗∗ −.366

(.246) (.309) (.341)
Democracy (21–30 years) −.488 −.844 −.188

(.475) (.481) (.332)
Democracy (31–50 years) −.555 −.690 −.728∗

(.402) (.454) (.310)
Democracy (51+ years) −1.323∗∗∗ −1.492∗∗ −.455

(.329) (.431) (.164)
(ln) Population .637∗∗∗ .995∗∗∗ .638∗∗∗

(.078) (.104) (.087)
(ln) Area −.113 −.149 −.112

(.075) (.100) (.071)
(ln) Gross National Income .310∗∗ .497∗∗∗ .330∗∗∗

(.090) (.102) (.076)
Agg. State Failure .443∗∗∗ .491∗∗∗ .268∗∗∗

(.090) (.102) (.046)
Gini Coefficent .031∗ .060∗∗∗ .018

(.012) (.015) (.012)
Constant −1.317 −4.978∗∗ −2.518∗

(1.237) (1.714) (1.162)

Wald χ 2 216.07∗∗∗ 294.10∗∗∗ 172.55∗∗∗

n 5,748 5,777 5,691
No. Clusters (Countries) 171 171 171

All estimations are negative binomial regression models. Robust standard errors clustered on country are
in parentheses.
∗p ≤ .05, ∗∗p ≤ .01, ∗∗∗p ≤ .000.
Reference Category: Democracy (0–5 years) & Democracy (6–11 years). GTD = Global Terrorism
Database.
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258 J. A. Piazza

are likely to experience terrorism: Young Democracies > Dictatorships >

Mature Democracies.

Substantive Effects

Substantive effects simulations conducted on the data help to further test
the relationship between regime-type, regime-age and terrorism. Using the
CLARIFY software package developed by Tomz et al. (2003), I produce
Monte Carlo simulations of first-difference effects on the dependent variable.
These simulate the number of terrorist attacks experienced by a democracy
or dictatorship when the age of the regime is increased in five year incre-
ments up to 60 years of age.10 The simulations hold all control variables
constant to their appropriate measure of central tendency and simulate all
terrorist attacks (GTD) as the main models did not display significant patterns
of difference between the types of terrorism and because it is a comprehen-
sive count of domestic and transnational terrorist attacks occurring within a
country. In Figure 1, these results of these simulations are graphed.

Another interesting pattern emerges here. From ages 5 to around 40,
the simulated amount of terrorism projected to occur in democracies and
dictatorships sharply diverges with democracies projected to experience, on
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FIGURE 1 Substantive effects of regime type and regime age on Global Terrorism Database
terrorist attacks.

10This design produces more and more evenly grouped regime-age cohorts to analyze than those in the
main analysis, providing a further test of the relationships.
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Regime Age and Terrorism 259

TABLE 5 Substantive Effects of Regime Type and Regime Age on Global Terrorist Database
(GTD) Terrorist Attacks: Tabulated Summaries

Predicted Terrorist
Attacks (GTD)

Standard
Error .05 CI .95 CI

Democracy (5 Years) 1.0 1.50 −1.4 4.3
Democracy (10 Years) 3.6 2.46 −0.2 8.9
Democracy (15 Years) −0.1 1.71 −2.6 3.9
Democracy (20 Years) 5.6 1.53 −3.2 2.2
Democracy (25 Years) 5.1 4.64 −1.0 17.0
Democracy (30 Years) 0.4 2.24 −2.7 7.0
Democracy (35 Years) 0.9 2.95 −2.7 8.1
Democracy (40 Years) 2.2 4.28 −2.6 11.4
Democracy (45 Years) −1.0 2.31 −3.7 5.6
Democracy (50 Years) −0.3 2.72 −3.5 7.7
Democracy (55 Years) −0.7 2.99 −3.5 6.0
Democracy (60 Years) −3.2 .97 −4.3 −0.2

Dictatorship (5 Years) −2.6 .73 −3.7 −0.9
Dictatorship (10 Years) −2.9 .63 −3.8 −1.4
Dictatorship (15 Years) −2.9 .72 −3.9 −1.3
Dictatorship (20 Years) −3.7 .40 −4.4 −2.8
Dictatorship (25 Years) −3.5 .51 −4.3 −2.3
Dictatorship (30 Years) −2.8 .88 −3.9 −0.7
Dictatorship (35 Years) −2.9 .93 −4.3 −0.5
Dictatorship (40 Years) −3.6 .86 −4.5 −1.7
Dictatorship (45 Years) −1.9 2.52 −4.4 5.4
Dictatorship (50 Years) 0.0 .00 −5.0 0.0
Dictatorship (55 Years) −4.6 .35 −5.0 −3.9
Dictatorship (60 Years) −3.6 4.98 −4.9 3.7

Simulated first difference effects on terrorist attacks produced by increasing indicators from their
minimum to maximum values.
CI = confidence interval.

average, 5.3 more attacks than dictatorships. Around age 50, however, dic-
tatorships very briefly are projected to experience higher levels of terrorism
than democracies, but thereafter both regime types see their number of pro-
jected attacks decline to negative levels. For simplicity sake, the confidence
intervals of the simulations and standard errors are not charted in Figure 1.
They are instead summarized in Table 5.

The simulations provide evidence that young or immature democra-
cies are the most terrorism-prone regime type. However, they provide scant
support for the argument that mature democracies are the most resilient to
terrorism. Indeed, the results of the simulations show dictatorships to be
quite suppressive of terrorist activity at all ages, outperforming middle-aged
democracies and performing at least as well as older democracies—at age
50 or later—in reducing terrorism.

Performance Relative to Democratic Regime Features

The results of the regression models and the substantive effects simulations
underscore the importance of regime age for predicting terrorist activity.
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260 J. A. Piazza

But is regime age as useful in predicting terrorism in democracies as other,
more prominently investigated features of democratic regimes such as exec-
utive constraints, regulation of political participation or the status of civil
liberties? (Crenshaw 1981; Eubank and Weinberg 1994; Li 2005) To deter-
mine the relative predictive utility of regime age within democracies, I rerun
the main regression models11 inserting three indicators capturing executive
constraints, using the XCONST variable in the Polity database, regulation of
political participation, using the participation component of the Vanhanen
index of democracy, and civil rights guarantees within countries, using the
CIRI Empowerment Index, and subsequently run first-difference substantive
effects simulations on the variables. The results of these tests are summarized
in Table 6.

The tests reveal a couple of important findings. First, the regime-age
cohort indicators found to be significant positive predictors of terrorism in
the main models presented in Table 2—democracies aged 0 to 5 years and
6 to 10 years—are again shown to be significant while other democratic
regime features, such as executive constraints and the CIRI Empowerment
Index, are not. Second, first difference changes of the regime-age cohort
indicators have a more substantive effect on predicted terrorist attacks than
the other democratic regime features. Democracies that are 0 to 5 years old
are expected to experience 8.8 more terrorist attacks, while democracies
that are 6 to 10 years old experience 5.5 more attacks, whereas regimes
with higher levels of executive constraints or protection of civil liberties are
expected to experience only .3 and 1.9 more terrorist attacks respectively.
Increasing political participation in countries from lowest to highest levels

TABLE 6 Comparison of Substantive Effects: Democratic Regime Age vs. Democratic
Institutions

Predicted Terrorist
Attacks (GTD)

Standard
Error .05 CI .95 CI

Executive Constraints (Polity) .319 1.950 −3.877 3.956
Pol. Participation (Vanhanen) −2.536∗ .513 −3.557 −1.585
Empowerment Index (CIRI) 1.933 1.135 −.013 4.450
Democracy (0–5 years) 8.880∗∗∗ 5.509 5.509 12.864
Democracy (6–10 years) 5.252∗∗ 1.792 2.261 9.595
Democracy (11–20 years) 2.300 1.212 .284 4.985
Democracy (21–30 years) 5.082 2.157 1.566 10.142
Democracy (31–50 years) 3.294 1.466 .856 6.407
Democracy (51+ years) −.178 .799 −1.533 1.641

Simulated first difference effects on terrorist attacks produced by increasing indicators from their
minimum to maximum values.
CI = confidence interval. GTD = Global Terrorism Database.
∗p ≤ .05; ∗∗p ≤ .01; ∗∗∗p ≤ .000.

11Results available from author.
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Regime Age and Terrorism 261

yields 2.5 fewer terrorist attacks. These results underscore the importance of
regime age in democracies as a contributor to terrorism among other regime
qualities.12

CONCLUSION

Through the empirical analysis in this study, using some new data, longer
time series, multiple measures of terrorism, new ways of operationalizing
regime type and regime age and more sophisticated tests of substantive and
relative effects, I find partial support for the Eyerman argument. New democ-
racies do, indeed, experience very high rates of terrorism compared to other
types of regimes, and the effect of regime immaturity in democracies on stim-
ulating terrorism is large in comparison to other democratic regime features
previously found by scholars to be significant. But, on the whole dictator-
ships are quite formidable at reducing terrorism, at any age, and outstrip
older democracies in suppressing terrorist attacks until relatively late stages
in regime lifespan.

Future research might help to clarify the implications of this finding for
scholars and the policy community. Though the significance and substance
of the relationship between regime-type-age and terrorism is determined in
the study, the causal relationship is not directly tested and the specific causal
links remain speculative. As a result, it is unclear what specific features—
those associated with popular accountability, regulation of orderly political
participation or ability to deter and police against political violence—of
younger, less mature democracies make them susceptible to terrorist activity.
It is therefore also unclear what policy steps could be taken to address the
elevated risk new democracies face vis-à-vis terrorism.
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