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Counterterrorist Legislation and Terrorism

Counterterrorist Legislation and Subsequent
Terrorism: Does it Work?

Eran Shor, McGill University

Over the past four decades, and especially in the aftermath of the 9/11 attacks,
many countries around the world have passed various types of counterterror-
ist legislation. It remains unclear, however, whether such laws are effective in

achieving their most important declared goal: reducing terrorist activities. Some
scholars believe that counterterrorist legislation should indeed reduce terrorist activ-
ities through protecting people and infrastructure, disrupting terrorist plots, and
deterring some potential terrorists. Others, however, remain doubtful, suggesting that
such legislation often serves merely as lip service or, worse, actually contributes to
increasing terrorist activities. Using a newly assembled database on national-level
counterterrorist legislation, I conduct a cross-national time-series analysis of legisla-
tion and subsequent terrorism for the years 1981–2009. The analyses demonstrate a
discrepancy between the short- and long-term effects of national-level counterterror-
ist legislation. In the short term, laws have no effect on the number of terrorist
attacks and their severity. In the long term, however, the cumulative effects of most
legislation are counterproductive and harmful, although some types of legislation do
produce beneficial results and are associated with a reduction in future attacks.

On September 28, 2001, less than three weeks after the deadly 9/11 terrorist
attacks on US soil, the United Nations Security Council passed Resolution 1373,
binding all UN member-states. The resolution called on states to adopt various
measures, including restrictions on immigration and refugees, and the move-
ment, organization, and fund-raising activities of terrorist groups and indivi-
duals. The resolution further called member-states to incorporate these measures
into national laws by ratifying the international conventions on terrorism and
ensuring the criminalization of terrorist offenses in domestic laws (United
Nations Security Council 2001). Most countries complied quite rapidly, and
within the few following years adopted various counterterrorist measures, many
of them through new legislation. More than a decade after these events, the
question remains: How effective has this legislation been (both before and after
9/11) in achieving its most important declared objective of reducing future ter-
rorist activities?

The current article examines this question, looking at more than 130 coun-
tries over a period of nearly three decades (1981–2009). To the best of my
knowledge, no previous study has examined the effects of counterterrorist legis-
lation on terrorism using a quantitative cross-national analytical framework.
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The academic literature suggests three contrasting answers to the question
above. First, there are those who believe that legislation reduces terrorism by
providing countries with the appropriate tools to protect themselves better from
future attacks, plan preemptive offensive measures, and deter potential terrorists
through punitive measures. Others see counterterrorist legislation as merely win-
dow dressing; a declarative act with little to no actual consequences, which
countries adopt for a variety of reasons other than actually fighting terrorism.
Finally, some scholars have suggested that legislation may actually have a coun-
terproductive effect over terrorism, primarily because it violates human and civil
rights, thus exacerbating existing grievances or creating new ones. The present
study seeks to adjudicate between these different propositions, by examining
both the short- and long-term effects of legislation on terrorist activities in vari-
ous countries, over a period of nearly three decades.

This analysis corresponds with the growing sociological literature that exam-
ines the relationship between statements and declarations on the one hand and
state practices and their results on the other hand. Previous studies have
suggested that countries do not always rapidly follow their commitments,
even when such commitments are institutionalized through formal legislation
or through the ratification of international conventions (Hafner-Burton and
Tsutsui 2005, 2007; Keck and Sikkink 1998; Lutz and Sikkink 2000; Shor
2008a). Furthermore, neo-institutional sociologists have observed that the adop-
tion of new policies and institutional structures is often decoupled from actual
results on the ground, as many policies prove ineffective or at times even coun-
terproductive in achieving their declared goals (Cole 2013; Meyer et al. 1997;
Meyer and Rowan 1977; Schofer and Meyer 2005; Yonay and Shor 2014). The
present study will expand this line of research into new and previously unex-
plored terrain by examining the effects of counterterrorist legislation on subse-
quent terrorism.

Counterterrorist Legislation and Subsequent Terrorist
Activities: Competing Theoretical Predictions and Research
Hypotheses
As early as the eighteenth century, countries have begun passing counterterrorist
laws. While the term “terrorism” itself did not appear in much of this early leg-
islation, the measures and provisions that these laws entailed were largely
directed at acts that today many scholars would define as terrorism. During the
twentieth century, national laws increasingly included the term “terrorism”

itself, and legislation grew substantially, with many new states passing counter-
terrorist legislation. Indeed, legislating became one of the main ways in which
countries responded to domestic insurgency (Alexander 2002; Chalk 1996;
Ramraj, Hor, and Roach 2005). The attacks of September 11, 2001, marked a
significant milestone in the global counterterrorist landscape, spurring a new
wave of counterterrorist legislation (Shor 2010a, 2011; Shor et al. 2016).
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This new wave of legislation leaves a crucial question open: How does counter-
terrorist legislation affect terrorist activities? One obvious answer to this question
would be that legislation provides tools for governments, armies, security officials,
and law enforcement agencies to better fight terrorism and thus reduces future
levels of terrorist activities. An alternative approach may suggest that counterter-
rorist legislation often serves merely as a declarative act and a form of window
dressing, and thus we may expect it to have a relatively minor effect on real-world
consequences. Finally, some scholars have suggested that legislation may actually
have a counterproductive influence on terrorist activities, because it exacerbates
existing grievances or creates new ones and these may consequently push dissent-
ing fractions into violence. Below, I expand on each of these three competing
approaches to the effects of legislation on subsequent terrorist activities and
survey the scholarly literature that is in line with each of them.

Counterterrorist Legislation as an Effective Tool for Fighting Terrorism
An often-implicit assumption in the literature on counterterrorist legislation is
that countries mostly adopt this legislation in order to reduce future terrorist
attacks, and that in many cases it actually succeeds in achieving this goal. For
example, some of the scholars who debate the relative pros and cons of legisla-
tive measures refer to a trade-off between human rights and civil liberties on the
one hand and security needs on the other (Ganor 2005; Golder and Williams
2006; Ignatieff 2002; Shor 2010b). In this equation, laws and other “emergency
measures” are a “necessary evil” (Ignatieff 2004): They may infringe on some
rights and liberties, but at the same time they are essential for increasing security
and decreasing the danger of future terrorist acts.

There are a number of reasons for this potential beneficial effect of legislation,
corresponding with the major types of laws that countries legislate. Most coun-
terterrorist laws can be grouped under at least one of three intersecting umbrella
categories: protective laws, confrontational (offensive) laws, and deterrence
(punitive) laws.

Protective legislation
First, many counterterrorist laws focus on various measures designed to increase
protection of people, facilities, and borders. For example, many laws starting in
the 1970s have focused on the protection of aviation and maritime, trying to
protect airplanes and ships from hijacking by increasing detection and screening
mechanisms, allowing for more thorough background checks in airports and
seaports, regulating enforcement regimes, and increasing flexibility in response
options (Kellman 2003; Schmid and Crelinsten 1993; Walter et al. 2004).
Similarly, various laws have focused on the protection of infrastructures
(Kellman 2003; Okudzeto 2007) and borders (Institute for Security Studies
2009; Legislationline 2009; Parliament of Australia 2009), and on increasing
international cooperation for the purpose of protection from future attacks
(Bhoumik 2005; Charters 1994; Walter et al. 2004).
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Confrontational/offensive legislation
A second way in which legislation may lead to subsequent reduction in terrorism
is by going on the offense, confronting terrorism, and making it harder for indi-
viduals to commit terrorist acts. Such legislation may include sanctions on ter-
rorists’ funding sources, cross-national support, and access to weaponry. It can
also target terrorists’ ability to distribute terrorist-supporting messages through
various media. Indeed, many countries, especially after 9/11, passed laws that
sanction terrorist financing and money laundering related to terrorist activities,
as well as laws that sanction countries and organizations that support terrorist
activities (Ettinger 2007; Ramraj, Hor, and Roach 2005; Xiang 2005; Zammit
2008). Other laws (most common during the 1990s) targeted the distribution of
various weapons, including nuclear, biological, and chemical weapons, attempt-
ing to prevent these from getting into the hands of terrorist groups and indivi-
duals (Kellman 2003; Lexadin 2009; Parliament of Australia 2009). In addition,
many countries have passed legislation aiming to subvert terrorist acts through
tracking down telecommunications (Alexander 2002; Institute for Security Studies
2009) and through forming or bolstering special police or army units trained to
fight terrorists (Privacy International 2008; Schmid and Crelinsten 1993).

Deterring/punitive legislation
Finally, countries also frequently pass laws that focus on deterrence of future ter-
rorist acts, primarily through punitive measures. These include mainly laws that
introduce or increase punishments for those who commit terrorist acts or those
who support these acts, but also laws that regulate the extradition of terrorists,
and set up punishments for the families of convicted terrorists (e.g., confiscation
of property or house demolition). Such legislation was adopted in various coun-
tries during the last three decades of the twentieth century, but is especially
salient in the new millennium (Brysk and Shafir 2007; Charters 1994; Ganor
2005; Kellman 2003; Walter et al. 2004). The common assumption behind all
three types of legislation reviewed here is that they will help prevent future acts
and reduce the level of terrorism in the country. We may therefore draw the fol-
lowing hypothesis:

H1: Counterterrorist legislation will be associated with a subsequent
reduction in terrorist activities.

Counterterrorist Legislation as Window Dressing
The traditions of neo-institutionalism in sociology and constructivism in interna-
tional relations theory offer a different view on the relationship between coun-
terterrorist legislation and consequent terrorist activities. According to neo-
institutionalists, what organizations (including states) say and declare is often
quite different from what they actually do. In fact, when facing complex situa-
tions involving a high degree of uncertainty, states are likely to emulate beha-
viors and structural components from other states, leading to a process of
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behavioral convergence (DiMaggio and Powell 1983, 1991; Meyer and Rowan
1977; Meyer and Scott 1992). In some cases, governments adopt these mea-
sures even when it is unclear whether they can actually achieve practical
results, simply because “something must be done.” Indeed, I recently showed
that countries frequently adopt counterterrorist legislation regardless of actual
terrorist threats, mainly because other countries have previously adopted simi-
lar laws (Shor 2016).

In this view, countries regularly adopt counterterrorist legislation not because
it helps them fight actual terrorist threats, but rather as a form of window dress-
ing and in compliance with the demands of the international community. Laws
are frequently no more than a declarative statement that carries little conse-
quence to state practices. In the field of human rights research, studies have
shown a common disconnect between the adoption of humanitarian legislation
and actions on the ground (Risse, Ropp, and Sikkink 1999; Shor 2008a).
Hafner-Burton and Tsutsui (2005), for example, demonstrated that govern-
ments’ ratification of human rights treaties is often decoupled from human rights
practices and at times even leads to a paradoxical exacerbation of repressive pol-
icies (at least in the initial period after adoption). Similarly, counterterrorist leg-
islation may often be no more than an empty declaration, designed to send the
message that the state is indeed doing something to fight terrorist threats.
Regardless of whether this declaration is directed primarily toward other power-
ful nations and the international community (such as in the case of many coun-
tries following 9/11 and Resolution 1373 of the UN Security Council) or toward
local constituencies, it may consequently carry little influence over policies on
the ground. If that is indeed the case, we may expect legislation to have only
minor effects on the actual fight against terrorism.

Furthermore, even if governments actually mean what they say and intend
to follow through on the laws they pass, it remains possible that their adopted
measures are simply not effective in actually fighting terrorism. For example,
some countries have used legislation to institute special courts to trial sus-
pects. However, it is not clear that such a measure actually helps in deterring
future terrorist activities. Alternatively, countries may also lack the capacity
to enforce some of their declared regulations and laws, despite their best
intentions, thus rendering them ineffective. For example, a country may adopt
new regulations in an attempt to increase aircraft security, but then run into
difficulties enforcing these measures due to deficient technologies, lack of suf-
ficient funds, or a malfunctioning bureaucracy. This leads to the following
proposition:

H2:Counterterrorist legislation will not be associated with terrorist
activities.

The Potential Backlash of Counterterrorist Legislation
While counterterrorist legislation may be ineffective in some cases, some have
even suggested that it can actually be counterproductive. Most notably, a host of
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scholars have highlighted the problematic aspects of legislation in terms of
respect for human rights, civil liberties, and equality among various social
groups. Legislation, they argue, often creates new grievances, which may in turn
increase motivation for future terrorist activities. For example, in many cases
legislation targets selected minority groups (most notably, national, religious,
and ethnic minorities) and aggravates existing inequalities, providing individuals
from these groups with additional motivation for attempting to change matters
by using violence. Legislation may also facilitate high-profile repressive acts such
as state assassinations of certain individuals or the demolitions of houses belong-
ing to terrorists (or terrorist suspects) and their families. Such measures, in turn,
increase the danger for generating a vicious cycle, in which acts of retaliation
from both the state and individuals from minority groups follow one another
over long time periods (Brym and Araj 2006; Brym and Hamlin 2009).

A wide range of empirical case studies seems to support the notion that coun-
terterrorist legislation is indeed harmful to states’ respect for human rights and
civil liberties, and that it is also associated with the repression of minority
groups. Most of these studies have looked at Western countries, focusing mainly
on post-9/11 legislation. In North America, many scholars have looked at the
United States, arguing that the Patriot Act and subsequent counterterrorist laws
have been harmful to US respect for core human rights, such as the right to be
free from torture and extrajudicial killings (Falk 2007; Forsythe 2007; Golder
and Williams 2006; Scheppele 2004a). Similarly, Adelman (2007) criticizes the
Canadian government for adopting excessive counterterrorist legislation after
9/11, which breached “absolute rights” in favor of security concerns, despite a
very low level of risk.

Other studies in Western countries have looked at the cases of the UK, Spain,
Italy, Germany, France, Australia, New Zealand, and Japan (Elliott 2009;
Fenwick 2002; Fenwick and Phillipson 2005; Fenwick 2005; Golder and
Williams 2006; Haubrich 2003; Head 2002; Oehmichen 2009; Scheppele
2004b). They concluded that, to various degrees, counterterrorist legislation has
been harmful for states’ respect for various human and civil rights. Similarly,
studies in the developing world have mostly reported reduced respect for human
and civil rights principles following counterterrorist legislation in countries such
as Turkey, India, China, Indonesia, South Africa, Morocco, and Kenya (Clarke
2010; Kalhan et al. 2006; Kumar 2005; Whitaker 2007). It is also clear that leg-
islation in many of these countries often targets specific groups rather than the
entire population, introducing measures that include religious repression, ethnic
profiling, and economic and political sanctions on ethnic and nationalist groups
(e.g., Palestinians in Israel, Basques in Spain, Tamils in Sri-Lanka, Muslims in
India, Kurds in Turkey, and many more).

The violation of human and civil rights is especially problematic given the
insights coming from a host of recent studies on the relationship between human
rights repression and terrorist activities. These studies have examined a wide set
of cross-national longitudinal data, concluding that the repression of human
rights (in particular physical integrity rights) is a robust predictor of increases in
subsequent terrorist activities (Gassebner and Luechinger 2011; Piazza 2015;
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Robison 2007; Walsh and Piazza 2010). Such findings lead to the following
hypothesis, which stands in contradiction to H1 and H2:

H3: Counterterrorist legislation will be associated with a subsequent
increase in terrorist activities.

Data and Measurements
Table 1 summarizes the variables examined in the study. It includes data on the
measurements of variables, on data sources, on the years for which data were
available, and on key descriptive statistics.

Dependent Variables: Terrorist Activities
In most analyses, the dependent variable is the number of terrorist events in a
given country-year, constructed from the Global Terrorism Database (GTD)
(START National Consortium for the Study of Terrorism and Responses to
Terrorism 2013). The GTD includes data on more than 100,000 domestic and
international terrorist events around the world since 1970 and is the most com-
prehensive terrorism database currently available. Following a growing consen-
sus among social science scholars (Bergesen and Lizardo 2004; Ganor 2005;
Goodwin 2006; Piazza 2006; Robison 2007; Saul 2008), I define terrorism here
as the strategic use of violence by non-state political actors against non-
combatants for symbolic purposes, usually with the intention of influencing poli-
cies. In order to adhere most closely to this definition, my measure of terrorism
excludes events in which attacks targeted mainly security personnel or armed
forces (attacks that many would define as guerilla attacks).1

While the number of incidents is commonly used in most similar research
designs (Burgoon 2006; Dreher, Gassebner, and Siemers 2010; Lai 2007; Piazza
2006; Piazza and Walsh 2009; Robison, Crenshaw, and Jenkins 2006), some sug-
gest that studies must also try to capture the intensity, severity, and consequences
of the acts, rather than just their frequency. Some alternative measures may better
capture these dimensions of terrorism, including the number of people killed,
number of people wounded, and number of more substantial events (those with
multiple casualties). I therefore examined equations including these measures (also
compiled from the GTD). Table 1 provides additional details about each of these
items.

Independent Variables
Counterterrorist legislation
The focal independent variable is counterterrorist legislation. To measure it,
I used data from the newly released Counterterrorism Legislation Database
(CLD) (Shor 2011). The CLD was compiled using a wide variety of sources,
including electronic databases, edited volumes, peer-reviewed publications, and
Internet websites. It covers counterterrorist legislation in 219 countries and
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Table 1. Descriptive Statistics of Study Variables

Variables Variable description Source Years Mean
Std.
dev. Min Max

DEPENDENT

Number of terrorist
incidents

Number of attacks by
non-state political actors
against non-combatants

Global Terrorism
Databasea

1970–2013 9.96 52.41 0 1,437

Number of civilians
killed

Number of non-
combatants killed

Global Terrorism
Database

1970–2013 15.93 130.99 0 5.266

Number of civilians
wounded

Number of non-
combatants wounded

Global Terrorism
Database

1970–2013 27.69 287.54 0 12,054

Number of events
with 10+ casualties

Number of events
with 10 or more
civilians killed

Global Terrorism
Database

1970–2013 0.60 4.72 0 168

INDEPENDENT

Counterterrorist
legislation: Previous
year (yes = 1)

Whether or not a
country passed a law
focusing on terrorism

Shor (2011);
updated to 2014

1850–2014 0.24 0.15 0 1

Counterterrorist
legislation: All years

The cumulative number
of years in which the
country has passed a
counterterrorist law (up
to the year in question)

Shor (2011);
updated to 2014

1850–2014 0.50 1.29 0 13
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Control

Repression of physical
rights Scale (high = 8)

A composite additive
index of physical
integrity rights (torture,
killings, imprisonment,
and disappearances)

Cingranelli and
Richards (2015)

1981–2013 3.09 2.34 0 8

Terror events in
neighbor states (ln)

Natural log of yearly
number of cases

Global Terrorism
Database

1970–2014 3.64 1.88 –9.21 8.44

Internal dissent (ln) A composite additive
index of the number of
strikes, riots,
revolutions, and
demonstrations in a
given year

Banks (2008) 1815–2008 –7.32 5.84 –9.21 4.44

Regime stability
(stable = 1)

A dichotomous
measure, where unstable
regimes are defined as
those that retained
power for less than 5
years or are about to be
replaced within 2 years

Polity IV (2014) 1980–2014 0.68 0.47 0 1

Civil war Magnitude score of
episode(s) of civil
warfare involving the
state (1 = lowest;
10 = highest; 0 = no
episodes)

Peace Research
Institute Oslo
(2014)

1946–2014 0.23 1.00 0 7

(Continued)
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Table 1. continued

Variables Variable description Source Years Mean
Std.
dev. Min Max

International war Magnitude score of
episode(s) of
international warfare
involving the state
(1 = lowest;
10 = highest; 0 = no
episodes)

MID3: Ghosn
and Bennett
(2014)

1946–2014 0.75 0.59 0 9

Democracy General openness of
political institutions

Polity IV (2014) 1980–2014 0.47 7.46 –10 10

Population, total (ln) Natural log of a
country’s population in
a given year

World Bank
(2015)

1960–2014 14.92 2.31 8.72 21.03

GDP per capita (ln) Natural log of gross
domestic product per
capita in constant 2000
US dollars

World Bank
(2015)

1960–2014 7.70 1.65 3.94 12.11

aThe Global Terrorism Database (START National Consortium for the Study of Terrorism and Responses to Terrorism 2013).
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territories between the years 1850 and 2014. The CLD defines counterterrorist
legislation as any country-level legislative act that was reported by at least one
data source as a counterterrorist or anti-terrorist law. However, such an inclu-
sive definition may be problematic, as the various data sources that were sur-
veyed in constructing the CLD have often used differential criteria of reporting.
This creates a potential problem of data reliability: Different sources may con-
sider very similar types of legislation as counterterrorism in some cases and for
some countries, but not in others.

Attempting to minimize this selective-reporting problem, I use in most of the
analyses reported here a more restrictive definition of counterterrorist legisla-
tion: Only laws for which the CLD makes it clear that the focus of the legislation
is on counterterrorist measures (based on a content analysis of each law in the
database) are included in the present analyses. Thus, for example, the Albanian
2000 Law on the Prevention of Money Laundering (Law No. 8610) is excluded
from the analysis because it only includes some sections related to terrorism.
Conversely, the Austrian 1971 Law Prohibiting the Bringing of Dangerous
Objects into Civil Aircrafts is included because it focuses directly on terrorist
acts. Various data sources were more likely to mention laws that focus directly
on terrorism, regardless of the level of selectivity they adopted. Thus, focusing
only on these laws substantially enhances the standardization of this measure
and its reliability.2

The analysis examines the effect of adopting at least one counterterrorist
law during a given year. This is because I assume that if a country adopted
multiple laws during the same year, this did not necessarily mean that it had
more counterterrorist legislation than a country that adopted only one law
(which might even be more comprehensive than all the laws adopted by the
other country taken together). Therefore, I present analyses in which I col-
lapsed the measure for counterterrorist legislation into a binary measure for
each year.3 In addition, I include in all of the models a measure for the cumula-
tive effect of counterterrorist legislation in the country. This measure seeks to
capture both the short- and long-term effects of the entire body of counterter-
rorist laws passed by the country during the years up to the year in question.
To help increase sample size and generalizability, I chose to include in the anal-
yses all countries for which data were available rather than only those coun-
tries for which data on counterterrorist legislation were of high quality
(according to the CLD). A comparison between models that included all coun-
tries and those that included only the countries with high-quality information
showed no major differences in the results, supporting the choice to include all
countries.

Most counterterrorist laws passed over the past few decades share a
declarative aspect; they assert that their goal is to fight terrorism and reduce
the likelihood of future attacks. However, these laws often differ in their
focus, and may thus produce diverging outcomes. I therefore also present
analyses that distinguish between three general categories of legislation: pro-
tective, offensive, and punitive legislation. In light of the earlier theoretical
discussion (leading to H1), one may expect all three types of legislation to be
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associated with lower levels of terrorist activities. However, the theoretical
arguments I presented later on (leading to H3) may suggest a differentiation
between these three types, with protective legislation being more effective in
reducing terrorism, while offensive and especially punitive legislation being
more likely to have a harmful effect (due to their potential for compromising
human and civil rights). I further present analyses that examine the effects of
more specific types of laws:laws aimed at aviation and maritime protection,
laws that adopt financial sanctions, and laws that focus on limitations on
weapons or immigration.

Controls
I follow previous research efforts in this field and control for a number of vari-
ables that were consistently shown to matter in predicting countries’ level of ter-
rorism (Burgoon 2006; Gassebner and Luechinger 2011; Lai 2007; Li 2005;
Li and Schaub 2004; Piazza 2015; Walsh and Piazza 2010). First, I control for
state repression of physical integrity rights from the Cingranelli–Richards (CIRI)
dataset (Cingranelli and Richards 2010). This is a composite scale, measuring
the violation of four core rights: extrajudicial killings, disappearances, torture,
and political imprisonment. Following previous studies, I expect state repression
to be associated with increasing terrorist activities (Gassebner and Luechinger
2011; Piazza 2015; Walsh and Piazza 2010). I also control for the number of ter-
ror attacks in neighbor states. This measure accounts for a plausible spillover
effect, where terrorists, ideologies, and weapons cross borders and affect terror-
ism in the core country.

Next, I control for a range of other variables related to internal pressures, vio-
lence, and instability. These include (1) internal dissent, which is a log of the
combined measure of the number of strikes, riots, revolutions, and demonstra-
tions in a given year; (2) regime instability;4 (3) civil war; and (4) international
war. Previous research has found that all of these tend to be associated with a
higher likelihood of terrorist activities (Burgoon 2006; Gassebner and
Luechinger 2011; Lai 2007; Li 2005; Li and Schaub 2004; Piazza 2015; Walsh
and Piazza 2010).

Also included in the various models are three “baseline variables” (Gassebner
and Luechinger 2011): political regime, population size, and GDP per capita.
The Polity score for level of democracy is often used in studies of this sort,
and was often found to be associated with higher levels of terrorist activities
(Krueger and Malckova 2003; Lai 2007; Piazza 2015; Walsh and Piazza
2010). Population size, quite trivially, has also been associated with greater
levels of terrorism, as there are more potential terrorists and more potential
victims (Krueger and Malckova 2003; Lai 2007; Piazza 2015; Walsh and
Piazza 2010). Finally, measures of economic development and economic
inequalities, such as GDP per capita, have often been found to have a positive
statistical association with terrorism (Azam and Thelen 2008; Krueger and
Malckova 2003; Li and Schaub 2004; Robison, Crenshaw, and Jenkins
2006).
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Samples and Analyses
I use pooled cross-national time-series regressions to analyze panel data ranging
in years from 1981 to 2009. Analyses cover all countries for which data are
available (see appendix 1). As is common in cross-national time-series study
designs, the unit of analysis is the country-year. I use fixed effects negative bino-
mial estimations for panel data in all of the models.5 In order to account for pos-
sible global time trends in terrorist activities, I also include in all analyses a fixed
effects measure for year. Similarly to other research designs of this type
(Burgoon 2006; Piazza 2015; Piazza and Walsh 2009; Robison 2006; Robison
2010; Shor et al. 2014), I lagged all predictors by one year, enabling me to better
capture delayed effects and determine the direction of causation. However, in
order to try to capture the longer-term effects of legislation, I also ran statistical
models in which I considered the cumulative effect of all laws that the country
passed in the previous two years, five years, ten years, and throughout its his-
tory. Outliers appeared in the analysis, but were not significantly influential.
I thus chose to leave them in the data.6 Pairwise correlation analysis showed a
few variables that were highly correlated with others. These included the mea-
sure for globalization (very highly correlated with various variables, in particu-
lar with GDP per capita) and the measure for the repression of civil liberties
(highly correlated with level of democracy). I therefore excluded these variables
from the analyses.

Findings
Table 2 presents the findings for the effects of the independent predictors on the
various measures of terrorism (lag of one year). The table presents coefficients
from negative binomial fixed effects regression models and t-statistics (in paren-
theses). The results appear to lend support primarily to my second hypothesis
(H2), predicting a lack of significant association between counterterrorist legisla-
tion and various measures of terrorism. In all of the models presented in table 2,
there is no significant effect for counterterrorist legislation in the preceding year.
The only coefficient bordering on a significant relationship was that for espe-
cially serious events (those involving more than 10 killed civilians).7 We may
therefore conclude that, at least when looking at short-term effects, counterter-
rorist laws do not seem to fulfill one of their main declarative goals: the reduc-
tion of the number of future attacks or at least the repercussions of these attacks
in terms of deaths and injuries.8

Law scholars and other social scientists have long observed that legislation
often has delayed effects. It may therefore take a few years for counterterrorist
laws to change the reality on the ground. Furthermore, it may also be that
what actually makes a difference is the accumulation of a larger body of laws
throughout several years, rather than a singular piece of legislation. In table 3,
I present both the short- and long-term cumulative effects of counterterrorist
legislation on the number of terrorist events. Once again, in line with hypothe-
sis H2, there is no relationship between legislation and the number of terrorist
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Table 2. Negative Binomial Fixed Effects Regression Panel Analyses of Factors Influencing Terrorism, 1981–2009

Model 1:
N events

Model 2:
N civilians killed

Model 3:
N civilians
wounded

Model 4:
N events with
10 or more
casualties

Counterterrorist legislationt−1 0.08 (0.92) 0.05 (0.39) 0.09 (0.76) –0.27 (–1.56)

Repression of physical rightst−1 0.17*** (10.87) 0.24*** (12.61) 0.22*** (11.37) 0.28*** (9.16)

Terror events in neighbor states (ln)t−1 0.08*** (7.25) 0.09*** (6.25) 0.09*** (6.08) 0.06* (2.41)

Internal dissent (ln)t−1 0.02*** (5.65) 0.04*** (6.40) 0.04*** (6.23) 0.02^ (1.75)

Regime stability (stable = 1)t−1 –0.18** (–3.10) –0.20** (–2.69) –0.16* (–2.14) –0.24* (–2.19)

Civil wart−1 0.07** (2.99) 0.07** (2.72) 0.09*** (3.29) 0.12*** (3.28)

International conflictst−1 –0.02 (–0.57) –0.13* (–2.45) –0.03 (–0.55) –0.20* (–2.07)

Democracyt−1 0.06*** (9.81) 0.05*** (8.02) 0.05*** (8.20) –0.01 (–0.50)

Population (ln)t−1 0.16*** (5.84) 0.20*** (6.41) 0.21*** (7.08) 0.54*** (7.54)

GDP per capita (ln)t−1 0.19*** (6.69) 0.06^ (1.77) 0.05 (1.58) –0.11 (–1.56)

Number of countries 2,991 3,088 3,088 3,088

Observations 136 143 143 143

Note: All models control for year fixed effects to account for time trends in terrorism.
Robust t-statistics in brackets. ^p < .01 *p < .05 **p < .01 ***p < .001.
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Table 3. Negative Binomial Fixed Effects Regression Panel Analyses of Factors Influencing the Number of Terrorist Events: Short- and Long-Term
Effects, 1981–2009

Model 1:
Previous year

Model 2: 2
previous years

Model 3: 5
previous years

Model 4: 10
previous years

Model 5: All-
time legislation

Cumulative counterterrorist
legislation

0.08 (0.92) 0.03 (0.45) 0.15** (3.24) 0.10** (3.12) 0.06** (2.68)

Repression of physical rights 0.17*** (10.87) 0.14*** (8.77) 0.14*** (8.74) 0.14*** (8.63) 0.17*** (10.73)

Terror events in neighbor states (ln) 0.08*** (7.25) 0.09*** (7.08) 0.09*** (7.18) 0.09*** (7.18) 0.08*** (7.31)

Internal dissent (ln) 0.02*** (5.65) 0.02*** (5.45) 0.02*** (5.34) 0.02*** (5.28) 0.02*** (5.56)

Regime stability (stable = 1) –0.18** (–3.01) –0.16** (–2.73) –0.16** (–2.75) –0.17** (–2.83) –0.19** (–3.29)

Civil war 0.07** (2.99) 0.07** (3.09) 0.08** (3.19) 0.08** (3.24) 0.07** (3.06)

International conflicts –0.02 (–0.57) –0.02 (–0.43) –0.02 (–0.43) –0.02 (–0.39) –0.02 (–0.56)

Democracy 0.06*** (9.81) 0.06*** (10.08) 0.06*** (9.88) 0.06*** (9.79) 0.05*** (9.59)

Population (ln) 0.16*** (5.84) 0.20*** (6.60) 0.19*** (6.31) 0.18*** (6.08) 0.14*** (4.87)

GDP per capita (ln) 0.19*** (6.69) 0.15*** (5.07) 0.14*** (4.68) 0.14*** (4.60) 0.17*** (6.08)

Number of countries 2,991 2,991 2,991 2,991 2,991

Observations 136 136 136 136 136

Note: All models control for year fixed effects to account for time trends in terrorism.
Robust t-statistics in brackets. ^p < .01 *p < .05 **p < .01 ***p < .001.
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acts in the short run (models 1 and 2 of table 3). However, the findings for the
cumulative effects in the previous five years (model 3), 10 years (model 4), and
throughout the country’s history (model 5) are different. These findings show a
clear paradoxical harmful effect for legislation, predicting an increase in the
number of terrorist acts as laws continue to accumulate. This discrepancy is
especially salient in non-OECD democracies (see appendix 5), such as India,
the Philippines, Mexico, South Africa, and Brazil. In these countries, legislation
appears to have a weak beneficial effect in the short run, but the accumulation
of counterterrorist legislation over the years is eventually associated with an
increase in future terrorist attacks.

The theoretical discussion further suggested that various categories of legisla-
tion may produce divergent effects, both because they may be more or less effec-
tive in thwarting attempted attacks and because they may have varying effects
on the motivation of members of ethnic and religious groups to engage in future
terrorist acts. In table 4, I present results disaggregated by specific types of legis-
lation and examine both their short- and long-term effects on the number of ter-
rorist events.9 Although each of these analyses controlled for the full set of
independent variables detailed above, I do not present the results for these con-
trol variables from table 4, seeking to facilitate comparisons among various
types of legislation (results for control variables in the various models were
nearly identical to the ones reported in table 3). Thus, the five coefficients in the
first line of this table are identical to those in the first line of table 3. Similarly,
I derived each of the other 45 coefficients in the table from equations that con-
trolled for the full set of variables.

Differentiating between various categories of legislation further complicates
the picture. In the short term (up to five years), none of the specific types of legis-
lation appear to make a difference. However, in the long term, when looking at
the accumulation of legislation, most specific legislation had either harmful or
beneficial effects. First, mixed legislation (legislation that included provisions of
different natures and could not be categorized into one specific category) had a
similar harmful effect to that of all legislation. Over multiple years, the accumu-
lation of such laws was associated with more terrorist attacks. Conversely, and
in line with my predictions, protective legislation had a negative association with
terrorism (i.e., it was associated with lower levels of subsequent terrorist
attacks). Similarly, offensive legislation had a generally beneficial long-term
effect, decreasing the number of attacks in subsequent years. Finally, punitive
legislation had harmful long-term effects, with the accumulation of such legisla-
tion associated with a somewhat greater likelihood for future terrorist attacks
(significant at the 0.1 level).

When examining more specific types of legislation, I again found no signifi-
cant relationships in the short term (legislation in the previous five years) for
any of the types that had enough laws to merit an analysis (at least 100 laws
over the entire period of the study). Nevertheless, in the long term (previous
10 years or more), all types of legislation were associated with either a reduc-
tion or an increase in the number of attacks. Laws that tended to have a
beneficial effect included ones that instituted limitations on weapons and
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Table 4. Short- and Long-Term Effects of Various Types of Legislation on the Number of Terrorist Events, 1981–2009a

Model 1:
Legislation in
previous year

Model 2:
Legislation in
previous 2

years

Model 3:
Legislation in
previous 5

years

Model 4:
Legislation in
previous 10

years
Model 5: All-
time legislation

Cumulative counterterrorist
legislation: All legislation

0.08 (0.92) 0.03 (0.45) 0.15** (3.24) 0.10** (3.12) 0.06** (2.68)

General categories

Mixed legislation 0.12 (1.34) –0.01 (–0.15) 0.02 (0.55) 0.05^ (1.67) 0.06** (2.68)

Protective legislation –0.09 (–0.82) –0.11 (–1.33) –0.04 (–0.91) –0.04 (–0.98) –0.05* (–2.16)

Offensive legislation –0.06 (–0.59) –0.05 (–0.67) –0.06 (–1.18) –0.06 (–1.57) –0.04^ (–1.92)

Punitive legislation 0.00 (0.00) –0.02 (–0.20) –0.00 (–0.06) 0.05 (0.97) 0.05^ (1.73)

Specific types (n > 100 laws)

Limitations on weapons –0.04 (–0.27) –0.05 (–0.58) –0.03 (–0.58) –0.05 (–1.32) –0.07** –2.89)

Aviation and maritime
protection

–0.13 (–0.42) –0.20 (–0.86) 0.09 (0.57) 0.20^ (1.79) 0.20* (2.44)

Financial sanctions –0.05 (–0.39) –0.07 (–0.64) –0.12 (–1.59) –0.12* (–2.02) –0.06^ (–1.79)

Limitations on immigration –0.01 (–0.09) –0.16 (–1.26) –0.13^ (–1.65) –0.10^ (–1.72) –0.09* (–2.30)

Special powers to courts –0.20 (–1.07) –0.03 (–0.18) 0.06 (0.57) 0.13* (2.30) 0.13*** (3.34)

aIn the interest of parsimony, and in order to facilitate comparisons across models, each of the 50 cells in this table represents a full model. Thus, the
five coefficients in the first line of this table are identical to those in the first line of table 3. Similarly, all of the other 45 coefficients are derived from
equations that controlled for the full set of variables: cumulative counterterrorist legislation, repression of physical rights, terrorism in neighboring
states, internal dissent, regime stability, civil war, international war, democracy, population size, GDP per capita, and year. I do not present results for
this full set of controls, as these are almost identical to the ones shown in table 3.
Robust t-statistics in brackets. ^p < .01 *p < .05 **p < .01 ***p < .001.
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immigration, as well as those including financial sanctions. Conversely, laws
that focused on the protection of aviation and maritime and legislation award-
ing special powers to courts were associated with an increase in subsequent ter-
rorist attacks.

Tables 2 and 3 (and the appendices) also present results for other predictors,
most of which show a robust effect on terrorism. Notably, and in line with for-
mer research results (Gassebner and Luechinger 2011; Piazza 2015; Walsh and
Piazza 2010), state repression of physical integrity rights was an important pre-
dictor of terrorism, regardless of how it was measured. Similarly, terror events
in neighboring countries tend to have a spillover effect and elevate the risk
for terrorism in the core country. Internal dissent and civil war were also consis-
tently associated with a greater risk for terrorist attacks, while stable regimes
were likely to suffer from less terrorism. Finally, terrorist activity has a positive
significant association with democracy, population size, and GDP per capita in
most of the models.

While most of the results are in line with the findings of previous research,
this is not the case for international wars. In contrast with some former studies,
I found no significant effect for international war in most models, and in fact
even found a negative association with the number of civilians killed (models 2
and 4 of table 2). One possible explanation for such results is that international
wars may have a unifying effect within countries, which in turn balances the
destabilizing effects of such wars. Some groups that see themselves as suffering
from grievances may consequently hold off on actions that further hurt the
country from within, in particular ones that endanger, and may potentially
result in the death of, civilians.

Conclusion and Discussion
This study examined the association between counterterrorist legislation and
subsequent terrorist activities. When looking at the entire body of laws (more
than 1,000 laws in 145 countries between 1981 and 2009), I found no associa-
tion between legislation in a given year and terrorism in the subsequent year.
These results put in question the common assumption that there is a direct and
straightforward relationship between countries’ legislation and achieving the
declared goals of this legislation (reduction of terrorism, in this case). Instead,
the results for the effects of all laws in the short term provide support for theo-
retical views that question the ability of counterterrorist laws to make a differ-
ence by increasing security. These findings are in line with a growing body of
research studying the disconnect between states’ declared policies, regulations,
and laws and the actual results of such declarative acts (Frank, Hironaka, and
Schofer 2000; Meyer et al. 1997; Schofer and Meyer 2005; Shor 2008b; Shor
and Yonay 2010, 2011).

One interpretation for these results would be in line with studies by neo-
institutional and constructivist scholars, who have long recognized the frequent
decoupling between what countries say and what they actually do. Accordingly,
legislation may indeed be an act of window dressing, designed to gain
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international legitimacy by complying with global cultural–political moods,
such as the “global war on terror” in the wake of the 9/11 attacks. Countries
may thus adopt counterterrorist legislation mainly to appease the interna-
tional community (for example, by complying with the anti-terrorist resolu-
tion 1373 of the UN Security Council) or because they emulate legislation in
other countries, even when they recognize that this legislation is unlikely to
help in fighting terrorism on the ground. Legislation may also be directed
toward local constituencies, trying to either appease demands to do something
about actual terrorist threats or distract local populations by identifying and
highlighting a real or imagined enemy that requires putting all other problems
and issues aside.

The above interpretations for the results share a somewhat cynical view of
state legislation. They view counterterrorist legislation as a manipulative tool on
the part of the state, designed to obtain legitimacy and political support by
appeasing international bodies and organizations (such as the United Nations
Security Council), powerful countries (such as the United States), local opposi-
tion, and/or constituencies. An alternative interpretation for the results can be
that at least in some cases governments pass legislation in a sincere effort to
fight terrorist threats, believing that these pose a real danger to states’ security
and ability to maintain order. However, despite governments’ best intentions
and efforts, most legislation remains ineffective simply because terrorist attacks
and the motivations behind them are too complicated and multifaceted to be
addressed through straightforward general legislation.

While counterterrorist legislation has very limited short-term influence on
terrorism, I did find that the accumulation of wide-ranging legislation has a
deleterious long-term effect, increasing terrorist levels after a decade or more
of laws. Countries that use counterterrorist legislation often and repeatedly are
more likely to suffer from terrorist attacks in years to come. One possible rea-
son for these results is that indiscriminate legislation, which tries to target mul-
tiple areas and adopts multiple measures all at once, may have negative effects
on states’ respect for human rights and civil liberties. Legislative measures such
as house demolitions (for terrorists and their families), “targeted assassina-
tions,” permission to use torture, or racial and ethnic profiling may all lead
to growing feelings of resentment among disenfranchised groups. In the long
run, such resent could be associated with greater motivation to use violence,
either as a means to try to alter state policies (Pape 2005) or simply as payback
for perceived injustices and personal losses (Brym and Araj 2006; Brym and
Maoz-Shai 2009).

This interpretation receives support from two sets of previous research efforts:
studies that found a link between counterterrorist legislation and state repres-
sion, and studies that reported an association between repression and subse-
quent terrorist activities. One recent example for the former is the cross-national
analysis by Shor et al. (2016) of counterterrorist legislation and state repression
of physical integrity rights. We found that legislation has no significant effect on
repression in countries that already practice repression abundantly and in those
that rarely use repression. However, in countries that use moderate repression,
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counterterrorist legislation increases the chance for further repression. As for the
relationship between the repression of physical rights and subsequent terrorism,
a number of recent cross-national longitudinal analyses concluded that the two
are indeed closely related (Gassebner and Luechinger 2011; Piazza 2015;
Robison 2007; Walsh and Piazza 2010).

While general counterterrorist legislation has either a weak positive associa-
tion (in the short term) or a detrimental effect (in the long term) over terrorist
activities, it does not follow that any kind of legislation is futile or even harmful
in fighting terrorism. Indeed, when breaking down legislation by its general goal
(for laws that are clearly focused on a specific goal), I found that laws that pri-
marily focus on preventive goals (such as the protection of infrastructure, bor-
ders, and financial institutions) have a long-term beneficial effect in reducing
terrorist attacks. I found a similar effect for legislation that focuses on more pro-
active measures, such as limitations on the distribution of weapons or the track-
ing of telecommunications. The results thus suggest that countries may choose
to focus more on this type of legislation in the future. Conversely, legislation
that focused on punitive aspects, in particular through giving special powers to
courts and security forces, tended to have a harmful long-term effect on the
levels of terrorism in a given country.

Finally, two particular measures that appear to have an especially beneficial
cumulative effect in the long term were limitations on weapons and on immigra-
tion. The accumulation of laws that focused on the distribution and acquisition
of weapons by individuals and groups considered to pose a threat to state secu-
rity was associated with lower levels of terrorist activities in the country. This
may testify to the effectiveness of weapon-control measures in reducing terrorist
activities. However, it may also be that this result simply reflects the well-
established view that limiting access to weapons is associated with a consequent
reduction of overall interpersonal violence, including violence that receives the
label “terrorism” (Cummings et al. 1997; Hemenway, Shinoda-Tagawa, and
Miller 2002; Hepburn and Hemenway 2004). As for limitations on immigra-
tion, human rights groups and academics have often rightfully criticized such
provisions, remarking on their precarious and indiscriminative nature (Fan
2007; Huysmans and Buonfino 2008; Soledad Saux 2007). Nevertheless, it
appears that in the long term, a larger number of provisions that limit immigra-
tion is associated with a reduction in the number of terrorist attacks. Future
studies should explore this intriguing relationship in greater depth, trying to
understand exactly which type of provisions are able to achieve such an effect
and why.

Limitations and Directions for Future Research
This study highlights the tension between the short- and the long-term effects
of counterterrorist legislation. Whereas in the short term legislation tends to
have no effect on the number and severity of terrorist acts, the long-term conse-
quences of this legislation (in particular more general and broad-reaching legis-
lation) are often harmful. While these results are quite revealing and may be
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somewhat counterintuitive for some, the present analysis is limited in its ability
to offer in-depth insights into the dynamics that ultimately make such legisla-
tion pernicious.

I offer above that this long-term harmful association may be mediated, at
least partly, by processes of provoking feelings of resentment and despair
among disenfranchised groups. However, this assumption requires further
empirical testing. One possible direction for such an investigation would be
through in-depth analyses of significant case studies, taking into consider-
ation additional factors and accounting for the unique context of each case. A
careful analysis of such case studies may be able to trace the role of legislation
in creating grievances and bitterness, as well as the cumulative effects of mul-
tiple laws on the relationship between states and minority groups. Such stud-
ies may also prove useful in providing insights regarding the ways in which
particular types of legislation (e.g., protective vs. punitive) affect both the
abilities and the motivations of individuals from certain social groups to com-
mit future terrorist acts. Indeed, the importance of differentiating between
various types of legislation is one of the central insights from this study, and
future studies may be able to explore these differences further and in greater
depth.

The results of this also highlight the importance of conducting further investi-
gations into the practice of counterterrorist legislation. Given that legislation
often fails to fulfill its main stated goal (to reduce future terrorism), it is impor-
tant to further explore two closely related questions. The first is why countries
adopt counterterrorist legislation in the first place. Are they simply unaware of
the ineffectiveness of such legislation or are there other important factors (e.g.,
attempts to squash local opposition or compliance with the demands of the
international community) that guide these choices? Second, we may wonder
about the other possible consequences of counterterrorist legislation. In particu-
lar, I believe that a careful investigation of the relationship between legislation
and states’ respect for civil liberties is important, given that counterterrorist laws
are often implicated in violations of such liberties. The CLD provides an impor-
tant resource for such future investigations, and can be utilized for both quanti-
tative and qualitative analyses.

Notes
1. It is important to note, though, that statistical analyses that used measures that

included both terrorist and guerilla attacks, as well as those that included only gue-
rilla attacks, produced very similar results to those presented here.

2. Notwithstanding the above justification, I also ran models in which I adopted more
inclusive definitions of counterterrorism. Appendix 2 presents a comparison of four
different definitions of counterterrorism, from most exclusive to most inclusive: (1) leg-
islation formally declared as counterterrorism (i.e., when the term “terrorism” is men-
tioned in the law’s name, such as the Indian 2002 Prevention of Terrorist Activities
Act); (2) legislation clearly focusing on terrorism, but not necessarily including the
term in the name (e.g., the Australian 2003 Legislation Amendment Bill); (3) legislation
with at least one article focusing on terrorism (e.g., the 1981 French Amnesty Law);
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and (4) legislation where terrorism is at least mentioned in the body of the law (e.g.,
the 1993 Spanish Law on the Prevention of Money Laundering). Appendix 2 shows
that the differences between these categories are relatively minor, suggesting that the
choice to use a relatively exclusive definition did not substantially alter the results.

3. I also ran analyses with counterterrorist legislation as a count variable (both yearly
and cumulative). Results did not differ substantially from the ones reported here,
supporting the choice to move into a binary measure.

4. Calculated based on the Regime Durability measure from Polity IV, this variable
gives a score of 1 to regimes that retained power for less than five years (four or less
years since the last regime change) and to regimes that will have been replaced within
the next two years (one or two years before regime change). All other regimes receive
a score of 0. In both of these cases, the regime is less stable, either because it is about
to be replaced by another (often suggesting that turbulence has already began) or
because it has recently been replaced.

5. As a test of robustness, I also ran zero-inflated negative binomial estimates for all
models. All of the findings remain consistent when using these models, leading us to
prefer the standard negative binomial regression model, which is simpler to estimate
and interpret (Allison 2012).

6. In appendix 3, I exclude cases from the analysis based on the main independent vari-
able (counterterrorist legislation). The appendix shows results for the major analyses
when excluding the following influential countries: South Africa, the United States,
the UK, Australia, and India. Each of these five countries passed at least 45 counter-
terrorist laws over the years, while the next country on the list (Italy) only passed 31.
In appendix 4, I exclude cases from the analysis based on the main dependent vari-
able (number of terrorist events). The appendix shows results for the major analyses
when excluding the following influential countries: Iraq, Colombia, Pakistan, India,
Peru, and El Salvador. Each of these six countries had between 5,200 and 7,500 ter-
rorist events over the years, while the next country on the list (the Philippines) had
3681 events. Together, appendices 3 and 4 show that when excluding influential
cases, neither the direction nor the significance of the main results changes, support-
ing the decision to keep them in the other analyses.

7. Even this weak relationship disappears when examining other specifications of large
events, such as ones with more than five or more than 20 civilians killed, demonstrat-
ing that this is not a robust finding.

8. In appendix 6, I demonstrate that this lack of significant effect in the short term holds
regardless of the time period in question (pre-1990, 1990–2000, or 2001 onward),
economic conditions (OECD vs. non-OECD countries), and the type of political
regime (democracies vs. non-democracies).

9. In appendix 6, I show additional analyses of this sort, in which I directly match spe-
cific types of legislation and their effect on the specific types of terrorist activities that
they appear to target. For example, I examine the effects of legislation that concen-
trates on the protection of aviation over the number of terrorist events that targeted
aviation. Similarly, I examine the effects of legislation focusing on limiting the distri-
bution and use of explosives on the number of events that used explosives in the fol-
lowing years. I was not able to detect a significant relationship for any of these
dyads, perhaps due to the relatively small numbers of laws and terrorist events that
can be characterized and coded in such a precise fashion.
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Appendix

Appendix 1. List of Countries Included in at Least One of the Analyses (n = 145)

Afghanistan Dominican Republic Kyrgyzstan Romania

Albania East Timor Latvia Russia

Algeria Ecuador Lebanon Rwanda

Angola Egypt Lesotho Saudi Arabia

Argentina El Salvador Liberia Senegal

Armenia Equatorial Guinea Libya Sierra Leone

Australia Eritrea Lithuania Singapore

Austria Estonia Madagascar Slovenia

Azerbaijan Ethiopia Malawi Solomon Islands

Bahrain Fiji Malaysia Somalia

Bangladesh Finland Mali South Africa

Belarus France Mauritania Spain

Belgium Gabon Mauritius Sri Lanka

Benin Gambia Mexico Swaziland

Bhutan Georgia Mongolia Sweden

Bolivia Germany Morocco Switzerland

Botswana Ghana Mozambique Syria

Brazil Greece Myanmar (Burma) Tajikistan

Bulgaria Guatemala Namibia Thailand

Burkina Faso Guinea Nepal Togo

Burundi Guyana Netherlands Tunisia

Cambodia Haiti New Zealand Turkey

Cameroon Honduras Nicaragua Turkmenistan

Canada Hungary Niger USSR

Chad India Nigeria Uganda

Chile Indonesia Norway Ukraine

China Iraq Oman United Arab Emirates

Colombia Ireland Pakistan United Kingdom

Comoros Israel Panama United States

Costa Rica Italy Papua New Guinea Uruguay

Croatia Jamaica Paraguay Uzbekistan

Cuba Japan Peru Venezuela

Cyprus Jordan Philippines Yemen

Czech Republic Kazakhstan Poland Yemen, North

Czechoslovakia Kenya Portugal Zambia

Denmark Kuwait Qatar Zimbabwe

Djibouti
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Appendix 2. Various Definitions of Counterterrorist Legislation (negative binomial fixed effects regression panel analyses of factors influencing
the number of terrorist events: 1981–2009)

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

“Terrorism” appearing in law namet−1 –0.18 (–1.56)

Law focuses on terrorismt−1 –0.13 (–1.40)

At least one section focuses on terrorismt−1 –0.08 (–1.06)

“Terrorism” appearing in the body of
the lawt−1

–0.09 (–1.10)

Counterterrorist legislation: All years 0.06** (2.85) 0.06** (2.92) 0.06** (2.81) 0.06** (2.82)

Repression of physical rightst−1 0.16*** (9.81) 0.16*** (10.54) 0.16*** (9.78) 0.16*** (9.78)

Terror events in neighbor states (ln)t−1 0.12*** (10.04) 0.12*** (10.38) 0.12*** (10.08) 0.12*** (10.07)

Internal dissent (ln)t−1 0.03*** (6.44) 0.03*** (6.63) 0.03*** (6.42) 0.03*** (6.42)

Regime stability (stable = 1)t−1 –0.23*** (–3.75) 0.10*** (4.15) –0.22*** (–3.73) –0.22*** (–3.73)

Civil wart−1 0.10*** (4.21) –0.04 (–0.87) 0.10*** (4.22) 0.10*** (4.22)

International conflictst−1 –0.03 (–0.70) –0.26*** (–4.40) –0.03 (–0.71) –0.03 (–0.71)

Democracyt−1 0.06*** (10.58) 0.06*** (10.63) 0.06*** (10.56) 0.06*** (10.56)

Population (ln)t−1 0.11*** (4.02) 0.08** (2.69) 0.11*** (3.98) 0.11*** (3.98)

GDP per capita (ln)t−1 0.21*** (7.25) 0.18*** (6.13) 0.21*** (7.20) 0.21*** (7.21)

Number of countries 136 136 136 136

Observations 2,991 2,991 2,991 2,991

All models control for year fixed effects to account for time trends in terrorism.
Robust t-statistics in brackets. ^p < .01 *p < .05 **p < .01 ***p < .001.
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Appendix 3. Analysis of Influential Cases (negative binomial fixed effects regression panel analyses of factors influencing the number of terrorist events:
different measurements of terrorism [models 1–3] and short- and long-term effects on the number of events [models 4–8], 1981–2009)

Model 1:
N civilians killed

Model 2:
N civilians
wounded

Model 3:
N events with
10 or more
casualties

Model 4:
Previous year

Model 5:
2 previous years

Model 6:
5 previous years

Model 7:
10 previous years

Model 8:
All-time
legislation

Counterterrorist
legislationt−1

0.114 (0.80) 0.022 (0.16) –0.066 (–0.31)

Cumulative
counterterrorist
legislation

0.07 (0.67) 0.07 (0.77) 0.13* (2.51) 0.07* (1.97) 0.07* (2.13)

Repression of physical
rightst−1

0.24*** (11.67) 0.22*** (10.77) 0.29*** (8.92) 0.17*** (10.18) 0.14*** (8.12) 0.14*** (8.06) 0.14*** (8.02) 0.16*** (10.06)

Terror events in
neighbor states (ln)t−1

0.09*** (5.09) 0.09*** (5.17) 0.04 (1.46) 0.10*** (7.39) 0.11*** (7.25) 0.11*** (7.23) 0.11*** (7.24) 0.10*** (7.33)

Internal dissent (ln)t−1 0.04*** (6.54) 0.04*** (6.16) 0.02^ (1.67) 0.03*** (5.66) 0.03*** (5.54) 0.03*** (5.47) 0.03*** (5.45) 0.03*** (5.61)

Regime stability
(stable = 1)t−1

–0.19* (–2.47) –0.16* (–2.09) –0.19^ (–1.69) –0.18** (–3.05) –0.16** (–2.65) –0.17** (–2.69) –0.17** (–2.71) –0.19** (–3.13)

Civil wart−1 0.07** (2.85) 0.09*** (3.38) 0.11** (2.97) 0.07** (3.15) 0.08** (3.26) 0.08*** (3.37) 0.08*** (3.35) 0.07** (3.18)

International conflictst−1 –0.12* (–2.21) –0.02 (–0.41) –0.20* (–2.03) –0.03 (–0.62) –0.02 (–0.44) –0.02 (–0.44) –0.02 (–0.42) –0.03 (–0.63)

Democracyt−1 0.05*** (7.38) 0.05*** (7.49) –0.00 (–0.36) 0.05*** (8.97) 0.06*** (9.22) 0.06*** (9.10) 0.06*** (9.06) 0.05*** (8.81)

Population (ln)t−1 0.19*** (5.59) 0.19*** (5.88) 0.48*** (5.68) 0.13*** (4.25) 0.16*** (5.01) 0.16*** (4.82) 0.16*** (4.72) 0.12*** (3.75)

GDP per capita (ln)t−1 0.08* (2.36) 0.06^ (1.73) –0.11 (–1.49) 0.17*** (5.77) 0.13*** (4.20) 0.13*** (3.96) 0.13*** (3.99) 0.15*** (5.15)

Number of countries 2,866 2,963 2,963 2,963 2,487 2,487 2,487 2,866

Observations 131 138 138 138 130 130 130 131

Note: Analyses exclude the five countries that passed significantly more laws than the others: South Africa, the United States, the UK, Australia, and India. All models control for year fixed
effects to account for time trends in terrorism.
Robust t-statistics in brackets. ^p < .01 *p < .05 **p < .01 ***p < .001.
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Appendix 4. Analysis of Influential Cases (negative binomial fixed effects regression panel analyses of factors influencing the number of terrorist events:
different measurements of terrorism [models 1–3] and short- and long-term effects on the number of events [models 4–8], 1981–2009)

Model 1:
N civilians killed

Model 2:
N civilians
wounded

Model 3:
N events with
10 or more
casualties

Model 4:
Previous year

Model 5:
2 previous years

Model 6:
5 previous years

Model 7:
10 previous

years

Model 8:
All-time
legislation

Counterterrorist legislationt−1

Cumulative
counterterrorist
legislation

0.10 (0.71) 0.05 (0.39) –0.07 (–0.26) 0.14 (1.39) 0.10 (1.14) 0.15** (2.86) 0.10** (2.85) 0.07** (2.72)

Repression of
physical rightst−1

0.22*** (10.48) 0.21*** (9.94) 0.22*** (6.37) 0.15*** (9.24) 0.13*** (7.41) 0.13*** (7.42) 0.13*** (7.35) 0.15*** (9.23)

Terror events in
neighbor states
(ln)t−1

0.08*** (5.49) 0.08*** (5.55) 0.04 (1.48) 0.07*** (6.70) 0.08*** (6.60) 0.08*** (6.70) 0.08*** (6.70) 0.08*** (6.79)

Internal dissent
(ln)t−1

0.04*** (6.71) 0.04*** (6.42) 0.02* (2.26) 0.03*** (6.24) 0.03*** (5.80) 0.03*** (5.72) 0.03*** (5.69) 0.03*** (6.06)

Regime stability
(stable=1)t−1

–0.23** (–2.81) –0.19* (–2.26) –0.36** (–2.82) –0.22*** (–3.56) –0.23*** (–3.45) –0.23*** (–3.55) –0.24*** (–3.63) –0.23*** (–3.73)

Civil wart−1 0.09** (3.26) 0.08** (2.92) 0.12** (2.93) 0.09*** (3.44) 0.10*** (3.72) 0.10*** (3.83) 0.10*** (3.82) 0.09*** (3.43)

International
conflictst−1

–0.11 (–1.51) –0.01 (–0.19) –0.3 (–1.65) 0.03 (0.59) 0.04 (0.73) 0.04 (0.74) 0.04 (0.77) 0.03 (0.59)

Democracyt−1 0.05*** (6.60) 0.05*** (7.03) –0.02^ (–1.89) 0.05*** (8.81) 0.06*** (8.73) 0.05*** (8.46) 0.05*** (8.30) 0.05*** (8.62)

Population (ln)t−1 0.15*** (4.52) 0.17*** (5.25) 0.50*** (5.26) 0.14*** (4.54) 0.17*** (5.13) 0.16*** (4.90) 0.16*** (4.74) 0.12*** (3.98)

GDP per capita
(ln)t−1

0.08* (2.12) 0.08* (2.18) –0.06 (–0.79) 0.20*** (6.74) 0.18*** (5.57) 0.17*** (5.35) 0.17*** (5.34) 0.18*** (5.97)

Number of
countries

2,945 2,945 2,945 2,848 2,469 2,469 2,469 2,848

Observations 137 137 137 130 129 129 129 130

Note: Analyses exclude the five countries that had the highest number of terrorist events throughout the years of the analysis: Iraq, Colombia, Pakistan, India, Peru, and El Salvador. All
models control for year fixed effects to account for time trends in terrorism.
Robust t-statistics in brackets. ^p < .01 *p < .05 **p < .01 ***p < .001.
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Appendix 5. Analyses by Time Period, Economic Development, and Regime Type (negative binomial fixed effects regression panel analyses of factors
influencing the number of terrorist events, 1981–2009)

Model 1:
Cold War era
(pre-1990)

Model 2: Post–
Cold War era
(1990–2000)

Model 3: Post–
9/11 era

(2001–2009)
Model 4:
OECD

Model 5:
Non-OECD

Model 6:
Democracy

Model 7:
Non-democracy

Counterterrorist
legislation: Previous
year

–0.16 (–0.89) 0.11 (0.68) 0.05 (0.38) 0.02 (0.16) –0.23^ (–1.67) –0.24^ (–1.69) 0.05 (0.29)

Counterterrorist
legislation: All years

0.09 (1.43) 0.12** (2.85) 0.03 (0.57) 0.02 (0.55) 0.06^ (1.66) 0.08*** (3.32) 0.04 (0.67)

Repression of
physical rightst−1

0.11*** (4.07) 0.05^ (1.67) 0.12** (2.88) 0.18*** (4.98) 0.19*** (10.19) 0.18*** (7.39) 0.16*** (6.80)

Terror events in
neighbor states
(ln)t−1

0.11*** (4.47) 0.07*** (3.57) 0.03 (1.51) 0.08*** (4.51) 0.16*** (9.47) 0.10*** (5.88) 0.09*** (5.49)

Internal dissent
(ln)t−1

0.02*** (2.91) 0.02** (2.81) 0.01 (1.28) 0.01 (1.35) 0.04*** (6.29) 0.01 (1.70) 0.04*** (6.58)

Regime stability
(stable = 1)t−1

0.00 (0.00) 0.01 (0.13) –0.34* (–2.31) –0.31^ (–1.65) –0.20** (–3.07) –0.07 (–0.66) –0.28*** (–3.40)

Civil wart−1 0.09*** (2.06) 0.08* (2.06) 0.11 (1.44) 0.00 (0.00) 0.08** (3.02) 0.14* (1.98) 0.10*** (3.54)

International
conflictst−1

0.05 (0.67) 0.01 (0.13) –0.43^ (–1.66) 0.02 (0.38) –0.10^ (–1.91) 0.00 (0.01) –0.03 (–0.61)

Democracyt−1 0.06*** (5.98) 0.05*** (4.39) 0.03 (1.75) 0.11*** (5.00) 0.04*** (7.08) 0.05** (2.74) 0.03** (3.15)

Population (ln)t−1 0.15** (2.60) 0.18*** (3.92) 0.17* (2.28) 0.10 (1.64) 0.06* (1.96) 0.14*** (3.41) 0.03 (0.79)

GDP per capita
(ln)t−1

0.26*** (3.98) 0.04 (0.72) 0.23 (3.04) 0.65*** (5.71) 0.05 (1.15) 0.32*** (6.48) 0.07 (1.50)

Number of
countries

95 129 111 30 106 75 99

Observations 836 973 869 706 2,285 1,285 1,672

Note: All predictors are lagged one to six years according to the model year. All models control for year fixed effects to account for time trends in terrorism.
Robust t-statistics in brackets. ^p < .01 *p < .05 **p < .01 ***p < .001.
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Appendix 6. Negative Binomial Fixed Effects Regression Panel Analyses of Specific Types of Legislation and Their Effect on Specific Types of Terrorist
Acts, 1981–2009

Model 1:
N events that

targeted
aviation

Model 2:
N events that

targeted
maritime

Model 3:
N events that

targeted
infrastructure

Model 4:
N events that
used firearms

Model 5:
N events that
used explosives

Model 6:
N events
involving
hostages

CT legislation related to the protection of
aviation and maritimet−1

0.45 (1.02) 0.19 (0.19)

CT legislation related to the protection of
infrastructuret−1

–3.71 (–0.39)

CT legislation related to limitation on the
distribution of firearmst−1

0.01 (–0.04)

CT legislation related to limitation on the
distribution of explosivest−1

–0.12 (–0.57)

CT legislation related to negotiations over
hostages and punishments for kidnaperst−1

0.67 (1.20)

Counterterrorist legislation: All years –0.13* (–2.30) 0.00 (0.02) 0.09 (1.34) –0.02 (–0.65) 0.07** (3.04) 0.01 (0.31)

Repression of physical rightst−1 0.14*** (3.63) 0.18* (2.05) 0.33*** (8.04) 0.17*** (8.93) 0.17*** (9.13) 0.25*** (7.93)

Terror events in neighbor states (ln)t−1 0.12*** (3.52) 0.29*** (3.45) 0.12*** (3.34) 0.11*** (7.43) 0.13*** (8.89) 0.17*** (5.89)

Internal dissent (ln)t−1 0.05*** (4.07) 0.01 (0.50) 0.02 (1.51) 0.03*** (5.07) 0.02*** (4.82) 0.03** (2.81)

Regime stability (stable = 1)t−1 –0.18 (–1.22) 0.52 (1.55) –0.09 (–0.59) –0.22** (–2.99) –0.23*** (–3.28) –0.07 (–0.58)

Civil wart−1 0.20*** (3.54) –0.30* (–2.05) 0.09^ (1.79) 0.10*** (3.63) 0.08** (2.89) 0.12** (2.72)

International conflictst−1 –0.03 (–0.19) –0.26 (–0.97) –0.16 (–1.02) –0.05 (–1.00) –0.05 (–1.08) 0.08 (0.89)

Democracyt−1 0.05*** (3.55) 0.06^ (1.69) 0.03* (2.08) 0.06*** (8.74) 0.05*** (8.29) 0.05*** (4.09)

Population (ln)t−1 0.16 (1.59) –0.41 (–1.33) 0.13 (1.45) 0.07* (1.98) 0.20*** (6.10) –0.03 (–0.57)

GDP per capita (ln)t−1 0.13 (1.43) 0.12 (0.63) 0.42*** (4.29) 0.14*** (3.64) 0.26*** (7.55) 0.20** (2.89)

Number of countries 143 143 143 143 143 143

Observations 3,088 3,088 3,088 3,088 3,088 3,088

All models control for year fixed effects to account for time trends in terrorism.
Robust t-statistics in brackets. ^p < .01 *p < .05 **p < .01 ***p < .001.
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