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While nothing is easier than to denounce the evildoer,

nothing is more difficult than to understand him.

- Fyodor Mikhailovich Dostoevsky
Why do terrorists select the targets that they do?  Why does the same group choose different targets over time and within different states?  Existing explanations only provide a partial account.  Answers that appeal to the psychology of the perpetrator do not appear to fit; instead the “outstanding common characteristic of terrorists is their normality” (Crenshaw, 1981: 390).
  Nor can the selection of targets be ascribed as a manifestation of the grievances of the poor.  Many terrorists come from the middle class, and are often college educated.  Political grievances are also not a compelling explanation, as Laqueur (1977: 1) states: “Grievances always exist, but at certain times and in certain places major grievances have been borne without protest, whereas elsewhere and at other times relatively minor grievances have resulted in violent reaction.”

Explaining the puzzle presented by modern terrorism has become a significant endeavor for those involved both in policy and academia.  Political science has taken a gradual approach to the study of terrorism, first focusing on the conditions under which violence, including terrorism, occurs.  More recently, researchers have begun to fill out this knowledge, not only by refining our understanding of when terrorism occurs but by understanding that violence varies in its intensity, its victims, and its purposes.  For terrorism researchers, this has led to attention being devoted to the matter of target selection.  As a result, today there exist a wide variety of explanations that describe this process and an array of researchers working on this issue.    
Unfortunately, the theories that have been offered are also limited to some degree.  First, some perspectives only look at targeting by groups engaged in high levels of intrastate violence, such as civil wars (Kalyvas, 2004, 2006; Findley, 2008).  This only evaluates terrorism as a tactical choice within war, not as a tactic used by aggrieved groups in lieu of war.  Second, the definition of terrorism used by some approaches is too restrictive.  In essence, terrorism occurs when civilians are targeted, but takes on a different label if the government is targeted, even if the tactics and intent are similar.  Third, some of the explanations appear ad-hoc when faced with explaining variations in target choice.  Lastly, many of these perspectives are ill-suited to respond to variation.  Specifically, some explanations, like regime type, are essentially constants and do not vary enough to explain shifts in target choice.  As a result, much work remains in crafting a rigorous theory of target selection.  
Here, I examine terrorist target variation as a result of a bargaining interaction between the group and the state.  Specifically, groups are aware of the distribution of interests in society.  As this distribution changes, the inherent costs of particular targets also changes.  A large number of terrorist group supporters, coupled with a group’s selectivity, means that the normally high cost associated with civilian targeting is reduced.  In essence, a group can afford to lose supporters in these situations because they, in the end, will get the few supporters they seek.  As the number of supporters decrease, civilian targeting becomes more costly and non-civilian targets are selected.  
This study is distinguishable from other studies of terrorism on the basis of several factors.  First, terrorism is broadly defined as “the threatened or actual use of illegal force and violence to attain a political, economic, religious, or social goal through fear, coercion, or intimidation” (LaFree and Dugan, 2007: ii).  This definition of terrorism allows more types of targets to be included and more importantly, avoids the normative trap of conflating terrorism as a function of its targets.  Second, this analysis considers domestic terror.
  This is important not only because it is more prevalent than international terrorism (Rosendorff and Sandler, 2005), but because a view of international terrorism is likely to be biased towards large states and certain highly capable groups (Abadie, 2005).  Third, this analysis considers a wide range of groups, spanning from short-lived terror organizations to more established organizations such as the FARC and the LTTE.  This allows the analysis to be as broad as possible, encompassing the range of targets of terrorism and the range of actors that perpetrate it.  
Focusing on target selection is an important and appropriate area for study.  Analyzing terrorism as a decision amongst several forms of violence rather than a blanket act is an important way to advance the field of conflict studies (Kalyvas, 2006).  In civil war, for example, violence can be used to punish civilians or enforce order (Kalyvas, 2004; 2006).  In terrorism, violence changes depending on how its external conditions affect the internal processes of the group.  For one, violence can be directed against civilians in situations where groups believe they need to increase others’ perception of the group’s resolve.  Treating terrorism as a single phenomenon ignores the academic utility of its variation; scholarly discourse has frequently critiqued theories for treating actors as undifferentiated wholes and for ignoring the nuance in the study of politics.  Terrorism and, moreover, targeting are no different.  A comprehensive theory of terrorist targeting would also help unite the disparate existing theories by providing us with an understanding of how external factors impact internal group processes.    
For the policy community, an understanding of terrorist targeting would provide useful counsel for the formation of counter-terror policy.  Current understandings of terrorism lead to a wide variety of policy recommendations.  Rational choice perspectives see raising the costs of violence or lowering the costs of participation as remedies for terrorism.  Theories based on solidary incentives advocate reducing the benefits of joining a group and being aware of socially downtrodden communities.  If carried to their logical conclusion, many of these recommendations have the potential to lead to costly and inefficient strategies because they advocate broad, rather than targeted, solutions (Sandler and Lapan, 1988).  Rather, strategies must be created with the internal goals of terrorist groups in mind.  In this way, we can create counterterrorism policy which is successful, cost-effective, and efficient.    
Having provided an introductory foundation for my dissertation research, I now present an outline of the project.  The next section overviews the current research on terrorism, with a focus on the concept of target selection.  The third section will discuss the model, specifically how dual concerns over the achievement of goals and the maintenance of support are manifested into target selection, and discusses the hypotheses.  The next section then discusses the research design; in particular, describing the data and the operationalization of the variables.  The final section discusses the implications of this research and its future academic and policy applications.  A data appendix and a preliminary list of chapters are also included.    

UNDERSTANDING TERRORIST VIOLENCE
While terrorism is a phenomenon nearly as old as civilization itself, its study is a function of the modern era.  In particular, the study of terrorism began in earnest with the wave of anarchist violence that swept Europe and the United States in the late 19th century.  Explanations for terrorism at that time focused on the psychology and physiology of the perpetrators; they were viewed as either mentally ill or suffered from maladies ranging from vitamin deficiencies to tuberculosis and epilepsy (Laqueur, 1977).  Others even attributed the violence to causes such as “decadent literature”, barometric pressure, and even moon phases (Laqueur, 1977). 

Modern studies of terrorism have expanded on these early approaches.  Spurred by events such as the hostage crisis at the 1972 Munich Olympics and the September 11th attacks, this more recent work seeks to use tools of modern social scientific inquiry to explain and bring order to random and chaotic acts of violence.  
However, terrorism research is beset by a number of difficulties that set it apart from other fields of political science research.  First, the term itself presents difficulties.  Silke (2001) notes the existence of over 200 definitions of terrorism.  Many of these definitions exist as a normative condemnation of an opponent’s tactics, not as an objective description to be used in scientific analysis.  Second, because terrorism is a covert act, reliable data do not exist.  Instead, most existing terrorism data are the result of researchers culling news media for acts which fit the researcher’s specific definition.  Lastly, the majority of terrorism research is not quantitative (Stohl, 2007) and, unfortunately, comprised of work with “relatively weak research methods” (Silke, 2004: 11).  As a result, terrorism research must overcome some difficulties associated with the work of past scholars, “who have studied events, perpetrators, responses, and contexts, but not in general within the confines of a scientific paradigm of agreed upon data, definitions, concepts, relationships, and methods” (Stohl, 2007: 258).
Explanations for Terrorist Violence
Since the early explanations of terrorist violence, our explanations for how terrorism occurs have evolved substantially.  Current explanations center on explaining terrorism as an outcome of a complex process; one whose preconditions come from a variety of structural, psychological, and rational choice factors (Ross, 1993).  Structural causes of terrorism see violence as the result of state level factors such as politics, culture, economics, and social relations.  Psychological perspectives attempt to explain terrorism as an outcome of internal motivations.  Lastly, rational choice theories see participation in terrorist groups and the decision to conduct terrorism as the result of a conscious choice weighing costs and benefits.  It is the first and last perspectives that have formed the bulk of much of the current work on terrorist violence.  
The first perspective interprets terrorist action as the result of groups attempting to address some broadly defined, and usually politically or economically influenced, grievance.  This perspective, called “relative deprivation” was developed by Gurr (1970), who noted that violence tended to occur when groups perceived a gap between what they believe they are entitled to from their political system and what they receive.  Subsequently, Crenshaw (1981) more directly tied the existence of terrorism to three specific grievance-based conditions: the existence of a specific grievance against the government by a definable subgroup of the population, the feeling that opportunities for political participation are limited, and a galvanizing act that provides a rallying cry for groups contemplating terrorism (383-385).
  This line of work has yielded a wealth of research.  Terrorism has been analyzed as a result of economic grievances (Blomberg et al., 2004) and changes in political representation (Reynal-Querol, 2002a, 2002b). 
Psychological perspectives argue that “political terrorists are driven to commit acts of violence as a consequence of psychological forces” and that these forces compel them to commit acts of violence (Post, 1998: 25).  Studies of this type have, with few exceptions, seen no striking psychopathology (such as illness or mental deficiencies) which distinguishes terrorism from other forms of violence.  Rather, terrorism appears to be carried out by people who are “aggressive and action-oriented, and who place greater-than-normal reliance on the psychological mechanisms of externalization and splitting” (Post, 1998: 31).  West German government studies also indicated that terrorists were the products of especially traumatic family situations and were often failure prone in their attempts to ingratiate themselves into “normal” society.  
Social alienation also figured into a study of ETA members.  Clark (1983) found that members were more likely to be the product of a mixed Spanish-Basque household than the surrounding Basque population.  In essence, their activism was interpreted as an attempt to “out-Basque the Basques.”  While this line of research has been extensive (Cooper, 1977; Taylor, 1988; Sageman, 2004), the overwhelming consensus is that terrorists, like the people they target, are psychologically heterogenous (Victoroff, 2005).  
Lastly, the rational choice perspective sees terrorism as resulting from actors who operate under three assumptions (Abrahms, 2008).  First, terrorists are motivated by stable and consistent political goals.  That is, political grievances form the base and motivation for terrorist violence.  Second, terrorism is a course of action decided on when other forms of political participation have been blocked.  This perspective is consistent with Sandler et al.’s (1983) view that terrorism is an allocation decision made when total resources to the group are highest, where the costs of illegal acts are low, and where the relative gains for illegality are high.  Lastly, terrorism is used insofar as its effectiveness outweighs the effectiveness of other means.  A variant of this argument can also suggest that particular forms of terrorism are used over others based on their effectiveness.  Given this, terrorists should be discriminating about their attacks and select violence consistent with the risks and consequences involved.  In practical terms, this understanding should result in terrorism occurring in certain states (i.e. democracies) (Gurr, 1988; Eubank and Weinberg, 1994; 1998; Eyerman, 1998) and in more lax security environments (Enders and Sandler, 1993; 2005).          
Until recently these perspectives, although important in forming much of the basis of past and present research on terrorism, were not applied to the study of terrorist targeting.  Instead, terrorism research focused on the conditions that led to the onset of terrorism as well as the factors that led groups to choose terrorism over non-violence.  Such an approach overlooks a critical aspect of terrorism - that of selecting targets to breed a condition of fear amongst the populace.  Political science has begun to move in this direction, with researchers such as Sandler and Lapan (1988), Juergensmeyer (2003), Kalyvas (2004, 2006), Goodwin (2006), and Findley (2008) all providing further insight into the targeting process.  The resultant body of work provides a good starting point for the development of new theories on terrorist violence and targeting.  

Explanations for Terrorist Targeting
From the perspective of the terrorists themselves, terrorist targeting follows a definable logic.  Carlos Pisacane, a mid 19th century Italian revolutionary, conceptualized terrorism as “propaganda of the deed” and selected targets which would “draw attention to…inform, educate, and ultimately rally the people behind the revolution” (Hoffman, 1998: 17).  George Habash, the founder of the Popular Front for the Liberation of Palestine (PFLP) stated target selection is driven not only by the notoriety of the act but that “the main point is to select targets where success is 100% assured” (Hoffman, 1998: 178).  The Hamas training manual takes a similar approach, prioritizing the availability of vulnerable targets over more dramatic secure targets; stating in essence, “it is foolish to hunt the tiger when there are plenty of sheep around” (Bloom, 2005: 34).  
In attempting to place theoretical explanations to the anecdotal evidence on terrorists’ target selection, political scientists have advanced a variety of theories.  These theories can be divided into one of two main categories.  The first set discusses target selection as result of factors internal to the group.  Deeply held personal beliefs such as religion and grievance act as the metric, not only for the selection of terrorism, but for the selection of targets.  Simply put, targets which are determined to be contributing to a particular grievance or to a violation of religious principles are those which are attacked.  Lastly, affective approaches see the conduct of terrorism and target selection as strategies that best ensure group cohesion.  
Grievance based explanations for targeting follow a simple logic: political targets have often followed political grievances, while economic targets have followed economic grievances.  The actions of Irish Nationalists, and later the IRA, are perhaps one of the best known demonstrations of the logic of political terror; from the late 19th to early 20th century, the IRA conducted attacks on British political leaders and institutions as a response to harsh policies in Northern Ireland (Bowden, 1976).  Similarly, economic grievances have manifested themselves as attacks on economic targets (Ross, 2004).  In 1976, the Aceh Freedom Movement (GAM) criticized the Indonesian government for stealing the island’s resource wealth and attacked a natural gas facility in Aceh.  More recently, the Movement for the Emancipation of the Niger Delta (MEND) has engaged in a campaign of terror against oil targets throughout Nigeria (BBC News, 2006).  

Contrasting the simple logic of grievance based target selection is religiously-inspired terror.  In particular, this type of terrorism has proven to be particularly savage and hard to place in an empirical pattern.  Targets are not chosen on the basis of their ability to symbolize a political or economic grievance nor on the ability of the perpetrator to survive the act.  Rather, targets are chosen because they represent evil, while the terrorist symbolizes the forces of good (Juergensmeyer, 2003).  This division of the world into absolutes makes political compromise impossible and turns all of society into a potential target.  Since there is little discrimination for enemies, targets selected through “sacred” concerns may be more likely to be civilian and high-casualty.  However, beyond this, empirical patterns for this type of terrorism may not be easily discernable since the basis for tactical decisions may be made on the religious, rather than political, plane.   

Lastly, rather than being a simple outgrowth of religious or political grievances, terrorist target selection may be the result of a need to develop “strong affective ties with fellow terrorists” (Abrahms, 2008: 80).  In particular, terrorist targets are selected which help to advance the existence of the group, even at the expense of the political goals of the organization.  Understanding terrorism in this way, as Abrahms (2008) argues, explains much of the anomalous behavior in terrorism: the use of anonymous attacks, attacks on similar groups, ill-defined goals, and the use of terror despite the availability of other means.  This perspective, does however, make an understanding of targeting difficult because it ascribes terrorism to a set of goals, which unlike grievance and religion-based approaches, are nearly unknowable and unquantifiable.  
A second categorization of targeting theories sees selection as influenced by the environment in which a group is located.  In particular, target selection may be influenced by the normative and institutional incentives provided by regime type.  For democratic states, factors such as participation in the selection of leaders means that civilian targets may be the most effective means for terrorists to effect political change (Hewitt, 1993).  This rationale is said to be present in al-Qaeda’s bombing of the Madrid train system in 2004 (US Congress, 2004).  Voters connected the attack with a spectacular failure in policy on behalf of the conservative government and, despite earlier polls predicting a conservative victory, instead voted for a liberal government.      

Unfortunately, theories on the weakness of democracy are directly contrasted with a competing view; democratic openness and electoral institutions make terrorism less likely by increasing the benefits of non-violence relative to those of violent action (Eyerman, 1998).  As a result, target selection may be driven by other factors.  Furthermore, democracy may not simply mean an increase in the likelihood that civilians are attacked.  Instead, concerns for legal provisions and lack of a repressive security apparatus may decrease the cost of attack on all segments of the state rather than just the people.  Once again, this shifts the causal burden of target selection to other factors.   

The environment can also have an effect on target selection through the rational choice perspective; namely by affecting the costs of attacking the target versus the benefits gained from it (Sandler et al. 1983).  Groups select targets “on the basis of what will create maximum impact with a maximum chance of success” (Stohl, 1988: 5).  A number of theories (Kalyvas, 2004, 2006; Bloom, 2005; Goodwin, 2006; Findley, 2008) use rationality as an underlying basis for terrorist targeting.  In particular, these theories either see variations in terrorist targeting as an outgrowth of disparities between a terrorist group and an opponent (Kalyvas 2004; Goodwin 2006; Findley 2008) or the end result of an evolutionary process involving both the failure of other forms of influence and competition with other groups (Bloom 2005).  
Kalyvas (2004: 103) argues that the targeting of civilians occurs as “the product of an unwillingness or failure to discriminate, usually caused by lack of information”.  Goodwin (2006) provides a similar argument, stating that terrorism (or “categorical” violence waged indiscriminately against civilians) is dependent upon the past relationship of rebels and civilians.  When rebels view citizens as complicit, or as perpetrators of past wrongs against their group, categorical terrorism is viewed as an optimal strategy.  This occurs because there exist no costs to attacking non-compliant civilians.  On the other hand, if citizens are seen as potentially helpful, using categorical violence against them becomes costly because it damages a group’s legitimacy and potential resource base.  In those cases, groups employ violence which is more selective amongst targets.  Goodwin (2006) uses this rationale to explain why groups such as al-Qaeda have used categorical violence while the African National Congress (ANC) did not.     

Findley (2008) provides a similar theory.  Terrorism, for Findley (2008) is a tactical choice that occurs as the result of power disparities between a rebel group and the government; shifts in this balance introduce incentives for the use or disuse of terrorism.  Terrorism, specifically violence against civilians, is a preferred strategy in cases of asymmetry because it is the best way to combat a disproportionately powerful enemy.  Interventions on the side of the terrorist group help to turn the group away from terrorism, due to the infusion of new resources, to more direct means of conflict.
  Groups also may become less likely to use terrorism in these cases because it may jeopardize the support of the third party.  While incomplete in some regards, Findley’s (2008) model provides an explanation for tactical variation that has occurred in civil wars in El Salvador, Nicaragua, and Sri Lanka.    
Bloom (2005) also uses a rational choice perspective to explain terrorist targeting.   Here, terrorism is not a function of power shifts but rather a tactical and targeting choice made in the presence of failure and competition.  That is, these tactics are used as response to failures with other forms of influence (Bloom, 2005: 78).  These actions are continued when they result in the winning of adherents, resources, and attention.  As a result, groups begin to compete with one another over the ability to claim a bomber as their own.  This competitive process then results in a cycle of ever escalating violence as groups try to outdo one another with more daring and spectacular attacks.  Groups that win these competitions can then demonstrate their proficiency, thus attracting new members and recruiting future members.  This perspective does not allow for explanations of target variance, but rather, gives an explanation for the ever-increasing lethality and daring of terrorist attacks.  
Towards a New Model of Targeting
The range of potential explanations for terrorist targeting represents a burgeoning field of interest for political scientists.  However, the assumptions of many of these perspectives do not accord either with our theoretical or empirical understandings of terrorism.  First, arguments that use the internal aspects of groups, such as grievance, religion, and affect, are opaque and not adequate for quantitative analysis.  While it is not necessary that the factors themselves be measurable, it is not clear how changes in these factors would impact the selection of targets.  An explanation attributing target change to a change in these internal attributes would also be considered ad-hoc; such changes could be explained by merely stating that the underlying grievances changed, the ways to ensure group solidarity changed, or that one type of target did not hold religious significance.  In fact, the relationship of ideology (whether of a political or religious nature) to terrorism has been a controversial one, in an academic sense.  Crenshaw (1985: 471) states, “it is difficult to use ideology as the critical variable that explains the resort to or the continuation of terrorism.”  In fact, she argues that it is “the group, as selector and interpreter of ideology, [that] is central” (Crenshaw, 1985: 471).  Similarly, reliance on perspectives of this sort will also not provide us with the information about why groups would make the decision to switch target types.  
An additional problem with a grievance-based explanation is that it can border on tautology.  Abrahms (2008) argues that most terrorist groups have ill-defined goals.  Rather, attacks and violence are based on a vague compilation of grievances.  As a result, followers are often unaware of their group’s grievances and, in some instances, provide justification for their attacks that is at odds with that of the organization.  In other cases, grievances are manufactured after an attack and made to fit the circumstances.  The group is then perceived as demonstrating tactical acumen and political awareness when, in fact, the group possesses neither.  
Second, external perspectives on target selection, while testable, do not vary enough to provide a compelling account of the variation of terrorist targeting.  For most established democracies and autocracies, regime type remains relatively static (Gurr, 1974).  Findley (2008), provides one way around this problem.  He argues that the choice between terror and standard war conduct (that is, a choice between tactics) is not whether there exists a condition of war or of the distribution of capabilities among the combatants.  Instead, it is the changes in the capabilities between the two sides that matter.  In terms of regime type, this leaves anocracies – those states in between democracies and autocracies – as the only systems with substantial enough variation to provide a valid explanation for why terrorist targets vary.  This reduces the number of cases and effectively eliminates the types of states – democracies – thought most likely to suffer from terror.    
Lastly, the perspectives (Kalyvas, 2004, 2006; Goodwin, 2006; Findley, 2008) emphasizing the relationship of the group to its opponents, while both testable and variable, use an overly restrictive definition of terrorism.  In essence, the central concept of terrorism is defined as a tactic used against civilians.  For Goodwin (2006: 2048) terrorism is “the strategic use of violence and threats of violence by an oppositional political group against civilians or noncombatants, and is usually intended to influence several audiences.”  Findley (2008: 4) agrees, describing terrorism as “deliberate, violent acts against civilians designed to create anxiety or fear in the population so that political, social, or economic demands can be made to the government or the public.”  Lastly, Kalyvas (2004: 97) characterizes terrorism as violence “used by political actors to induce civilians into compliance.”  This last definition appears to provide the most room for analysis since civilians are not explicitly stated as targets.  However, while the definition is expansive, all terrorist events Kalyvas considers are actions directed towards civilians.  
While the definitions used by these authors have been accepted by some researchers, they pose some problems.  At one level it equates the acts of states with those of terrorists, acting to cloak the latter with an air of legitimacy (Hoffman, 1998).  While both states and terrorist groups have been guilty of atrocities, states have sought to put boundaries and rules to reduce these transgressions.  Terrorists have regularly and purposefully overstepped these bounds.  More importantly, however, the definitions used also fail to accurately reflect the nature of terrorism.  Groups have indeed targeted “guilty” civilians, but they have also attacked the military, killed innocent civilians in non-target countries, attacked the figures and symbols of government, and damaged states’ infrastructure (Hoffman, 1998).  By limiting the focus to terrorism as an act against civilians, analysis of this type threatens to capture groups of only a certain type and reduces the usefulness of the inferences drawn from that research.  Instead, the greatest theoretical headway can only be made when the definition reflects the breadth of terrorist acts.    
The problems inherent with the existing theories on target selection provide a set of characteristics that a future theory of targeting must have.  Target variation needs to be seen as the result of factors that are universal to all groups, able to vary, and have definable effects on the choice of one target over another.  These requirements once again point to an explanation that focuses on the internal dynamics of groups.  Before discussing what these dynamics are, I first discuss the assumptions that underlie my model of terrorist targeting behavior.  
CONSTRUCTING A MODEL OF TERRORIST TARGETING
Political organizations, such as interest groups, share little affinity with terrorist organizations.  Since these groups share little in common, the analysis of one would be expected to yield little information about the other.  Instead, the tools of the organizational approach allow us to do just that; groups, regardless of their ultimate political goals or the means with which they pursue them, share commonalities that provide us with insight that advances the study of both (Crenshaw, 1985; Oots, 1989).  My model is based on this equivalence; I assume that, like their political counterparts, terror organizations are concerned about their survival, are goal directed, and are rational in the pursuit of their objectives.  Furthermore, unlike their non-violent cousins, terrorist organizations evaluate their violence based on its instrumentality.  Understanding these assumptions is important because they provide us the bases of constructing a theory that is applicable to all groups in a wide variety of different operational environments.  
Assumptions of the Model

Arguably the most important desire of any group is for its survival.  For terror groups, organizational survival is particularly important because the alternatives for members are limited.  Groups that neglect the importance of maintaining their organization are quickly splintered, absorbed by others, or destroyed by the state.  Foremost to the necessity of survival for any group is the ability to recruit new members to the organization.  For many political organizations, recruitment and membership can accommodate a large variation in member commitment: some join for the benefits that they receive, others because of the promise of comradeship and solidarity, and still others join because they are willing to work and sacrifice for the achievement of a particular goal.  Within a terrorist group, this process is even more important.  The life of a terrorist is one “characterized by the lack of comfort, the absence of expendable income, and the denial of leisure activity and personal privacy” (Wolf, 1978: 176).  The Al-Qaeda manual points out the same, writing that the life of a terrorist is difficult and only suited for particular individuals; “The nature of hard and continuous work in dangerous conditions requires a great deal of psychological, mental, and intellectual fitness” (Al Qaeda Manual).  The failure to select the appropriate recruits can be detrimental to the cause, costing the organization the “lives of comrades and…the success of future operations” (Wolf, 1978: 176) and can ultimately cost the organization its existence.  As a result, a terrorist group needs a way to screen its recruits as a means of ensuring its survival.    
Given that groups are able to provide for their survival, groups then act in accord with the second assumption: the attainment of an ideological or political goal.  For terrorist organizations, this can be categorized into one of five central goals: regime change, territorial change, policy change, social control, and status quo maintenance (Kydd and Walter, 2006: 52).
  These goals form the basis of terrorist violence, even for those groups whose political goals are ambiguous.  Al-Qaeda’s own political agenda provides an example; their goals range anywhere from the creation of an Islamic caliphate to the expulsion of non-Muslims from Arab lands.  The methods used to further this broad agenda, however, have definable characteristics that help to pursue these goals.  
Third, groups, in their pursuit of their goals and organizational maintenance, act in a rational manner.  The concept of rationality refers to the ability of a person or group to possess stable and consistent preferences, to compare the costs and benefits of all available actions, and to select the course of action with the optimal expected utility (Abrahms, 2008).  In practice, this means that groups are cognizant of the risk and resources required for particular operations (Sandler et al., 1983; Enders and Sandler, 1993).  Given this, groups have demonstrated definite patterns in their actions; groups rank their tactics on the basis of risk and resources, simple tactics are more prevalent than complicated ones, and hostage-taking events are overwhelmingly successful.  This suggests that terrorist violence is not the product of madness, but rather a response of an attentive and reactive organization.        
Target Selection and its Consequences
Given these assumptions, we need to model both the costs and benefits associated with particular targets and the way we conceive of the differences between them.  Clarifying these elements then allows us to create a framework through which we can understand the target selection process.  
The underlying logic of target selection is complex; groups often eschew simplicity for symbolism.  The attack on the USS Cole provides one example.  The success of this attack was far from certain; in fact, the odds of failure for the operation was high; the ship was heavily defended and armed to withstand nearly every type of possible conventional weapon attack (Wright, 2006).  Rather, the Cole was valuable because it was symbolic.  The seventeen casualties inflicted are, relative to other attacks, small and certainly not enough to change US policy.  Instead, the attack demonstrated a group’s capability and, with it, brought the support of hundreds and thousands of newly-convinced followers (Wright, 2006).  On the other hand, there are targets like transportation hubs, hotels, and restaurants.  These are not symbolic and are relatively easy to penetrate.  The value for the group in these targets rests not in the demonstration of capability or their symbolism, but in their ability to drive up casualties.  It is these attacks, readily crossing the moral boundary that generates fear and, for many governments, changes in policy.

In this analysis, I argue that groups choose from among two types of targets - civilian and non-civilian.  This distinction, while admittedly basic, forms the basis of both government preparations and terrorist logic.  For the US government, the State Department Patterns of Global Terrorism and the FBI’s Terrorism in the United States Report divides terrorist targets into civilian, military, commercial, and government.  These distinctions are for expository purposes; more simply one can characterize these targets on the basis of their ability to be defended, as is done in counter-terrorism efforts (Libicki et al., 2007).  
The defense of targets is an important distinction to discuss.  Counterterror experts frequently talk about the potential target environment for terrorists as a dichotomy between “hardened” and “non-hardened” targets.  This distinction simply reflects the degree of investment made in security measures.  The non-civilian targets discussed here can be put in that former category as their defensive measures range from identification cards to armed patrols.  Theses security measures entail a commitment to adequately serve their constituent populations and to protect those providing the service.  
For civilian targets, this is not the case.  For both autocracies and democracies, civilians are largely left to provide for their own security.  In democratic states, respect for civil rights and civil liberties precludes an onerous security apparatus.
  For autocracies, the same investment is not made because civilians are largely immaterial to the government.  Similarly, these states deploy their security in roughly the same way; civilians are protected using a policing strategy that emphasizes areas and zones.  This means that, on the average, the per-unit allocation of security is lower for civilian than it is for non-civilian targets.     
Additionally, non-civilian and civilian targets can be differentiated on the basis of their accessibility and value.  Non-civilian targets represent the critical functions of government: administration and security.  In an objective sense, attacks on any of the two can yield critical harm to the state.  Attacks on the security apparatus weaken the state, shifting the balance of capabilities towards the group and potentially hastening a government’s overthrow or capitulation.  Attacking the administrative functions of government can also be significant.  Attacks against the leadership modify the expectations of the public and, more importantly, can lead to a replacement leader whose own objectives may not accord with the previous administration (Marvick and Marvick, 1971).  To this end, states are careful to limit access to these types of targets.  In the case of the military, this means citizens are largely prohibited from access.  In terms of a state’s administration, democratic governments are careful to provide access to leaders in carefully controlled situations.  In autocracies these concerns are usually not present and access is tightly controlled.   
This is contrasted with civilian targets, which are objectively less valuable and more accessible.  Civilian targets represent the populace, culture, economy and the infrastructure of a given society.  As such, these types of targets are ubiquitous in all types of states.  If we were to evaluate attacks on these targets in an objective sense, we would find that they are relatively meaningless; civilian deaths, outside of the political context represent murder on a large scale.  They do not change the balance of capabilities between the terrorists and the government nor does it automatically lead to changes in policy.  Civilian targets become valuable for terrorists when evaluated in systems which value civilian input.  In autocracies, civilian targets have no meaning for the leadership and the above logic holds.  In democracies, civilian targets have value because of the policy-making power of the citizenry.  Civilians, witnessing attacks on their fellow citizens, can evaluate that policy has failed thus engendering significant political change (Hewitt, 1993).  This, argues Pape (2003), explains why democracies are prime targets for suicide terror.  
Terrorist organizations employ a simpler logic and frequently divide the enemy into its civilian and non-civilian components.  Bin Laden’s fatwa against the West used this distinction – it ordered Muslims everywhere to “kill the Americans and their allies - civilians and military” (Pape, 2003: 346).  In sum, I adopt this targeting convention for simplicity, to more accurately accord with the ways the targets are defended, their value, and their accessibility, and to be consistent with the logic with which they are selected.  
Table 1: Target Types

	Non-Civilian
	Civilian

	Diplomatic
Government
Military

Police
	Abortion Related

Airports & Airlines

Business
Educational Institution
Food and Water Supply
Journalists & Media

Maritime

NGOs
Private Citizens & Property

Religious Figures & Institutions

Scientist

Sports Related

Tourists

Transportation

Utilities


Civilian Targets
The choice of civilian targets has been, and continues to be, a substantial and effective part of the terrorist repertoire.  Pape (2003) argues that terrorism directed against civilians, particularly in a democracy, provides the most direct way to inflict costs upon a target government.  Groups choose civilian targets as it puts the targeted government at the greatest disadvantage by making the populace bear the costs of conflict: civilians, being the new front line, press for changes more readily than if the conflict were directed at the military.  In addition, civilian targets provide groups with immediate leverage by giving the group the appearance of firm resolve.  Governments face a psychologically vulnerable public clamoring for change and an opponent which has already demonstrated a willingness to break ethical norms.  As a result, a number of governments have acquiesced to terrorist demands.
  

However, civilian targets are also risky.  Large numbers of civilian casualties can often cost a group its support and jeopardize its existence (Ross and Gurr, 1989; Byman, 1998; Crenshaw, 1998).  The operations of ASALA (Armenian Secret Army for the Liberation of Armenia) illustrate this possibility.  Initially, the group engaged in terror, with much support, to both publicize the Armenian genocide and to press for independence.  The July 15th, 1983 bombing of the Orly Airport, resulting in the deaths of 7 and injuries to 56 others, began to fracture the group and reduced the amount of support the group once enjoyed (Crenshaw, 1991; Hoffman, 1998).  As Tololyan (1986: 19) writes, terrorism, and civilian targets, greatly reduced the viability of the movement:

The Armenian terrorist movement deeply miscalculated the kinds and amounts of violence and dissension which the Diaspora consensus could tolerate; it miscalculated equally badly the degree to which its own success depended on at least the silent acquiescence, if not the support, that such consensus enables.
Terror organizations appear to be mindful of the risks of civilian targets and, as a result, select civilian targets deliberately and only in certain circumstances.  Pape (2003) argues that the pursuit of nationalist goals provides one such scenario; groups can only undertake suicide terror directed at civilians when the level of commitment amongst the group is high.  Groups may also embark upon civilian targeting as an initial strategy (Thornton, 1964), timing them to indicate resolve while also providing enough time to reduce the potential for backlash.  In essence, civilian terror presents a tradeoff to the group; short term influence is sought at the expense of constituent support (Pape, 2003).  Table 2 shows some of the costs and benefits associated with this target choice.  

Non-Civilian Targets
The second, and most predominant target of terrorism, are those classified as non-civilian (Gurr, 1980).  This type of target – comprising mainly of government buildings, police, and military – are attractive for most terrorist groups because they provide them with a means to advance a political message without endangering the organization’s support.  Groups may also use terrorism of this type to provide a message of capability, indicating that they have the ability and the resources to be an effective antagonist to an opposing government (Wright, 2006).  As a result, terrorism of this sort can be seen as a means of organization building, by providing examples of power, while at the same time striving towards a political objective.   


At the same time, the selection of this type of target may also demonstrate, however unwarranted, an inability or unwillingness to conduct extra-normal violence.  This may indicate a group is not committed enough to absorb the costs of civilian targeting.  One consequence of this is a loss of membership.  The selection of non-civilian targets may lead to burnout (Ross and Gurr, 1989).  Members, disaffected by the unwillingness of the group to take risks, may decide to leave.  For Chai (1993), the act of violence is itself the appeal for members; groups that are unwilling to attack civilian targets may cost themselves certain types of members. 

Secondly, the choice of non-civilian targets may reduce the group’s overall efficacy.  Because this type of target may be easier for the public to understand, the emotional backlash and demands for political or social change may be less strident than situations in which civilians are the target (Libicki et al., 2007).  These constraints, along with the payoffs associated with non-civilian targets are presented below.     

Table 2: Costs and Benefits Associated with Target Types
	Non-Civilian
	Civilian

	Benefits:
· Demonstrates capability

· Backlash less likely

· Good for building organization
	Benefits:
· Demonstrates resolve

· Makes progress towards goals
· Inexpensive

	Costs:

· Resource-intensive
· May make group appear uncommitted

· Demands for change less likely to result
	Costs:

· Backlash possible

· Only effective in certain scenarios


Bargaining and Terrorism
Given that there are tradeoffs involved with different target types, how are groups able to make that decision?  Here, I argue that, like many political interactions, the relationship between the state and the terrorist group is one of bargaining.  In essence, this relationship is, like all bargaining interactions, one about “deciding how to divide the gains from joint action” (Powell, 2002: 2).  As such, the relationship discussed here is heir to a history of bargaining models in political science.  Before we discuss this interaction in detail, it is appropriate to place this relationship within the broader context of bargaining models in political science and to discuss the reasoning behind bargaining.   
In both theory and practice, politics is essentially a bargaining process.  Two or more actors interact to determine the allocation of some resource.  Within political science, an understanding of bargaining is critical to understanding the basic interactions that shape both domestic and international policy.  Scholars in American politics can use this to better understand, among others, the relationships between Congress and the President, the negotiation between parties, and the “logrolling” that occurs within parties.  Within the subfield of international relations, these types of models have been successfully used to model not only the onset of cooperation and conflict, but to also model the actions within war as well.  These models further demonstrate their utility by not only being useful for the interactions of states, but also for actors below the state level (Fearon and Laitin, 1996; Centinyan, 2002; Lake, 2003).
  
Figure 1: Fearon’s Bargaining Range

We can demonstrate bargaining scenarios in political interactions through the use of the above bargaining range adapted from Fearon (1995).  
First, two players are placed at either ends of a standard continuum.  These players can represent any type of political actor that seeks a resolution over some particular issue.  The continuum itself represents the range of all possible outcomes regarding the issue under contention.  The two players have preferences over the outcome; the first player seeks to control the entire interval and wishes for an issue resolution close to its preferred outcome of 1 and the second player seeks outcomes close to its preferred point of zero.  Actors are free to negotiate to create a resolution that fits somewhere along this line

At the same time, the players here can also resort to war to achieve a better distribution.  In this case, the players have probabilities of p and 1-p of winning the interval.  Combined with player one’s cost of fighting, c1, his payoff to fighting is p-c1.  Player two’s payoff is p+c2.  Player one then prefers accepting any point that is greater (to the right) than p-c1 to fighting.  The second player prefers any point less (to the left) of p+c2 to fighting.  In this scenario, then, a space exists for a bargain to be created.  In crisis bargaining situations, states that demonstrate a greater interest in the stakes at hand usually achieve a bargain within this range.
  
The puzzle in international relations is that even though war breaks out there continues to exist a bargaining space more desirable than the costly war option (Fearon, 1995).  War occurs here due to three conditions: parties have private information with incentives to misrepresent, they are unable to credibly commit to a bargain reached, or the issues at stake are indivisible.
   
When fighting does occur, it too can be a bargaining process.  This can occur in two ways: combat can destroy the enemy’s resources or can reduce uncertainty over the outcome (Reiter, 2003).  In the first perspective, an enemy can lose some amount of an objective indicator, like forts (Smith and Stam, 2004), or lose resources in the course of battlefield defeats (Filson and Werner, 2002).  In the end, opponents no longer have the will to resist and some new bargain (minus the costs of war) is established.  The second perspective describes war as a way that private information is revealed and that war continues until both sides’ appraisals of the outcome converge (Blainey, 1988; Slantchev, 2003), thereby coming to a new distribution of actor preferences. 
We can evaluate acts of terror in the same way (Corsi, 1981; Overgaard, 1994).  One particular way this is done is by having the terrorist act reveal private information (Lake, 2002).  This demonstration, according to Lake (2002), is used to shift the balance of capabilities between the state and the terrorist group towards the group.  This eventually helps future terrorists obtain a better bargain; in effect, “bargaining over particular issues now is subordinated to a broader strategy of using violence to change the relative capabilities of the two sides” (Lake, 2002: 17).  Kydd and Walter (2006) evaluate terrorism in the same way as Lake (2002), but in a more immediate sense.  Groups undertake terrorism because under normal circumstances, states would not take their demands seriously.  Terrorism acts to reveal private information about the group, specifically their resolve, and therefore shifts the government closer to the terrorist’s own position.    

At the same time, these models also differ on the role of the public in the bargaining relationship.  Kydd and Walter (2006) do not explicitly examine this role.  Rather, the ways that terrorist groups bargain with the government, mainly through their choice of strategy, is determined by institutional constraints.  Pape (2003) has a more direct role for the government; he argues that the presence of an efficacious public makes suicide terrorism a cost-effective option.  Civilians are uniform in this view; suicide terrorism is chosen because citizens have the ability to act and change policy.  Lastly, Lake’s (2002) model provides the greatest role for the public.  Rather than acting as a homogenous entity, terrorist actions sometime seek to provoke the government into response which moves moderates from support for negotiation to support for the terrorist group.  
Bargaining and Terrorist Target Selection 
The basic framework presented here provides a way to understand the targeting process as an outcome of a bargaining process which is, in turn, shaped by a variety of external factors.  Unlike standard treatments of bargaining models, this framework is not a formal model.  Instead, the framework I provide presents a useful heuristic that allows us to explain how groups make targeting decisions.  In particular, this framework augments bargaining models by incorporating a role for the environment in the interaction of the two actors; in this, the environment shapes the signals each actor sends – terrorist groups in their target and governments in their actions.  

This approach is similar to the ones discussed by Bueno de Mesquita (2007) and Bueno de Mesquita and Dickson (2007).  Both of his models place terrorist groups and governments within a larger framework of interactions, both with each other and with the general population.  Furthermore, his models involve the actors acting strategically, each hoping to change - through attacks or the allocation of resources - the nature of their interaction and, thus, the response from the other actor.  My approach mainly adds the function of target selection to these models.  Thus, groups and governments continue to act strategically and responsively to changes in their environment.  However, in this framework, this results in a set of definable targeting choices.     


Within my framework, there are three main actors: the terrorist group, the government, and the public.  The terrorist group consists simply of the number of people actively involved with the group.  At this basic stage, the terrorist group is assumed to be in an equilibrium position.  That is, it has the correct number and type of members it wants.  The government, here treated as a unitary actor, represents all the institutions that make up the governing structure of a particular country.  The public represents all those not involved in either the government or the terrorist group.  Furthermore, the public consists of three subgroups: the supportive public (supportive of the group), the neutral (or undecided) public, and the antagonistic public (the segment of the population that supports the government).  
The public is included as an actor because its participation in the interaction between a terrorist group and the government more closely approximates what occurs in terrorist situations.  Governments and terrorist groups are not the sole participants in these situations; rather, states and terrorist groups are engaged in struggles akin to electoral contests: both seek some measure of the public’s support (Kydd and Walter, 2006).  Governments need public support to carry on counter-terror operations and terrorist groups, while not necessarily seeking complete public support, need the assent of some part of the populace to maintain group numbers and to preserve material support.  

Considering that the public is an important component in the actions of the government and the terrorist group, their distribution between the three subgroups is also important.  In sum, this distribution can act to constrain as well as broaden the choices of the terrorist group and the government.
  For the government, a large distribution of people opposed to the terrorist group gives government a freer hand in creating counter-terrorism policy (Li, 2005).  In conditions of low public support, governments lose this flexibility; instead they must allocate resources towards counter-terror policies and to maintaining and building upon the support base they already control.  

For terrorist groups, a large distribution of supporters benefits the group in two mutually reinforcing ways.  First, materiel and personnel support to the group increases.  This allows groups to undertake operations of greater risk and cost and, at the same time, to be less vulnerable to failure and error.  Secondly, this also allows the group to become more selective in their recruitment (Bueno de Mesquita, 2005).  This also lets the group undertake more complex operations and persuades the leadership to devote more resources to terror.  

Similarly, these processes reverse in times where this support has eroded.  Resources and membership dry up, raising the individual costs of operations.  As such, group operations have to become less risky and less sophisticated.  Recruitment becomes more difficult and standards, raised during times of higher support, have to be lowered.  These personnel are less capable, further reducing the sophistication and scope of the group’s operations.
Sequence of Moves
The game tree presented below describes the sequence of moves.  It should be noted that it does not suggest the exact order of moves.  Instead, this should be viewed as a snapshot of a repetitive process amongst all actors.  For example, the public may start first, breaking towards the terrorist group and changing the value of different targeting choices.  

Here, the government acts first by choosing either a negative or positive action.  First, it is important to consider that these actions are not necessarily responses to terrorist groups; instead, they can range from macroeconomic performance to deliberate policy actions such as repression.
  Second, these acts are defined on the basis of their means regardless of their ends.  This is similar to the approach used in Bueno de Mesquita and Dickson (2007); discriminating counter-terror is considered positive.  Here, governments use intelligence to infiltrate terrorist organizations, conduct targeted assassinations, and approach terrorism in a measured way without inflicting undue harm on the population.  Negative counterterror is indiscriminate; governments here use indiscriminate bombings, curfews, and repressive tactics which place negative externalities on the population.  
The public then responds to the state’s actions by choosing either to support the government or to support the terrorists.  This specifically means that the distribution of the public amongst the three subgroups - supporters, undecideds, and antagonists - shifts.  

Under one option, the public can choose to support the terrorist group.  This usually occurs in response to negative government actions, such as repression.  In such acts, the distribution of the public changes; members of the antagonistic public become neutral and members of the neutral group move to the supportive group (Bueno de Mesquita and Dickson, 2007).  In other words, this type of government action expands the number of people willing to join, or more overtly support the group beyond its already committed followers.  Such an outcome is one of the explicit goals of the terrorist provocation strategy (Kydd and Walter, 2006).  
In rare cases, the public can also choose to support the terrorist group despite positive acts of the government.  In particular, this can occur if the government departs from a previous policy of repression.  The public may then choose to support the terrorists not because it is responding to government policy, but because terrorist support was its existing preference.  In other words, this change in policy demonstrates public support was an artifact, allowing the true preference of the public to be shown.  
The public can also choose to support the government.  This typically follows positive government actions.  In this case, the public distribution shifts; supporters become neutral and neutral members become antagonistic.  In other words, the government simply increases the amount of support it maintains.  The actions of the Italian government in response to domestic terrorism of the late 1970s and early 1980s provides an example; specifically, the government engaged in a multifaceted approach which sought to undermine the perception that terrorism was an acceptable act and, at the same time, encouraged, through less restrictive legal measures, former terrorists back into the population (Ferracuti, 1998; Serafino, 2002).  In all, these actions were successful; the legitimacy of the groups was eroded and a large number of former terrorists reentered normal private life.  

The public, under less frequent situations, may also choose to respond to negative government acts with increased support of the government.  One particular example may be the public’s support for the government’s actions in the wake of the September 11th bombings.  Measures such as the passage of the USA PATRIOT act, the creation of terrorist tribunals, and increased domestic surveillance were initially greeted with a wave of support since they represented a concerted attempt to avoid the horrors of a second 9/11-style event.  However, it is important to keep in mind that government support here was based on a fear of an exogenous threat rather than a reflection of support for the government’s actions.   
Group Outcomes

After the public has shifted, the terrorist group moves next by choosing a target type from among civilian and non-civilian targets.  Here, we apply the assumptions from the above section concerning targeting - civilian targets are costly yet politically efficacious, non-civilian targets are safe, yet ineffective – to determine under which scenario specific target types are selected.  
In situations where terrorist support has expanded (the left side of the framework) because of negative government action, the group is advantaged.  Not only can the group achieve its goals by inflicting costs and generating fear amongst the populace, it can afford the defection of supporters engendered by the civilian targeting decision without being worse off.  If this distribution occurs because citizens support the terrorists, despite positive government action (the left side of the right branch), this advantage may be short-lived.  In such a situation, groups may achieve their political goals but lose supporters due to backlash over their targeting choice.  This can occur because the group, in response to low perceived support, may have built a reputation for choosing non-civilian targets.  Departures from this strategy due to increased support may be particularly jarring for new members and may cause them to leave the group.  As a result and despite their advantage, groups may have to consider targeting non-civilian targets.    
Groups can also choose the second option and attack non-civilian targets; this occurs when there exists a large number of competing groups and a low probability of gaining supporters.  In this situation, group maintenance trumps ideological advancement despite the favorable distribution.
In the opposite situation (the right side of the framework), where the amount of support directed towards terrorist groups is reduced, the group can to choose group maintenance measures, such as non-civilian attacks, to keep the followers it already has and to hopefully shift support towards the group to provide for future followers.  This logic is likely to hold even for situations where the public supports a government which has undertaken a negative action (the right side of the left branch).  Attacks on civilians would simply validate the negative perceptions of the group and the government’s approach as well as decrease the number of potential supporters available in the future.
Lastly, the group can also seek to attack civilians on the right side of the framework.  This is discussed in more detail below, but this occurs mainly when there exists a large amount of competition.  The costs of the intended target – noncivilians – become extremely high and the benefits of gaining support become extremely diffuse.  Civilians, then, because they are operationally cheaper and more politically efficacious once again become the target of choice.  Here, goal advancement trumps support despite the large number of people arrayed against the group.  

The group then attacks the target, achieves its outcomes, and sets the stage for the government to react, starting the process over again.  The basic heuristic framework is presented below.
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HYPOTHESES
The game tree presented above allows us to think of the targeting decision as an outcome of a strategic process – terrorists choose targets based on the environment created by the decisions, characteristics, and actions of previous actors.  Simply looking at targeting decisions outside of the strategic context fails to take in how group attributes, such as support and maintenance, are affected by the choices of actors other than the terrorist group.  Instead, targeting choices are then irrational and counterproductive outcomes – outcomes which are not validated by theory or empirics.  

In particular, I assess the role of several factors: population distribution, economics, resolve, regime type, repression, and group competition.  The game tree first allows us to categorize our factors based on which actor they effect.  Secondly, this also allows us to see how the factors at one level are interconnected with the outcomes at lower levels.  For example, resolve does not simply affect the terrorist group by making non-civilian targets more likely (Kydd and Walter, 2006).  Resolve is instead influenced by an intermediary step; a public distribution situated in favor of the government changes the costs associated with the expected target type and actually makes the alternative target type feasible.    
Distribution of Support
The first factor that we assess in determining a group’s target selection is the underlying distribution of the public.  In the game tree, this corresponds to the first two stages and results in four potential scenarios in which the terrorist group has to select targeting strategies.  The first two are straightforward, the public acts in ways consistent with the government’s action; that is, it moves towards the government under positive actions and away during negative actions.  The second set of scenarios is divergent; the public acts counter to government actions.  These scenarios then lead to a variety of different outcomes as the terrorist group seeks to balance their message to the government with the costs and benefits associated with signaling.        
It is important at this stage to consider whether backlash and an unfavorable public distribution, especially coming from outside the group’s own constituency, is an important deterrent to terrorist actions and targeting choices.  In many ways, groups have to be cognizant of this fact; a nationalist group killing a member of the majority can be damaging to the extent that it affects their goals.  For example, support for terrorism declined in the West Bank as hope built for the Oslo Accords.
  Support increased only as the likelihood of an agreement became less and less likely (McCauley and Moskalenko, 2008).  In addition, groups may also have to be aware of this because they may not be entirely sure where their next supporters will come from; the Red Brigades committed such an error and drove away potential supporters when they killed Guido Rossi, a popular communist union official (Drake, 1998).  In sum, this means that certain terrorist groups, outside of the segment of the population they purport to represent, have to be doubly aware of the impact of their actions and the reputation that they create.  
The first scenario I consider is when the government acts negatively and the public moves towards the terrorist group, as seen in the left side of the framework.  Here, groups are able to select civilian targets.
  This occurs because the group does not require all of the additional support it has gained.  Rather, they only need those who are best able to contribute (Bueno de Mesquita, 2005).  Because of this, the group is able to absorb the opprobrium and backlash that such choices engender, while at the same time, making progress towards their goals.  In other words, groups begin to act like autocracies, where - the amount of people needed to maintain the group is far less than the amount of people wishing to join.  As such, groups can be careful about who they add to their already committed “core”.  Hassan (2001) relates the experience of one senior member of Hamas:
Our biggest problem is the hordes of young men who beat on our doors, clamoring to be sent. It is difficult to select only a few. Those whom we turn away return again and again, pestering us, pleading to be accepted.   

When the public shifts towards the government, either consistent with positive government action or in response to negative government action, the targeting choices change.  In other words, the group begins to approximate a democracy; that is, the amount of outside support begins to equal the demand.  This in turn, constrains targeting behavior and limits groups to selecting non-civilian targets.  These targets, unlike civilian targets, enhance group viability by demonstrating a group’s ability to speak for disaffected people.  At the same time, these choices are unlikely to yield much in the way of political goals.  This choice then, made at the expense of their goals, helps groups strengthen their position for future interactions with the government by creating the impression amongst the populace that the group’s goals are worthy of consideration or that the government’s opinion of the group may be unjustified.  
Lastly, the public can also respond to positive government action by moving closer to the terrorists.  This is likely a rare event but it necessitates, for the terrorist group, changes in targeting strategy.  Here, groups must respond with non-civilian targets.  This runs counter to other situations in which public support shifts towards the terrorists.  Here, groups must scale back their targeting decisions because selecting civilian targets is likely to be costly.  In essence, groups much choose non-civilian targets because a decision to the contrary may validate negative opinions about the group and, in addition, make the government appear to be the more reasonable actor.  
These scenarios suggest that non-civilian targeting is a pervasive outcome.  Civilian targeting, on the other hand, is only a good option when the public turns in the direction of the terrorists as a response to negative actions undertaken by the government.  This suggests the following logic:
Hypothesis 1: Groups will be more likely to select civilian targets when negative government actions have led to a public distribution in their favor.
Changes in Support
While it is difficult to assess the exact distribution of societal interests, we can determine factors that change this distribution.  One potential way that terrorist groups, the public, and the government can embark down either the right or left side of our framework is through changes in the economic fortunes of the state.  Not only does economics have a strong role in shifting societal support for particular candidates, parties, and movements, it can also encourage violence (Gurr, 1970; McCarthy and Zald, 1977).  In particular, research has found that states with high levels of poverty and poor development are susceptible to coups (Alesina et al., 1996) and, perhaps most ominously, civil war (Collier and Hoeffler, 2004).  This finding is similar in terrorism research; states with economic contractions are more likely suffer from increased terrorist violence (Blomberg et al., 2004).     
Bueno de Mesquita (2005a) asserts that economic conditions are not only associated with societal movement towards the terrorist group, but that this movement emboldens group action.  He argues that economic contractions decrease an individual’s opportunity cost to join terror groups.  This aggregated upwards, leads to a large scale mobilization of people of various skills.  Groups then scrutinize this mobilization, selecting from them those who are the best qualified.
  As a result, groups have better skilled operatives and groups, as a result of this newfound proficiency, devote more resources towards terror operations (Bueno de Mesquita, 2005a).  This fits with the framework, economic contractions shift people into support for the terrorists, emboldening terrorist action.  This condition emboldens terrorist choice; they now can select civilian targets and withstand backlash without leaving the group worse off before the target selection.  
The logic here is similar to that of the first hypothesis.  Economic contractions, like other unpopular policy decisions, leads people to withdraw their support from the government (Lewis-Beck, 1988; Powell and Whitten, 1993).  This shift creates an excess supply of supporters and allows the terrorist organization to pursue civilian targets without fear of disrupting its supply of recruits.  
Hypothesis 2: Groups will be more likely to target civilians in states with economic downturns.

Repression
Another factor that may influence targeting strategies is the choice of government to repress its population.  The relationship of repression and terrorism is a complex one; Crenshaw (1981) states that middling levels of repression were most likely to breed terrorism while more recent work (Testas, 2004) states that terrorism is most likely to occur when the level of repression is either low or high.  The effect that repression may have on targeting is also relatively unknown; here, I attempt to link the effects of government repression not on the emergence of terror but on the processes of a pre-existing terrorist group.  

The broader relationship of repression and dissidence also remains a puzzle (see Francisco, 1995; Moore, 1998; Davenport, 2007).  As a result, a variety of studies and a variety of theories link repression to a range of dissident responses.  In attempting to consolidate the literatures, Francisco (1995: 268) tests four of these: inverted U, non-linear, backlash, and adaptation.
  He finds using predator-prey models on three cases of protest, the most support for the backlash argument followed by the inverted U and adaption arguments.  In sum, these findings generally support the notion that government actions tend to move people into support for rebellious groups.  

Similarly, Moore (1998) addresses another puzzle raised by this literature: why does repression lead to more violence in some cases and less in others?  He tests three theories: substitution, context, and timing.
  He finds support for the first - that repression leads to a wide variance in dissident response; dissidents will, at some stages, respond to repression with lower levels of violence and with more violence at others.   

Lastly, one has to consider the effect of the group itself in provoking repression.  Davenport (1995) suggests that repression may be dependent on dissidents’ use of strategy and on their deviation from cultural norms.  Civilian targeting, especially when combined with a variety of different conflict events such as riots, antigovernment demonstrations, riots, and guerrilla warfare, can lead to a harsh government response.
  

In terms of this model, this is in line with the left side of the framework; specifically, that government action causes more supporters to become available and the costs associated with civilian targets to decrease.
  Groups are then able to choose civilian targets.  This provokes further repression, driving more of the populace towards the terrorist group.  This suggests:    

Hypothesis 3: Groups in states that repress their populations are more likely to choose civilian targets.
Variation in Government
We can also consider what occurs when we vary the government found in the framework.  The perspective presented here differs from the hypotheses which focus on the distribution of the public.  In that case, the hypotheses focused on direct government actions, like economic policy or repression, which can change the distribution of the public.  Here, government, through its institutional structure, has an indirect effect.  Shifts in government type changes the inherent resolve of its leaders - this outside of any policy decision - affects the vulnerability of the government to shifts in the distribution, its ability to shift the distribution itself, and the actions it can take against terrorists.  
 The first consequence of changing the government in the framework is to change the government’s resolve versus the terrorist group.  Resolve here simply indicates the state’s willingness to bear the costs of terrorism without changing its stance on the political, social, or economic policies important to the terrorist group.  Changes in resolve work by increasing the “per-unit price” of terrorism (Enders and Sandler, 1993); that is, resolve makes the act of terrorism more resource-intensive.  This means that the costs of targeting are increased: terrorism against any target becomes more difficult and less likely to yield the type of results a group envisions.  Faced by this increased cost, groups either change to a different target or, moreover, abandon terrorism (Kydd and Walter, 2006).  
Scholars have treated resolve as an unambiguous good, stating that countries which are steadfast against challenges are advantaged in crisis situations (Fearon, 1994).  Although the benefits to resolve are likely decreasing in the face of repeated challenges, I adopt this contention and consider resolve a positive state action which helps shift public support in the direction of the government.  On the other hand, frequent acquiescence is not likely to be considered a positive in any situation.  Governments that frequently accede to terrorists are likely to be considered weak, no matter how many times their actions prevent further bloodshed.  As a result, capitulation is always a choice that leads to actions on the left side of the framework.  
   Further down the framework, resolve also changes the payoffs associated with the terminal nodes on the right and left of the framework.  Targeting civilians becomes less likely to result in any meaningful policy gains while leaving the limited policy gains associated with non-civilian targets relatively intact.  For Kydd and Walter (2006: 66), terrorist groups respond in ways consistent with the framework; resolved governments lead groups to change their strategies from attrition, which would normally focus on civilians, to one of intimidation.  The root of this new strategy is to enforce policy change directly on the people, circumventing the government.  Non-civilians, such as “the government’s more visible agents and supporters, such as mayors, police, prosecutors, and pro-regime citizens” are targeted as part of this strategy in order to demonstrate that the government has no power to stop the terrorist group (Kydd and Walter, 2006: 66).  

At the same time, I believe that these choices are also conditional on the distribution of the public because they change the incentives relating to each targeting choice.  If we were to analyze the right side of the framework (those with a societal distribution against the terrorists) in the context of a highly resolved government, the costs associated with the normally optimal choice – non-civilian targets – is extremely high.  In such circumstances, groups select civilian targets.  This choice, given that the population was highly arrayed against the group in the first place, is unlikely to diminish the group’s support any further.  In fact, some limited support may be gained.  Here, groups are willing to attack simple targets and weather the backlash because it is cheaper rather than risk members and resources to gain further support.  Groups may also take these actions as part of a provocation strategy to goad a resolved government into taking negative actions.  This action, probably one taken as a last resort, would have the effect of shifting the distribution of society towards the terrorist group and making the terrorist group appear to be a legitimate and judicious political actor in comparison with the government.  

Lastly, in situations where the people are in favor of the group and the government is resolved (the left branch on the right side of the framework), non-civilian targets are chosen.  This occurs because the selection of civilian targets would only validate the government’s opinion of the terrorist group and cause civilians to increase their support for the government.  Non-civilian targets allow the group to counter this and to demonstrate that despite the government’s displays of resolve that it, rather than the government, is the more powerful actor.  In particular, attacks of this type allows the group to demonstrates to the populace that despite the security afforded to this type of targets, the government is unable to stop them.  This type of display, coupled with the group’s reputation for avoiding civilian targets, helps the group maintain its membership and build upon an already committed cadre.  This too may also be conducted as part of a larger provocation strategy.    
Hypothesis 4: Groups in states with resolved governments and unfavorable distributions are more likely to choose civilian targets, while groups in states with resolved governments and favorable distributions are more likely to choose non-civilian targets.  
Selection Institutions
One way that we can address institutional differences between states is to evaluate the size of the group that is able to provide leaders with their power.  This group, as explained by Bueno de Mesquita et al. (2003), comprises the selectorate.  In a democracy, citizenship or naturalization, with some minimum age, constitutes the only effective barriers to participation in a democratic selectorate.  In autocratic systems, entrance into the selectorate is typically more difficult, as entry can be determined by highly specific rules, such as military service, party membership, or similar ethnic background to the leader.  

Within that group resides a winning coalition which consists of those who have provided the leader with their power and whose continued loyalty is necessary to maintain the leader’s position.  The size of the winning coalition necessary to provide a leader with their requisite power can vary quite considerably from a majority of the selectorate to an exclusive group of party officials to military commanders.  This, in turn, means that the type of rewards a leader needs to distribute to maintain power varies.   Leaders in small winning coalition states have the ability to allocate a high amount of private goods while not placing much emphasis on public goods.  In a democracy, the large winning coalition means the provision of private goods is extremely costly, so leaders have to turn to public goods which benefit the entire society.  
It is this difference in goods provision that leads to differences in the ability to replace leaders and, in turn, differences in state resolve.  In less democratic systems, the smaller winning coalition means that the probability of a selector being excluded from any other future coalition is high.  As a result, incumbent leaders are advantaged in small w systems because they can guarantee a place in the winning coalition to a member and a supply of private goods while a challenger can only probabilistically promise a future spot in their winning coalition and some future allocation of private goods Bueno de Mesquita et al., 2003).  This increases the risks of defecting and makes the position of the leader relatively safe.  Policy here remains relatively constant; as long as the winning coalition remains enriched, the effects of terrorist attacks is minimal.    

As the size of the winning coalition increases, or selectorate decreases, the probability that a particular selector will be in a challenger’s coalition increases.  This decreases the risk that a member of the incumbent’s winning coalition is excluded from a challenger’s coalition.  As a result, members of a winning coalition in a democratic society are more able to defect from one winning coalition and to join another that offers a more favorable distribution of goods.  This makes the democratic electorate fickle and prone to support short-range decisions at the expense of longer-range ones.  The American exits from Lebanon in 1983 and Somalia in 1993 can be considered to be decisions of this type.  For terrorists, this means that democracies have a low-cost tolerance and are particularly susceptible to terrorism (Pape, 2003).  From a targeting perspective, these attributes mean that the costs associated with civilian targeting are reduced.   
In terms of the framework, selection institutions have an effect on the benefits associated with targeting.  For democracies, civilian targeting is likely to yield policy concessions greater than would occur in a non-democratic state.  This means that groups will be more willing to undertake operations against civilian targets and, moreover, be more willing to select civilian targets in situations where it would otherwise be optimal to choose non-civilian targets.  In other words, the level where terrorist groups are indifferent between policy gains and support is lower.  

For autocracies, civilian targeting is less likely to result in any policy gains or additional support.  In fact, the membership in terrorist groups is likely static; that is, the members it has likely represent the extent of the membership it is likely to gain.  Civilian attacks are likely to be ineffective, both because they will not result in any appreciable policy gains and because they will likely only erode the support the group already has.  Thus, 

Hypothesis 5: Groups in states with large winning coalitions are more likely to choose civilian targets, while groups in states with small winning coalitions are more likely to choose non-civilian targets.  

Group Competition
While the previous hypotheses focused on the actions of the public and the government, the nature of the group environment can have an effect on targeting choices.  This is especially prevalent in situations where terrorist groups compete with one another.  Given that groups have some level of optimum support, as discussed in the model, the addition of further groups threatens to dilute this support.  In addition, this changes the payoffs associated with the selection of targets; for civilian targets, increased competition increases the impact of backlash since there are less available people to compensate for those who leave.  Choosing non-civilian targets is also impacted; more available options exist for members who grow disaffected with the group’s perceived weakness.  As a result, groups must find ways to either maintain their preferred level of support or to attract new followers (Crenshaw, 1985; Oots, 1989; Bloom, 2005).        
On the right side of the framework, where society supports the government, the selection of civilian targets becomes even less viable than it already is.  Groups not only have to compete with other groups over a distribution of supporters, but the likelihood of adding a supporter is divided amongst all participating groups.  Attacking other groups is also dangerous; these actions could alienate and drive away supporters, further endangering the group.  As a result, groups in this case should be more likely to forego civilian targets and go after non-civilian targets

Evaluating the left side, it is also likely that this type of logic holds.  Groups will be reluctant to engage in civilian targeting because the there exists less of a cushion between the number of current members and the number of additional members that can be gained.  As the number of competing groups increases, despite the level of support directed towards the terrorist group, the probability of a group gaining any one new member is reduced.  This, combined with the possible loss of members due to operational backlash, further makes the selection of civilian targets unwise.
  This constraint may, instead, make the benefits of internecine warfare realizable.  Groups can target one another, destroy the organization and steal supporters, and increase the probability that they will gain additional supporters.  

This predilection for non-civilian targets should be quite strong, changing over to civilian targets only when the distribution of the public is firmly in the direction of the terrorist group.  Under these situations, the uncertainty of gaining additional supporters despite the presence of other groups is reduced.  However, under most situations, competition should be likely to yield operations dominated by non-civilian targets.  

This is contrasted with monopolistic environments like Sri Lanka.  Supporters and undecideds have little recourse over disagreements in targets, the existing group is the only legitimate opponent of the government.  In addition, any additional supporters which are available after government action accrues solely to the only existing group.  Group leaders, knowing this, can then embark upon violence towards civilian targets.  For most distributions of society, groups in monopolistic situations are more likely to select civilian targets.
  These points lead to two hypotheses:  

Hypothesis 6: Groups in monopoly situations will be more likely to select attacks against civilian targets.

Hypothesis 7: Groups in competitive situations and favorable distributions will be more likely to select attacks against civilian targets than those in competitive situations and non-favorable distributions.  

This differs from previous work which argues that competitive situations are the most dangerous, usually leading to greater levels of violence and outbidding (Crenshaw, 1985; Bloom, 2005).  In fact, similar to Fearon (1995) and rationalist explanations for war, the competing explanations for competition depart from the rationalist interpretation provided here; instead, they focus on non-rational or non-instrumental explanations.   In particular, competition may lead to more violence under one of three different scenarios: groups are unconcerned with the effect that the violence has on its goals (Abrahms, 2008), norms have developed to such an extent that extreme violence is not treated with moral approbation (Gurr, 1988), or if the group is oriented around religious, rather than secular, goals (Juergensmayer, 2005).  These conditions are not likely to hold over a wide temporal or spatial domain.     
Rather, empirical evidence seems to indicate that groups moderate their violence; monopolistic areas are characterized by a greater quantity and more severe attacks than competitive areas like the West Bank (Pape, 2005: 15).  This perspective is similar to that of “cooperative plunder” in civil wars; groups, rather than fight and destroy a useful natural resource, periodically engage in the exploitation of the resource to perpetuate their conflict (Ross, 2004).  Here, groups also moderate because their violence has costs; rather than destroying a resource, they face the prospect of moving grassroots support away from their group and towards the government (Sandler and Siqueira, 2006).  
RESEARCH DESIGN 


To test my argument, I conduct a time-series cross sectional analysis on the domestic targeting behavior of approximately 1500 groups in 170 countries for the period 1970 to 1997.
  The unit of analysis is the terrorist group year.
  

The dependent variable is the domestic targeting strategies of each group per year; this is constructed as a simple proportion with the number of civilian targets over the total number of targets for each group.  I use the Global Terrorism Database (GTD) (Lafree and Dugan, 2007) to construct this variable as well as to create the general domestic terrorism coding rule.  In particular, data are included if they satisfy the condition that the target struck resides in the terrorist group’s area of operations.  This coding is consistent with the definition presented earlier, that of “incidents perpetrated by local nationals against a purely domestic target” (MIPT, 2007).  I also use the START Center’s Terrorist Organizational Profile (TOPS) website and the Encyclopedia of World Terrorism in addition to other data sources to create this coding rule.
  Using this reduces the number of incidents in the data to 19,396 out of the original 61,637.
   

I test the hypotheses using the following empirical model:

CTpropt = β0t-1 + β1%ΔGDPt-1 + β2PTSt-1 + β3BDMt-1 + (β1%ΔGDPt-1 x β4CAPt-1) + (β5#groupst-1 x β6tpopt-1) + β7upopt-1 + β8PTPt-1 + ε t-1
Where: 

CTpropt
is the proportion of civilian targets over the total number of targets  

%ΔGDPt-1 
is the percent yearly change in GDP 
PTSt-1 

is the Political Terror Scale 

BDMt-1 
are the selection institutions variables (W/S) 

CAPt-1

is the state’s capabilities 
#groupst-1 
is the number of existing groups in the state

tpopt-1

is the state’s total population
#egroupst-1
is the number of ethnic groups

upopt-1 

is the state’s urban population

PTPt-1 

is the group’s past targeting preference (% civilian/total)

ε t-1

is the stochastic error term
I describe each variable in detail below.  A list of the variables, their operationalization, and their sources are found in Appendix A.  

Domestic Terror as Focus
In this analysis, I focus on acts of domestic terror.  This focus, I believe, is one of the distinguishing features of this analysis and, in many respects, provides a more thorough and realistic understanding of the phenomena of terrorism.  Primarily, this is important because domestic terrorism is a ubiquitous problem; some counts have events of domestic terror outpacing international terror by a factor of eight to one (Sandler, 2003).  This means that much of the current research only deals with a limited and intermittent occurrence and that many of the factors commonly associated with terrorism, such as democracy, really only explain a small subset of the total occurrence of terrorism.  

Furthermore, many of the factors we use to explain terrorism are more valid at the domestic level.  For example, using democracy to explain terrorism is only truly valid when we account for domestic groups; international groups have no a priori reason to be affected by changes in domestic preferences, so long as they are not manifested into some international policy.  A focus on domestic terror, on the other hand, allows us to better understand the factors which may account for the choice to conduct terror and furthermore, targeting logic.  

Empirically, domestic terrorism also provides a better venue for assessing target choice.  Abadie (2005) argues that international terror is often generated from grievances against rich countries.  As a result, data on international terrorism is biased: actions taken against wealthy states are likely to be done by particular groups and directed against particular targets.  For this reason too, targeting choices are likely to differ from domestic terror organizations.  

Independent Variables

Distribution of Support


The first hypothesis asserts that terrorist targeting is affected by the distribution of public support.  However, given that we do not yet have measures regarding the distribution of the government-group support amongst the public, this remains, for the time being, an untested implication of the model.  
Changes in Support
The second hypothesis discusses the possibility that terrorist targeting can be the result of changes in a state’s economic conditions.  Economic conditions are tested using the percent change in a state’s yearly GDP per capita from the Gleditsch (2002) data.  This source is chosen because it provides a more complete time series by utilizing a wide variety of existing data sources.  The comprehensiveness of this data will also be advantageous since it allows us to reduce having missing data bias the analyses.  Results should indicate greater civilian targeting in states with decreasing GDPs per capita and more non-civilian targeting as the indicator improves.  
Repression
Third, targeting may be affected by the state’s ability to repress its population.  Here, I use the Political Terror Scale as such an indicator (Gibney et al., 2009).
  The values in the scale are constructed from two sources, Amnesty International and the U.S. State Department, and compiled by coders into a scale ranging from 1 to 5.
  Low values indicate states with respect for the rule of law, few examples of torture, and rare instances of political murder.  Higher values correspond to states with oppressive security forces, extensive torture and political murder, and frequent use of extrajudicial methods.  High values for either measure should coincide with civilian targeting.  

Variation in Government

At the same time, variations in the characteristics of government, outside of its actions, can have an effect on terrorist target choice.  One characteristic that I discuss is state resolve.  Traditionally, resolve has been a difficult concept to operationalize; a variety of measures have been used to varying degrees of success.  Here, following my definition of resolve as a state’s intransigence to terrorist demands, I use government capability as a proxy for resolve.  This variable is, following Li (2005: 295), “the logged annual composite percentage index of a state’s share of the world’s total population, GDP per capita, GDP per unit of energy, military manpower, and military expenditures.”  

This variable is consistent with Lake’s (2002) perspective that terrorist actions are about shifting the distribution of capabilities.  In addition, this perspective also works within the framework presented above because capabilities can effect a state’s decision to choose positive or negative action or, moreover, respond in a particular way to shifts in the public distribution.   

I expect that higher levels of state capability should lead to attacks on non-civilian targets.  This variable can also be interacted with other variables, such as economic change, to assess the role of resolve in situations of low and high support as found in hypothesis 4.    

The fifth hypothesis is measured using Bueno de Mesquita et al.’s (2005) measure for a state’s selection institutions.  I use this measure because it operationalizes many of the attributes we commonly associate with regime types; democracies have large winning coalitions and selectorates which lead to broad and responsive policies.  Autocracies have small selectorates and winning coalitions and, policies which are geared towards the leadership.  I expect that this leads to attacks against civilian targets in democracies while autocracies face attacks against non-civilians.  

Group Competition


Lastly, I also argue that group competition has an effect on the selection of targets.  Here, I follow the interest group idea that competition is not simply the number of groups that exist within a state, but the ability of the state to house them as well (Lowery and Gray, 1995).  To test this, I use two variables.  The first is a simple aggregation of the number of groups active in each state per year.  This variable is gathered from the GTD data and the TOPS website.
  

The second variable accounts for the ability of the state to provide a conducive environment for the group.  For this, I use state’s population.  This variable is taken from World Bank’s World Development Indicators.  Countries with larger populations provide a larger pool of potential supporters from which a wide variety of groups can arise.  In addition, groups are also more likely to appear in more populous states since there exists a larger number of places to police, thus making security forces more diffuse within the country (Eyerman, 1998).  Increases in population should decrease the costs of terrorist acts, thus increasing the number of groups that exist within a state.  
One can also assess the underlying fractionalization of the state as an indicator of the group environment.  Here, I aggregate the number of ethnic groups per state/year as found in the Minorities at Risk data set (Minorities at Risk, 2009).  I expect this variable to provide an indication of the size of the environment a state possesses; states with more ethnic groups are less likely to suffer from instances of “competitive” terrorism, while those with fewer are more likely to.   

These variables, number of groups and population or number of ethnic groups, can be interacted.  This can then provide insight for both the effects of the group environment as well as the state environment.  I expect that low values, corresponding to competitive situations, will lead to non-civilian targets while high values of this variable (meaning more monopolistic situations) should then be associated with civilian targets.      
Control Variables

Urbanization

One potential factor that may account for civilian versus non-civilian targeting is the urbanization of the state.  Cities pose especially attractive targets for terrorists (Frey et al., 2007), not only because symbolic targets are likely to be found there, but because the relative impact of terrorist attacks increase, and relative costs decrease, as population density increases (Glaeser and Shapiro, 2002).  However, at the same time, urbanization increases the likelihood that terrorist violence directed at a non-civilian target will instead impact a civilian target and vice versa.  For example, the IRA bombing in Omagh on August 15th 1988, which killed 29 people, is now considered by security experts to have been a mistake on behalf of the terrorists that was exacerbated by urbanization (Dingley, 2001).  The IRA’s plan was to park a car laden with explosives near the town courthouse, the symbol of British power; however, the terrorists panicked and parked the car on a nearby street.  The IRA phoned in a warning about the courthouse, unaware of the change in plans, and caused an exodus of people down the same street where the car was parked.  The reaction to the attack was a swift condemnation of the organization from every political party in Northern Ireland, Ireland, Great Britain, and amongst supporters in the United States (Dingley, 2001: 461).  


As a result, I use a variable from the World Development Indicators indicating the percent of state’s population that lives in urban areas.  This accounts for the possibility that the target attacked differs from the true intended target due to factors such as population density.  While other measures such as percent land use that is urban exist, the variable used here may provide a better control since urban areas are “target rich” and contain high concentrations of not only civilians but also non-civilian targets such as government and police.  

Past Targeting Preference


I also include a control for the group’s past targeting preferences.  This variable attempts to capture the group’s increasing proficiency and learning with a particular target type; groups that have experience at attacking non-civilian targets in the past may be more likely to select non-civilian targets in the future (Jackson et al., 2005).  

This variable is simply the proportion used to determine the dependent variable; instead of being determined for each year, this variable is aggregated from the beginning of the group’s operations to each individual year.  If the group existed prior to the beginning of the data, this variable is calculated from 1970.  This variable can also be considered to be a control for path dependence.  This is superior to the inclusion of a lagged dependent variable because it reflects the longer-term past and does not use up variation that should be explained by other variables (Achen, 2000).       
Methods 

To analyze the effects of societal changes on terrorist targeting choices, GLM with robust standard errors is utilized.  This type of model was chosen over OLS because many problems exist with this model when the dependent variable is a proportion.  In particular, one of the main problems resulting from an OLS model in this situation is that predictions can often yield nonsensical results; negative percentages or percentages summing to greater than 100 are common.  This can be resolved through the use of the logit transformation (ln(y/(1-y)), but the results then have to be transformed back by using the inverse transformation (1/(1 + exp(-x)) (Papke and Wooldridge, 1996).

Additional problems can result from using OLS, even with the transformation.  One is that the equation cannot work if the proportions equal either 0 or 1.  Once again, adjustments can be made but it is also problematic if a large number of cases are at either end.  Lastly, this transformed OLS only works correctly when the proportions are from a fixed number of groups with known sizes (Papke and Wooldridge, 1996: 620).  

GLM allows us to interpret the independent variables freely; no transformation is required to either execute the model or interpret the results.  This also means that if the true value of the dependent variable is either 0 or 1, GLM can provide results.  Also, one does not have to make any assumptions about the structure of the data; GLM is as efficient as other models which make conjectures about the data’s structure (Papke and Wooldridge, 1996: 621).  Finally, GLM is easily executable within STATA, one only needs to specify the logit link to run analyses on proportional dependent variables.   

Lastly, I account for endogeneity by lagging the independent variables one year behind the dependent variable.  Robust standard errors clustered by state are also used to address any potential problems with heteroskedasticity and serial correlation (Greene, 2002).  

CONCLUSION


While research on terrorism has progressed markedly over the past several years, a thorough understanding of terrorist target selection has remained elusive.  This study seeks to overcome some of the problems inherent with previous studies and to provide an account of terrorism that is consistent with the nature of the act; namely that it is subnational, persistent, and highly adaptable.  The framework used here addresses these points and provides a rationalist explanation for terrorist targeting.  Lastly, since this analysis is concerned with the level of violence used, rather than the choice of violence, this research can also be applicable for research on many other forms of political conflict and, hopefully, provide sensible and sage policy advice.    


From a theoretical standpoint, this analysis provides a unique perspective on a little understood topic; in particular, I posit a rationalist explanation for targeting decisions.  On its face, rationalist explanations for terrorism are not new; Lake (2002) discusses terrorism in a rationalist way; terrorism, he claims, is undertaken to shift the distribution of capabilities between the group and the state in order to get a better future bargain.  I add to this by providing not merely the insight that terrorism will occur, but that the group will change the type of violence it uses in order to best achieve its political and organizational goals (Enders and Sandler, 1993; Bueno de Mesquita, 2007).  These choices are further influenced by external factors such as government attributes, economic performance, repression, and group competition.  Each of these shapes the costs and benefits associated with the choice of target, thus providing some insight into the variation we see in group’s target selection.  


Furthermore, I add to this perspective the role of the public.  The notion that terrorists compete with the government for the support of the populace is well supported (Kydd and Walter, 2006; Bueno de Mesquita, 2005b, 2007).  However, rather than winning the entire populace over to itself, which would lead to dramatically different tactics, groups only need some proportion to continue its operations (Bueno de Mesquita, 2005a).  This leads to groups, moderated by external factors, choosing between a range of targets.   Because of this organizational maintenance perspective, we can, unlike other analyses, evaluate targeting strategies for groups over a large temporal and spatial domain.  

I couple this study with newly available data.  This allows me, with the creation of a simple coding rule, to evaluate a variant of terrorism, domestic terror, which has remained relatively unaddressed.  At the same time, I utilize other contemporary data sources, such as the TOPS dataset, to provide unique empirical tests regarding the effects of competition.  This allows me to provide one of the first empirical tests of the determinants of changes in domestic terrorist targeting strategies.
Because of the data and the framework I use, I avoid many of the pitfalls that have affected previous terrorism work; namely that data and theory frequently describe events that occur at two different levels, terrorism is ascribed to variables that do not vary much, terrorism has a restrictive definition, and is defined to only occur in specific instances.  This analysis focuses on terrorism broadly; terrorism occurs at any time and is the violent manifestation of appeals for social, economic or political change (LaFree and Dugan, 2007).  The variables presented here also vary considerably and reflect factors that occur on a variety of levels.  Furthermore, because this analysis seeks to explain variations in violence, the framework here is applicable to explaining other forms of political violence (e.g. Kalyvas, 2004; 2006).  This may also provide some insight into the endogeneity of goals in civil war; given that we can connect violence to goals, we can note under which circumstances rebel group violence changes (Buhaug, 2006).  In all, this framework has the potential to be quite useful, allowing us to understand not only terrorist violence but other forms of violence as well.    
From a policy standpoint, an insight into target selection is undoubtedly important.  Understanding this process, allows us to understand the circumstances that cause certain targets to be selected over others as well as the ways to change the costs and benefits associated with target types.  More importantly, an understanding of target selection, even moreso than understanding the motivations for terror, will prove beneficial because it will help policymakers devise more resource-efficient and less intrusive counterterrorism policy (Sandler and Lapan, 1988; Libicki et al., 2007).  In the end, I hope that this will lead to a more honest and thoughtful appraisal of terrorism and that the outcomes from this research will lead to sensible and sage advice about the terrorist threat.  
Appendix A: Data Sources and Coverage
	Data Set Used
	Variables
	Operationalization
	Temporal Range
	Spatial Range

	Dependent Variable
	
	
	
	

	GTD (Dugan and LaFree, 2007)
	Target Type
	# civ. attacks/total per year
	1970-1997
	170 countries

	
	
	
	
	

	Independent Variables
	
	
	
	

	Gleditsch 2002
	%ΔGDP per capita/year
	-
	1970-1997
	194 countries

	
	
	
	
	

	Gibney et al., 2009
	Political Terror Scale
	-
	1976-1997
	178 countries

	
	
	
	
	

	Li 2005
	State Capability
	
	1975-1997
	119 countries

	
	
	
	
	

	Bueno de Mesquita et al., 2005
	W/S
	-
	1970-1997
	190 countries

	
	
	
	
	

	GTD (2007), TOPS website
	Number of Terrorist Groups
	Years groups in GTD & years in existence acc. to TOPS data
	1970-1997
	129 countries

	
	
	
	
	

	World Development Indicators
	Population
	-
	1970-1997
	185 countries

	
	
	
	
	

	Minorities at Risk (2009)
	Number of Ethnic Groups
	-
	1970-1997
	123 countries

	
	
	
	
	

	Control Variables
	
	
	
	

	World Development Indicators
	% Urban Population
	-
	1970-1997
	185 countries

	
	
	
	
	

	GTD (Dugan and LaFree, 2007)
	Past Targeting Preferences
	# civ. attacks/total from group origin to current year
	1970-1997
	170 countries


Appendix B: Proposed Dissertation Outline

Chapter 1: Introduction

· Why Targeting

· Why and when violence is used is well understood, variations within violence are less well-known
· Theoretical Overview

· Development of the study of terrorism
· When terrorism occurs

· Previous studies on variations in violence & targeting

· Domestic Terror

· Explain focus

Chapter 2: A Rationalist Explanation for Terrorist Targeting
· Group Assumptions/Organizational Characteristics
· Political Goals

· Group Maintenance

· Need for public support

· Screening of supporters

· Rational in Pursuit of Goals

· Costs and Benefits of Targets
· Civilian

· Costly for support, politically effective

· Non-Civilian

· Effective for support, politically ineffective

· Terrorism and Bargaining

· States and terrorist groups bargain over public support

· Public has three components: supporters, undecideds, and antagonists

· Actions of states and terrorist group determines composition of public ( target choice

· Framework

· Sequence of Moves

Chapter 3: Public 

· Economic Contractions

· Bueno de Mesquita (2005): contraction emboldens action & increases selectivity

· Economic voting arguments

· Targeting becomes more sophisticated b/c of greater choice of recruits and selectivity

· Repression

· Drives population towards group, increases pool of supporters and makes civilian targets more likely

· Cycle of violence & government repression (Davenport, 1995)

Hypothesis 2, 3
Chapter 4: Government Characteristics and Actions

· Resolve
· Effects on terrorist action

· Effects conditional on distribution of support

· Selection Institutions

· Variations in institutions make leaders more vulnerable, changing optimum target types


Hypotheses 4, 5
Chapter 5: Group Level Characteristics

· Competition
· Outbidding in literature

· Rationalist approach vs. outbidding
· Moderation of targets

Hypotheses 6, 7

Chapter 6: Conclusion
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� See Victoroff (2005) for a contending explanation


� This is defined as “incidents perpetrated by local nationals against a purely domestic target” (MIPT, 2007).  


� This is not to say that grievances cannot lead to terrorism in autocratic societies.  The Narodnya Volya (People’s Will), a tsarist-era Russian terrorist group, was spurred to action by the “apathy and alienation of the Russian masses” to the excesses and abuses of the Russian nobility (Hoffman, 1998: 18).  Additionally, Armenian terrorist groups and the Macedonian IMRO both struggled in freeing their homelands from Ottoman/Turkish rule, with varying levels of success (Laqueur, 2002).  More recently, groups such as the Kayin National Union and the al-Ahwaz Arab People’s Democratic Front have sought the separation of their regions from the government of Burma and Iran respectively (MIPT TKB, 2007).          


� See Buhaug (2006) for a similar explanation concerning civil wars.  


� For terrorism, regime change refers to the overthrow of an existing government and its replacement with one that is more amenable to the terrorists or one led by the terrorists themselves.  Territorial change is taking territory away from one state for the creation of a new state or to give it to another.  Policy change refers to a goal that seeks some shift in a targeted government’s policy.  Social control is seeking change in individual rather than government action.  Attacks against abortion providers would fall in this category.  Lastly, status quo maintenance simply refers to a terrorist goal that seeks to support a regime or territorial distribution against those who wish to change it (Kydd and Walter, 2006: 52-53).  


� Despite the prevalence and symbolism of a “no-concessions” towards terrorism, many states have in fact negotiated and made concessions to terrorist groups (Bacevich, 2001; Sandler and Enders, 2004) 


� This point has been used in research linking democratic attributes to increased levels of terrorism (Hamilton and Hamilton, 1983; Schmid, 1992; Eubank and Weinberg, 1994, 1998).  


� These target types come from the GTD data (LaFree and Dugan, 2007).  In addition, I exclude the following target types: criminal, other, terrorists, and unknown.


� Pape (2003: 348) demonstrates that during the time period from 1980 to 2001, 5 out of 11 terrorist campaigns resulted in the acquiescence or partial concessions of targeted governments.  In fact, the record may indeed be better than that.  Of the five campaigns he lists as ongoing, both the US and Israel have made concessions.  The United States has withdrawn its forces from Saudi Arabia, fulfilling one of Al-Qaeda’s demands.  Israel withdrew from the Gaza Strip, partially fulfilling the demands of a variety of groups for Israel to withdraw from Palestine.  


� See Lake (2003) for a more thorough discussion of bargaining theory and its applications to research concerning the democratic peace, ethnic conflict, and treaty design.  


� Morrow (1989) discusses three components any model of crisis bargaining must fit.  First, actions in the process are sequential.  Second, each side is uncertain of the other side’s resolve.  Lastly, the nature of each sides’ resolve is determined by their expectations of the outcome of a protracted conflict between the two sides.


� Fearon’s (1995) discussion of private information has led to a whole host of work which may also be applicable to terrorism studies.  In particular, scholars have argued that there exist a variety of ways that actions by other states can be deemed credible; this includes the overall role of democratic institutions (Lipson, 1998), democratic audience costs (Fearon, 1994), opposition parties (Ramsay, 2004), selection institutions (Bueno de Mesquita et al., 2005).  Weeks (2008) makes a similar argument, focusing on the ability of leadership to be replaced, for autocracies.   


� The selection institutions theory comes to mind.  In it, the sizes of the selectorate (the segment of the public that can make leadership decisions) and the winning coalition (the subset of the selectorate that provides the leaders with power) determines policy.  In particular, the ratio of the winning coalition to the selectorate is important.  Democracies, because they have large winning coalitions, have to offer public goods in their policies.  Because these goods are non-excludable, all of society benefits.  Autocracies, with small winning coalitions and selectorates, offer private goods.  These goods do not benefit society and instead only lead to the enrichment of the ruling class.      


� While exogenous shocks are not necessarily “moves” of the government, they are treated as such in the model.    


� This was especially evident in conversations with members of secular, not Islamist, groups (Post et al., 2003).  


� This example parallels the findings of Bueno de Mesquita (2005): economic downturns increase the potential pool of terrorist recruits.  Because better qualified recruits are available, the group can conduct a more extensive campaign of violence.  


� A past description of volunteers for suicide terrorism provides a stunning example:


None of the suicide bombers—they ranged in age from eighteen to thirty-eight—conformed to the typical profile of the suicidal personality.  None of them were uneducated, desperately poor, simple-minded, or depressed.  Many were middle class and, unless they were fugitives, held paying jobs.  More than half of them were refugees from what is now Israel.  Two were the sons of millionaires (Hassan, 2001).


� The inverted U model states that countries with mid-range coercion suffer more protests than states with low or high levels of coercion.  The non-linear model asserts that the coercion-protest relationship is more complex resulting in, for Francisco (1995), a matrix of complex eigenvalues.  The backlash model is based on Lichbach (1987) and states that repression often results in a significant dissident response.  Lastly, adaptation models simply assert that protestors adjust to coercion and adopt new forms of protest in response.   


� Specifically, the substitution hypothesis states that dissidents will substitute non-violence for violence (and vice-versa) when confronted with repression (Lichbach, 1987).  Context states that repression is not effective in democracies and spurs violence and effective in autocracies (Gupta et al., 1993).  Lastly, timing suggests that repression works in the short term but yield protest over the long run (Rasler, 1996).  


� Since dissidents is treated as an encompassing term, I assume that strategy variety is a measure that applies to the entire state, not each particular dissident group.  


� This outcome may be the one that terrorist groups consider when they engage in a provocation strategy as discussed with hypothesis 4.  


� One particularly vivid example is provided by the actions of al-Gama’a al-Islamiyaa (GAI) in the November 1997 attack in the Egyptian town of Luxor.  The GAI, seeking to distinguish itself amongst a host of other groups, decided to attack Egypt’s tourism industry and provoke the government into a harsh over-reaction.  Rather than gain further support from the populace, the deaths of 62 people, mostly tourists, outraged the Egyptian public (Wright, 2006; Cronin, 2007).  GAI suffered a tremendous drop in its credibility and the operations of all Islamist groups in Egypt abruptly ceased (Wright, 2006).  


� The choice of non-civilian targets in this situation should only happen when the distribution is extremely unfavorable to the group.  


� This is the approximate number of groups left after deleting non-group actors such as “criminals” or “a deranged patient”.  


� This allows us to see targeting choices as a gradual response to environmental changes as shown in the framework.  More importantly, this also done for practicality; many of the independent variables discussed here only vary by year.     


� This is located at � HYPERLINK "http://www.start.umd.edu/start/data/tops/" ��http://www.start.umd.edu/start/data/tops/�.  This website provides information on the creation, size, ideology, and history of terrorist groups.  


� This was done in a preliminary analysis.  These numbers are subject to change when more information about specific groups becomes known.  


� This variable can be used in place of total population.  


� This measure is available starting from 1976.  


� As discussed by Poe et al. (1999), there exists considerable potential for systematic bias with either measure.  However, they recommend using the State Department’s measures.  I have done so here.    


� Because the GTD data is comprised of incidents, active groups that have not conducted attacks are not included in the dataset.  As a result, I supplement this number by adding in all active groups for all appropriate years from the TOPS data.  Groups are withdrawn from the data once they are determined to be inactive.  
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