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Feature Essay
The Political Economy of Terrorism: 
A Selective Overview of Recent Work

While a small political economy lit-
erature on terrorism and counterterrorism 
dates back over two decades, there has 
been an explosion of such research since 
the attacks of September 11, 2001. This 
literature has attacked critical questions 
about terrorism and its consequences—
including the structural determinants of 
terrorism, who becomes a terrorist, op-
timal counterterrorism policy, terrorism 
and radical mobilization, government-
terrorist negotiations, and the internal 
politics of terrorist organizations (among 
others)—in a variety of creative ways. 
This work, by economists and political 
scientists alike, offers important new 
insights into how terrorism works and 
the issues governments face in trying 
to protect themselves from political 
violence. 

In this brief essay, I provide a se-
lective (and somewhat idiosyncratic) 
overview of the recent political economy 
literature on terrorism, focusing almost 
exclusively on articles written in the last 
decade. It is worth noting, at the outset, 
that my use of political economy here 
is at once both fairly broad and fairly 
narrow. It is broad in the sense that I 
do not focus exclusively on issues that 
involve both politics and economics—
my discussion will not be limited to the 
interaction of political violence and the 
economy. It is narrow in the sense that I 
in fact ignore large parts of the literature 
on the interactions between terrorism 
and the economy. Instead I adopt, for 
lack of a better term, a ‘methodologi-
cal’ interpretation of political economy, 

focusing my discussion on scholarship 
that addresses questions related to ter-
rorism using either formal models or 
quantitative empirics. This should not 
be viewed as a judgement regarding 
the merits of these literatures relative to 
others, but rather as an accommodation 
to my comparative advantage (such as it 
is) in writing such a review. 

The essay is organized around sev-
eral large themes that I take to be critical 
to understanding the politics of terrorism. 
In each section I attempt to provide the 
reader with a sense of the questions that 
have motivated research and to summa-
rize some of the best work on the topic. 
My hope is that, in so doing, I will alert 
readers to open research questions and 
thereby spur others to contribute to the 
research agenda.     
 Many key intuitions about how gov-
ernment policy might relate to terrorism 
(and political violence more broadly) 
concerns terrorism’s relationship to 
the economy. In discussions of the root 
causes of terror, it is frequently argued 
that poverty and lack of access to op-
portunity are likely critical determinants 
of terrorist mobilization. Moreover, our 
concern with terrorism as a policy issue 
flows as much from the number of people 
killed by terrorists (which, compared to 
other types of political violence, is very 
low) as from concerns that the persistent 
fear of attack might damage both our 
politics and our economies. Political 
economy scholarship has attempted to 
address both of these relationships and, 
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 In the previous issue (Summer 
2007), we published Daniel Diermeier’s 
essay reviewing recent research on “pri-
vate politics:” influence wielded by pri-
vate groups over the policies of private 
businesses in matters such as consumer 
and environmental issues, without actual 
recourse to legal authority.  Virginia Hau-
fler (Associate Professor of Government 
and Politics at the University of Mary-
land, and former member of the Section 
Council) has alerted us the connection, 
which neither we nor Prof. Diermeier 
drew, between this recent literature on 
private politics and work in international 
political economy that sometimes goes 
by the same name.  Since drawing such 
connections is a major purpose of The 
Political Economist, it seems appropri-
ate to devote a bit of space here to point 
interested readers in this direction.
 Prof. Haufler reminds us of the ex-
tensive body of work focusing on (1) the 
importance of non-state actors in order-
ing the global political economy, such as 
multinational firms having considerable 
power to act independently of govern-
mental organizations; and particularly 
(2) private groups wielding regulatory 
authority delegated or recognized by 
governments.   Through such work, po-
litical economists have come to realize 
that the global political economy cannot 
be understood simply by reference to the 
interactions of governments:  private, au-
thoritative decision making is significant 
as well.
 The “private politics” of the Di-
ermeier essay and its corresponding 
literature focuses on the domestic po-
litical economy, and refers to a slightly 
different source of influence:  that based 
in the potential of those groups either to 
stimulate policy changes by government, 
or to organize significant consumer ac-
tion such as boycotts.
 Overall, then, these literatures dis-
tinguish at least three different sources of 
influence in private politics:  that based 
on delegation of authority by govern-

From The Editors
Remarks On "Private Politics" in Different Subfields

ments; that based on potential political 
influence (whether through lobbying or 
collective action); and that based on the 
market power and latitude for action of 
trans-national firms.  Surely all three 
forms of influence are exercised both in 
the domestic and the international politi-
cal economies.
 In addition to offering a reading list 
of this recent literature, the Diermeier 
essay suggests that, in future research, 
political scientists examine, both theo-
retically and empirically, three possible 
effects of the private politics of regula-
tion:

--Under what circumstances might 
such private groups increase efficiency 
by forcing firms to internalize negative 
externalities?
--Under what circumstances, and in 
what sense, might private politics tend 
to increase justice?
--In what circumstances does private 
politics aim toward a redistribution of 
corporate wealth through economic or 
political coercion?

We conclude, then, by pointing out 
corresponding suggestions for future 
research, and a basic reading list, for the 
IPE literature on private politics.  In a 
review essay that Prof. Haufler particu-
larly called to our attention, Tim Büthe 
(Assistant Professor of Political Science 
at Duke University) outlines a research 
agenda on the impact of private politics 
that parallels Diermeier’s.  He foresees 
research moving to address three general 
questions:

First, the causes and consequences •	
of private authority in public policy 
making.  Here he focuses on the 
feedback process in which states 
do or don’t create private authority 
and then, as a results of the private 
organizations’ activities, may modify 
or take back that power.
Second, “What enables private ac-•	
tors to overcome free-riding and 

continued on page 3
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in some cases, have come to surprising 
conclusions. 

1.1 The Effect of the Economy on 
Terrorism                                                                                                          

A central question in trying to under-
stand the root causes of terror is whether 
economic depravation leads to radical 
mobilization. Among recent political 
economy work, the first wave of studies 
to address this question attempted to do 
so by exploiting both cross-country and 
over-time variation in the state of the 
economy and in the level of terrorism. 
These studies report different findings, 
depending on choices regarding model 
specification, covariates, and the opera-
tionalization of the level of terrorism. 
Both Blomberg, Hess and Weerapana 
(2004) and Drakos and Gofas (2006b) 
report a statistically significant nega-
tive correlation between measures of 
economic performance and the level of 
terrorist violence. Krueger and Laitin 
(Forthcoming) study both the country in 
which an attack occured and the home 
country of the terrorists who carried out 
the attack. They find that wealthy coun-
tries are more likely to suffer terrorist 
attacks and that economic performance 
is not a statistically significant predictor 
of which countries terrorists emerge 
from. Li and Schaub (2004) find no 
relationship between terrorism and for-
eign direct investment (FDI) or portfolio 
investment, but do find that economic 
development in a country, or in its top 
trading partners, reducess terrorism in 

that country.                  
 Concerns have been expressed about 
the reliability of the studies discussed 
above on two dimensions: the quality of 
the data and the persuasiveness of the 
causal identification. The literature has 
gone about addressing these concerns 
in two ways. Abadie (2006) attempts 
to address both of these issues within 
a cross-country setting. On the data 
side, rather than using the standard data 
sources that provide counts of terrorist 
attacks or fatalites, Abadie bases his 
dependent variable on the World Market 
Research Center’s Global Terrorism In-
dex, which he writes, “encompasses five 
factors forecasting motivation, presence, 
scale, efficacy, and prefention of terror-
ism.” More importantly, Abadie uses an 
instrumental variables approach to ad-
dress the potential endogeneity between 
economic performance and the level 
of terrorism risk—i.e., poor economic 
performance may cause terrorism but ter-
rorism (or the anticipation of terrorism) 
may also depress economic performance. 
Abadie’s instrument for national GDP is 
whether or not a country is landlocked. 
The identification assumption is that 
landlocked status directly affects GDP 
but does not affect the risk of terrorism 
through any mechanism other than its 
effect on GDP. Abadie finds that, control-
ling for other factors (including level of 
political freedom), there is no statisti-
cally significant relationship between 
per capita GDP and terrorism risk in the 
instrumental variables estimates.             

 The other approach that has been 
taken to trying to shore up our empiri-
cal understanding of the links between 
the economy and terrorism is to aban-
don cross-country studies, focusing on 
micro-level details in important terrorist 
conflicts. For instance, Krueger and Ma-
leckova (2003) and Berrebi (2003) study 
the individual characteristics of terrorist 
operatives from Hezbollah and Hamas, 
respectively. They find that that terror-
ist operatives are, themselves, neither 
poor nor poorly educated. Rather, their 
economic and educational statuses tend 
to lie around, or even slightly exceed, 
the averages in their societies. Krueger 
and Maleckova (2003) argue that, since 
terrorists are neither poor nor poorly 
educated, the economy and education 
must not be important determinants 
of terrorism. Indeed, in a recent book, 
Krueger argues, based on this evidence, 
“there is not much question that poverty 
has little to do with terrorism” (Krueger 
2007).                                                      
 Bueno de Mesquita (2005b) presents 
a formal model to argue that, although 
the evidence regarding the socio-eco-
nomic status of individual terrorists 
is of considerable interest, it does not 
entail the conclusion that poverty is not 
an important determinant of terrorist 
mobilization. The key assumption in 
Bueno de Mesquita’s (2005b) model 
is that terrorist organizations screen 
potential recruits on a “terrorist ability” 
dimension that is positively correlated 

other collective action problems to 
establish lasting forms of cooperative 
provisions of governance?”
Third, the general normative ef-•	
fects of private politics—again, on 
matters of efficiency, justice, and 
redistribution—particularly given the 
insulation of private authority from 
democratic accountability.

 From Prof. Büthe’s review and other 
explorations suggested by Prof. Haufler, 

we infer the following partial, short list 
of basic, general readings on private 
politics in IPE.  We of course welcome 
further correspondence on the subject.

Tim Büthe, “Governance through Private 
Authority: Non-State Actors in World Poli-
tics.”  Journal of International Affairs Vol. 
58 Issue 1 (Fall 2004), pp 281-290.

A. Claire Cutler, Virginia Haufler and Tony 
Porter, eds., Private Authority and Interna-
tional Affairs (State University of New York 

Press, 1999).

Rodney Bruce Hall and Thomas J. Bier-
steker, eds., The Emergence of Private Au-
thority in Global Governance (Cambridge 
University Press, 2002).

Miles Kahler and David A. Lake, eds., Gov-
ernance in a Global Economy: Political Au-
thority in Transition ( Princeton University 
Press, 2003).  See also the symposium they 
edited on the issue in PS: Political Science 
& Politics Vol. 37 (2004), pp. 409-414.

From The Editors...continued from page 2
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with socio-economic status (i.e., better 
educated people make better terror-
ists). Benmelech and Berrebi (2006) 
present empirical evidence showing 
that better educated terrorist are indeed 
more effective in carrying out difficult 
tasks. To see the problem this creates 
for the argument that the relatively high 
socioeconomic status of terrorist opera-
tives implies that the economy is not an 
important determinant of terrorism, sup-
pose that terrorist organizations accept 
recruits only over some competence 
threshold and that, as suggested by the 
data, competence is positively correlated 
with income or education. Suppose, fur-
ther, that economic downturns increase 
mobilization (perhaps by decreasing op-
portunity costs). In such a world, because 
of screening, the terrorist operatives 
actually observed will be neither poor 
nor poorly educated, just as in the data 
described above. Yet, the conclusion 
will not be true: the supply of acceptable 
operatives and, therefore, the expected 
level of violence will be affected by eco-
nomic factors. Of course, this theoretical 
argument does not establish that poverty 
causes terrorism. But it does suggest that 
the data presented thus far do not settle 
the question.                                                      
 Berman (2003) and Iannaccone and 
Berman (2006) take a somewhat different 
approach, embedding a model of terror-
ism and mobilization within a club model 
inspired by the literature on the econom-
ics of religion (e.g., Iannaccone 1992). 
They argue that religions are likely to 
succeed at creating violent factions 
because their organizational structure is 
well suited to solving the fundamental 
problem that terrorists face—mobilizing 
supporters while weeding out low-
commitment types. Successful religions 
do this by providing public goods to their 
members while imposing significant bar-
riers to entry that exclude all but the most 
committed. Berman and Laitin (2008) 
provide empirical evidence that terror-
ist groups organized along these lines 
are more deadly and effective. Thus, the 
argument goes, the economy matters 

to the extent that a failed economy and 
failed government produce demand for 
social services not provided by the gov-
ernment, creating a niche for extremist 
factions to fill. In these models, govern-
ments can curtail religious extremists by 
increasing religious competition and by 
providing public goods to substitute for 
those offered by violent groups. 

1.2 The Effect of Terrorism on the 
Economy                                                                                                    

The endogeneity described above 
between terrorism and the economy 
naturally raises another question that 
political economists have attempted to 
answer empirically: what is the effect of 
terrorism on a country’s economy? This 
literature is reviewed in considerable 
detail in Enders and Sandler (2006), so I 
touch on it only briefly here. One key ob-
servation that comes out of this literature 
is that it is very difficult to give a full ac-
counting of the macro-economic effects 
of large scale terrorist attacks. Consider, 
for example, the attacks of September 
11th, 2001. In calculating the costs, one 
has to consider a variety of direct effects: 
productive lives lost, infrastructure de-
stroyed, work stoppages, and so on. Even 
if one can form reasonable estimates of 
these direct effects, there are indirect 
effects as well—time and efficiency lost 
to increased airport security, deadweight 
loss from the taxation needed to make 
payouts to victims of the attacks, short-
term (and perhaps long-term) devalua-
tion in the stock market due to changes 
in expected performance and risk, and so 
on—that are considerably more difficult 
to measure.                                                
 More precise estimates of the impact 
of terrorism on the economy are to be had 
from studies of longer-run (though less 
intense) terrorist conflicts. Such studies 
have taken two forms: focusing either 
on specific types of economic activity 
or on the economy of a specific country. 
With regard to the former, Abadie and 
Gardeazabal (2005) argue that terror-
ism affects the allocation of investment 
capital by increasing risk and decreas-

ing expected returns. Their estimates 
indicate that increased terrorism risk in 
a country significantly decreases foreign 
direct investment in that country. Enders 
and Sandler (1996) also find large nega-
tive effects of terrorism on foreign direct 
investment in Greece and Spain. Simi-
larly, Enders, Sandler and Parise (1992) 
find that terrorism significantly reduces 
tourism in Greece, Italy, and Austria.                                                      
 Two recent studies estimate the 
effect of terrorism on economic growth 
in particular conflict zones. Abadie and 
Gardeazabal (2003) consider how ETA 
terrorism has diminished economic 
growth in the Basque Country of Spain. 
They are able to do so because ETA 
terrorism has been overwhelmingly con-
centrated in this one region. Given this, 
they statistically construct a “synthetic” 
Basque Country based on other Spanish 
regions and compare its growth (free 
from terrorism) to the growth of the ac-
tual Basque Country. Their analysis sug-
gests that ETA terrorism has decreased 
per capita GDP in the Basque Country by 
10 percentage points since the onset of 
Basque terrorism in the 1960s. Eckstein 
and Tsiddon (2004) employ an inter-
vention-style time series methodology 
to study the effects of terrorist attacks 
on the Israeli economy. They find that 
terrorism depresses growth, but that the 
effects of any given attack are relatively 
short lived. 

2. Counterterrorism 

The threat of terrorism, of course, 
raises important policy questions. And 
for a government facing an imminent 
threat, perhaps the most pressing is how 
to allocate counterterror resources. Be-
low, I begin by surveying recent work 
on how to think about the problems of 
designing an optimal counterterrorism 
program in the face of a strategic terrorist 
adversary. I then consider how various 
other strategic considerations may lead 
to suboptimal counterterrorism out-
comes in equilibrium. Finally, I discuss 
a central counterterrorism dilemma for 
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government’s facing a separatist terrorist 
group: how to engage in counterterrorism 
while avoiding the counterproductive 
outcome of inflaming anti-government 
sentiments. 

2.1 Optimal Counterterrorism 

The key political economy insight 
into the problem of optimal counterter-
rorism comes from Enders and Sandler’s 
(1993) argument that terrorists respond 
strategically to counterterrorism mea-
sures, thereby generating “substitution 
effects.” That is, terrorists, on observing 
an increase in a particular government 
counterterrorism program, can switch 
tactics, pursuing attacks less affected by 
the government’s efforts. A variety of 
empirical studies find that counterter-
rorism generates such effects (Enders 
and Sandler 1993, 2002; Enders, San-
dler and Cauley 1990; Im, Cauley and 
Sandler 1987). For instance, Enders and 
Sandler (1993) demonstrate that when 
the United States installed metal detec-
tors in airports in the 1970s, hijackings 
decreased but other forms of terrorism 
increased. 

Both Bueno de Mesquita (2007) and 
Powell (2007a,c) build on this insight in 
order to characterize the optimal division 
of counterterrorism resources in game 
theoretic models. Bueno de Mesquita’s 
(2007) analysis (which is primarily 
focused on why we observe suboptimal 
counterterrorism) is restricted to a zero-
sum games between the terrorists and 
the government where the government 
allocates resources prior to the terrorists 
attacking. Powell (2007a) and Powell 
(2007c) allow for more generality, en-
compassing games that are simultaneous 
or sequential move (respectively) and 
that need not be zero sum. Interestingly, 
as the Powell papers demonstrate, the 
optimal allocation of counterterror re-
sources is not sensitive to dynamics nor 
is it sensitive to being zero sum. In all 
three papers, the optimal counterterror-
ism strategy involves minimizing the 
expected value of attacking the targets 

that are most valuable to the terrorists. 
Powell (2007c) describes the following 
algorithim for achieving this goal. The 
government first allocates resources to 
defending the target with highest ex-
pected value to the terrorists (where ex-
pected value is a function of underlying 
value to the terrorists and vulnerability to 
attack). Doing so decreases that target’s 
vulnerability and, therefore, its expected 
value to the terrorists. The government 
does this until that target has the same ex-
pected value to the terrorists as the target 
with the next highest expected value. It 
then spends counterterror resources on 
these two targets until they have the same 
expected value as the target with the next 
highest expected value. It continues this 
procedure until it runs out counterterror 
resources. 

Bueno de Mesquita (2007) and 
Powell (2007c) also both consider the 
possibility that the government can 
invest in counterterrorism that is not 
target-specific (e.g., border security or 
intelligence). One advantage of such 
counterterror tactics is that it is more 
difficult for terrorists to substitute away 
from them. Thus, as the number of targets 
that need to be defended increases, coun-
terterrorism that is not target specific 
becomes more attractive. Powell (2007c) 
argues that another advantage of some 
such measures is that they may provide 
protection against events other than ter-
rorist attacks. For instance, increased 
investment in emergency response is of 
value when there are natural disasters as 
well as when there are terrorist attacks. 

2.2 Suboptimal Counterterrorism 

Of course, while understanding the 
optimal counterterrorism policy is criti-
cal, a variety of political and strategic 
considerations may lead to equilibrium 
counterterrorism strategies that are far 
from optimal. 

One impediment to implementing 
an optimal counterterrorism policy is 
that counterterrorism may impose ex-
ternalities across countries. For instance, 

Sandler and Siqueira (2006) draw a 
distinction between proactive and de-
fensive counterterrorism. They argue 
that proactive counterterrorism (such 
as driving terrorists out of safe havens 
or investing in intelligence prior to at-
tacks) is a public good among countries 
and, consequently, may be undersup-
plied. Sandler and Lapan (1988) and 
Rosendorff and Sandler (2004) suggest 
that one country’s proactive counterter-
rorism may impose negative externalities 
on other countries by diverting attacks 
toward foreign targets. Thus, they ar-
gue, in some circumstances proactive 
measures may be oversupplied from the 
global perspective. Siqueira and Sandler 
(2007) embed these concerns in a model 
of domestic politics. They argue that vot-
ers will demand that politicians under-
invest in proactive counterterrorism for 
two reasons: to free ride on other coun-
tries’ counterterrorism investments and 
to avoid reprisal attacks from terrorists. 
In a related argument, Azam and Dela-
croix (2006) find a positive correlation 
between the level of foreign aid a country 
receives and the number of terrorist at-
tacks originating from that country. They 
argue that this relationship is caused 
by donors delegating counterterrorism 
responsibilities to government’s whose 
countries are hosts to terrorist groups. 

Bueno de Mesquita (2007) also em-
beds the choice of counterterrorism poli-
cy in a model of electoral accountability. 
He divides counterterrorism policy into 
those measures that are tactic-specific 
and observable by voters and terrorists 
(e.g., hardening targets) and those mea-
sures that are neither tactic-specific nor 
observable by voters and terrorists (e.g., 
intelligence). The analysis suggests that 
strategic substitution among different 
modes of attack by terrorists and agency 
problems between the voters and gov-
ernment create a situation in which the 
politically optimal counterterrorism 
strategy pursued by the government in 
response to electoral and institutional 
incentives is quite different from the 
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security maximizing counterterrorism 
strategy. In particular, the government 
allocates resources to observable coun-
terterror in excess of the social optimum. 
This problem is particularly severe when 
terrorists have a large set of tactics from 
which to choose. 

Powell (2007b) considers a different 
source of inefficiency in counterterrorism 
policy: informational asymmetries. In 
Powell’s (2007b) model, governments 
have private information about the vul-
nerability of various targets that the ter-
rorists might like to attack. Consequently, 
if the government follows the optimal 
policy described above—defending those 
targets where the expected value of an 
attack (i.e., vulnerability times value) is 
highest for the terrorists—it will reveal 
information about which sites the ter-
rorists ought to attack. The government, 
then, has competing interests. On the 
one hand, it wants to defend vulnerable 
targets. On the other hand, it wants to 
maintain secrecy. Powell (2007b) shows 
that if, independent of these signalling 
concerns, the marginal security return to 
resources devoted to defending more vul-
nerable targets is smaller than the margin-
al return to resources devoted to defend-
ing less vulnerable targets (i.e., if, on the 
margin, vulnerable targets are harder to 
defend), then secrecy dominates security. 
The government allocates resources by 
“pooling” on a common allocation for all 
targets (thereby revealing no information 
to the terrorists). The allocation chosen is 
the one that is optimal against the aver-
age level of target vulnerability—thus, 
it devotes too little to highly vulnerable 
targets and too much to safe targets, rela-
tive to the complete information optimal 
allocation. It is worth noting, however, 
that the existence of private information 
benefits the government (in this sense, 
then, this paper is not really about ‘sub-
optimal’ counterterorism). If this were 
not the case, the government would play 
the equilibrium from Powell (2007a), 
revealing all of its private information 
and allocating counterterrorism resources 
optimally given this revelation. 

2.3 The Counterterrorism Dilemma: 
Political Freedom, Security, and Mo-
bilization 

A major problem for governments, 
in setting counterterrorism policy, is not 
where to allocate of resources, but how 
to use those resources without creating 
adverse indirect effects. The dilemma is 
that counterterrorism tactics that increase 
short-run security may diminish long-run 
security by fanning the flames of conflict 
(e.g., border closings, bombings that kill 
innocent bystanders and destroy infra-
structure, curfews, etc.). Both empirical 
and theoretical political economists have 
made efforts to understand this problem 
and its implications for the politics of 
terrorism. 

Several game theoretic models study 
this problem under the assumption that 
counterterrorism measures always radi-
calize terrorist supporter. Rosendorff and 
Sandler (2004) argue that, because harsh 
government crackdowns increase support 
for terrorists, they also increase the risk 
that the terrorists will have the capac-
ity to engage in large scale attacks that 
do significant damage. Of course, they 
argue, such crackdowns also increase 
the probability that the government pre-
vents terrorist attacks more generally, 
creating a trade-off for the government. 
de Figueiredo and Weingast (2001) also 
assume that counterterrorism radical-
izes moderates, making negotiation 
more difficult. They then show how this 
assumption can give rise to cycles of 
violence between terrorists and a govern-
ment in equilibrium. 

Other theoretical models attempt to 
endogenize the effects of counterterror-
ism on terrorist mobilization, allowing 
for competing effects. Lichbach (1987) 
focuses on the consistency of government 
policies over time to explain variance in 
mobilization responses. When govern-
ment policies are inconsistent, he claims, 
government counterterror increases 
violence. Bueno de Mesquita (2005b) 
also argues that government crackdowns 
can lead to an increase or decrease in 

support for terrorism. In his model, 
counterterrorism can increase terrorism 
by diminishing economic opportunities 
for potential terrorists (e.g., by destroy-
ing infrastructure) and thereby lowering 
the opportunity costs of mobilization and 
by ideologically inflaming the population 
of terrorist supporters. It can decreases 
terrorism by decreasing the likelihood 
that the terrorist organization succeeds 
at achieving its goals (conditional on 
a level of mobilization), thereby mak-
ing mobilization less attractive. In the 
model, whether crackdowns increases 
or decrease terrorist violence depends on 
their relative impact on these competing 
margins. 

The mechanisms underlying these 
models suggest a further question about 
terrorist tactics. In particular, it is often 
argued, by scholars and practitioners 
alike, that terrorists can exploit the gov-
ernment’s counterterrorism dilemma by 
using violence to provoke governments 
into harsh and indiscriminate counterter-
rorism responses in order to radicalize 
and mobilize a population whose in-
terests the terrorists claim to represent. 
That is, as suggested by the 19th century 
anarchists, terrorism is powerful in part 
because it is “propaganda of the deed.” 
English (2003), for instance, writing 
about the Troubles in Northern Ireland, 
argues that “the British response to re-
publican subversion frequently involved 
punishing the wider population for IRA 
activities: this had the unintendedindeed, 
counterproductive effect of strengthening 
the IRA that it was intended to under-
mine.” Similarly, describing the early 
tactics of the Basque separatist group 
ETA, Zirakzadeh (2002) writes, “The 
militants reasoned that selective attacks 
against government bullies would pro-
voke the government into excessive and 
nondiscriminatory retaliation against all 
Basque residents. . . the escalating spiral 
of government repression and civilian 
resistance would culminate with a Span-
ish government no longer able to afford 
an extensive, expensive and permanent 
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occupation of the Basque country.” Of 
course, such examples raise the ques-
tion, why do governments engage in 
counterterrorism if and when it might be 
counterproductive? 

Bueno de Mesquita and Dickson 
(2007) model a scenario in which an 
extremist faction considers attacking a 
government in the hopes of provoking a 
counterterror response that will radicalize 
the population, increasing the extremists’ 
support at the expense of a more moder-
ate faction. In their signaling model, such 
radicalization can result either from the 
economic damage caused by counterter-
ror operations or by the way in which 
such operations change the population’s 
assessment of the government’s motiva-
tions—i.e., whether the government is in 
fact interested in the aggrieved popula-
tion’s welfare and how willing the gov-
ernment is to compromise. They find that 
terrorism is likely to be useful as a tool 
for mobilization when the population the 
terrorists claim to represent live in ethnic 
enclaves, making it difficult for the gov-
ernment to engage in counterterrorism 
without inflicting negative externalities 
on the population. They also argue that 
terrorist vanguards are likely to emerge 
in situations where radicals have some, 
but not overwhelming, support and some, 
but not overwhelming, reason to believe 
the government will crack down, since it 
is in these situations that radicals need to 
mobilize support and have some hope of 
successfully doing so. 

Siqueira and Sandler (2007) model 
a conflict between terrorists and gov-
ernments in which governments face a 
trade-off between counterterror spend-
ing, which increases security, and the 
provision of public goods, which bolsters 
moderation in public opinion. Terror-
ist attacks can increase radicalism by 
diverting government money toward 
counterterrorism and away from pub-
lic goods. Two scenarios can occur in 
equilibrium in their model. In the first, 
the terrorist group’s grass roots support 
is “fickle” in the sense of diminishing if 
the government cracks down. As a result, 

terrorists take the initiative to diminish 
violence in order to avoid being crushed 
by the government and losing popular 
support. In the second scenario, govern-
ment countermeasures increase support 
for the terrorists by diminishing social 
programs that would have benefited the 
population. Here, terrorist violence is 
valuable because it forces the government 
to engage in countermeasures that further 
fan the flames of conflict. 

Empirical scholars have also invest-
ed considerable effort into assessing the 
relationship between political freedom, 
counterterrorism policy, and terrorist 
violence. 

The foundational studies in this lit-
erature investigate whether democracy 
increases or decreases terrorism (for 
example, see Eubank and Weinberg 1994, 
1998; Sandler 1995; Eyerman 1998). In 
an attempt to reconcile competing claims 
in this literature, Li (2005), using two 
different measures of democracy, finds 
two competing effects of democratic 
governance on terrorism. On the one 
hand, he argues, democratic participation 
seems to reduce the number of terrorist 
incidents in a country. On the other hand, 
increased constraints on the government 
increase terrorism. Drakos and Gofas 
(2006a) argue that all such estimates 
may be unreliable because autocracies 
systematically underreport terrorist in-
cidents. Moving away from measures of 
democracy, Abadie (2006) and Krueger 
and Laitin (Forthcoming) find in cross-
country studies that measures of terrorism 
are negatively correlated with measures 
of political freedom. 

There are, of course, reasons to be 
concerned about the validity of inferring 
a causal relationship from the results 
above—repression may increase ter-
rorism, but terrorism (or its threat) may 
also increase repression. In an attempt 
to avoid such problems, several scholars 
have turned to more micro-level data. 

Zussman and Zussman (2006) study 
the reaction of Israel’s stock market to 
targeted assassinations of Palestinian 
militant leaders. They find that the market 

responds positively when Israel kills a 
Palestinian leader who is associated with 
the military wing of an extremist faction, 
However, the market responds negatively 
when Israel kills a Palestinian leader who 
is associated with the political wing of 
an extremist faction and when civilians 
are killed in the process of a targeted 
assassination. 

Lyall (2007) uses a random source 
of indiscriminate government violence 
in the Chechen civil war—inebriation 
of Russian soldiers who fire artillery at 
random—to assess its effects on Chechen 
mobilization. Surprisingly, he finds that 
randomly shelled villages and their home 
districts are less likely to be the source 
of future violence. Moreover, neither the 
the lethality nor the duration of indis-
criminate violence are significant positive 
predictors of future violence. 

In two complementary papers, Jae-
ger and Paserman (2006, 2007) use a 
time series of daily attacks to assess the 
impact of Israeli government violence 
on Palestinian violence and vice-versa. 
They find that violence associated with 
the Palestinian faction Fatah “Granger 
causes” Israeli government violence. 
However, they do not find this relation-
ship for violence associated with Hamas 
or Palestinian Islamic Jihad, nor do they 
find that Israeli government violence 
“Granger causes” Palestinian violence. 
They interpret the latter finding as evi-
dence against the claim that government 
violence spurs terrorism. However, using 
data on the geographic distribution of at-
tacks and on public opinion, Jaeger et al. 
(2007) find that Palestinian deaths from 
Israeli government violence do increase 
support for radical factions among the 
Palestinian population. 

3. Government-Terrorist Negotia-
tions 

The reason that political terrorists 
engage in violence in the first place is 
to extract concessions from the govern-
ment or to change the political order. This 
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brings us to the question of the nature of 
government-terrorist negotiations. Here, 
political economists have studied ques-
tions such as the following: When should 
or will governments negotiate with terror-
ist groups? What are the strategic issues 
associated with attempting to conciliate 
a militant adversary? How do the internal 
politics of terrorist organizations affect 
the dynamics of peace making? With 
whom should a government negotiate if 
it wants to end a terrorist conflict? 

A standard intuition, and a policy to 
which many governments claim to sub-
scribe, is that governments should never 
negotiate with terrorists. If governments 
make such a commitment, the argument 
goes, potential terrorists will be deterred 
because they will believe that violence 
will be unlikely to further their goals. 
Lapan and Sandler (1988), however, 
argue that such a policy is not credible—
once, for example, terrorists have taken 
hostages, governments will want to ne-
gotiate, as long as the benefits of gaining 
the hostages’ release outweigh the costs 
in terms of concessions made as well as 
any signal of government irresoluteness 
that increases incentives for future ter-
rorism. Atkinson, Sandler and Tschirhart 
(1987) present empirical results on how 
various features of the strategic envi-
ronment (e.g., terrorist demands, bluff 
attempts, types of hostages taken) affect 
the ultimate willingness of governments 
to make concessions in hostage-taking 
environments. 

As an empirical matter, governments 
do negotiate with terrorists. The ques-
tion thus becomes what happens in such 
negotiations. Lapan and Sandler (1993) 
and Overgaard (1994) focus on the effects 
of private information, arguing that the 
level of violence chosen by terrorists may 
signal information about how strong or 
resource-rich the terrorists are. Higher 
levels of violence, then, may lead to 
greater concessions by signaling informa-
tion about expected future violence. Arce 
and Sandler (2007) consider a model 
where the government faces a trade-off 
between target-specific counterterror-

ism and gathering intelligence, where 
intelligence does not prevent attacks, but 
informs the government about the terror-
ists’ type so the government can more 
accurately choose when conciliation is 
likely to be an effective counterterror-
ism strategy. 

Kydd and Walter (2002) and Bueno 
de Mesquita (2005c) also both focus on 
government uncertainty about the type 
of terrorist group they are facing. But 
they do so in the context of a terrorist 
movement made up of competing fac-
tions: one moderate and one extremist. 
In both of these models, the government 
is uncertain whether the moderate ter-
rorists with whom they are negotiating 
are willing and able to curtail extremist 
violence following concessions. In Kydd 
and Walter’s (2002) framework, this 
gives rise to equilibria in which there is 
“spoiler violence”—the extremist faction 
attempts to derail peace negotiations by 
increasing violence in order to convince 
the government that the moderates are 
not valuable negotiating partners. Bueno 
de Mesquita (2005c) attempts to identify 
situations in which the negotiating pro-
cess is best able to provide incentives 
for moderates to crackdown on extrem-
ists. He finds that both promised future 
concessions and the threat of replacement 
with a substitute negotiating partner 
provide incentives for moderates to exert 
effort in order to decrease extremist vio-
lence. This is particularly true when the 
potential substitute negotiating partner’s 
expected capacity to curtail violence is 
moderate (i.e., neither to high nor too 
low) because in such a circumstance extra 
effort by the current negotiating partner 
can actually swing the government’s 
decision about whether to continue with 
negotiations. 

Bueno de Mesquita (2005a) also stud-
ies a case where the terrorist organization 
is made up of heterogeneous factions, 
but focuses on issues other than govern-
ment uncertainty. In his model, terrorist 
organizations become more militant fol-
lowing government concessions because 
only moderate terrorist factions accept 

concessions, leaving extremist factions 
in control of the residual terrorist group. 
Governments nonetheless are willing to 
make concessions because their counter-
terror capabilities improve because of the 
collusion of former terrorists. The model 
also allows the government to choose its 
level of investment in counterterrorism 
endogenously and explores how both the 
expected level of violence and the aid of 
former terrorists affects this investment 
decision. The model yields additional 
hypotheses regarding the terms of nego-
tiated settlements between governments 
and terrorists, when moderates accept 
concessions, the effect of concessions 
on the duration of terrorist conflicts, 
the incentives for moderate terrorists to 
radicalize their followers, reasons for 
governments to encourage radicals within 
a terrorist organization to challenge the 
moderate leadership, and changes in 
moderate control over extremists before 
and after negotiated settlement. 

Berrebi and Klor (2006) present a 
model in which the public is uncertain 
whether terrorism is being produced 
by a moderate or an extremist faction. 
Hence, the public is uncertain whether or 
not concessions are likely to be effective 
at curtailing violence because they are 
uncertain, after granting concessions, 
whether the terrorists are likely to keep 
the peace. Their model yields two key 
predictions: First, the relative support 
for concessions is expected to decrease 
after periods with high levels of terrorism 
because the population concludes that the 
terrorists are extremists. Second, the ex-
pected level of terrorism is higher when a 
government inclined to make concessions 
is in office because the terrorists want to 
signal that not making concessions will 
be costly in the long run. 

Interestingly, Kydd and Walter 
(2002), Bueno de Mesquita (2005a), and 
Berrebi and Klor (2006) all argue that 
evidence from the Israeli-Palestinian 
conflict supports the causal mechanisms 
identified in their models. 

Both Bueno de Mesquita (2005a) 



Winter  2008 9

'08THE POLITICAL ECONOMIST
Feature Essay...continued from page 8

continued on page 10 

and Bapat (2006) are concerned with 
the question of how governments and 
terrorists can credibly commit to honor 
the terms of a negotiated settlement (for a 
discussion of such commitment problems 
in civil wars, see Walter 1997; Fearon 
1998). In Bueno de Mesquita (2005a), 
negotiation is credible because terror-
ists who accept concessions use their 
knowledge of the inner workings of the 
remaining terrorist factions as bargain-
ing leverage by withholding valuable 
counterterrorism aid if the government 
reneges on concessions. Similarly, the 
government can withhold concessions if 
former terrorists do not aid in counterter-
ror. One implication of this approach is 
that, since concessions may not be cred-
ible in the absence of ongoing violence, 
it may be difficult for a government to 
end a conflict by reaching a negotiated 
settlement with all terrorist factions. In 
Bapat (2006), concessions are made cred-
ible through the efforts of a host country. 
In particular, if target governments are 
able to credibly threaten sanctions against 
hosts of international terror groups that 
they cannot threaten against the terrorists 
themselves, the host governments may 
have an incentive to force the terrorists 
to honor negotiated settlements. Bapat 
(2006) presents empirical data to explore 
several hypotheses regarding the relation-
ship between the international context 
and government-terrorist negotiations 
that flow from his model. 

4. Internal Politics of Terrorist Orga-
nizations  

Much of the literature discussed 
above suggests that, in order to under-
stand government-terrorist negotiations 
and the strategic use of violence, it is 
critical to understand the inner workings 
of terrorist organizations. The political 
economy literature on the internal politics 
of terrorist groups was pioneered by Chai 
(1993), who applied some of the basic 
insights of the new institutional econom-
ics to terrorist organizations and teased 
out a variety of implications for terrorist 

strategies. A recent literature has begun 
to refocus on these questions.                                                           

tions to underfund operatives relative to 
available resources. This phenomenon, 
they suggest, is a consequence of prin-
cipal-agent relationships within terrorist 
organizations. Terrorist leaders in their 
model delegate financial and logistical 
tasks to middlemen, but because security 
concerns require weak linkages, the lead-
ers cannot perfectly monitor these agents. 
The middlemen’s interests sometimes 
diverge from the leaders, leading to rent-
seeking. Given this, terrorist leaders will 
sometimes not fund (or will underfund) 
attacks that they otherwise would have 
been willing to support. One implication 
of their model is that the relationship 
between resources and the level of vio-
lence may not be continuous. When an 
organization is flush with resources, these 
agency problems do not loom large and 
small decreases in resources do not dra-
matically diminish the quality of funding 
for attacks. However, if resources become 
sufficiently scarce, cooperation within the 
terrorist organization begins to break 
down and suboptimal funding becomes 
an issue (i.e., funding for attacks dimin-
ishes even beyond just the direct effect 
of having fewer resources). Thus, they 
argue, restricting terrorists’ funds may 
be an ineffective counterterrorism tactic 
until a critical threshold is reached, at 
which point it becomes highly effective.                                                                                                                                        
       As already mentioned above, a litera-
ture linking terrorism to the economics of 
religion addresses similar concerns (e.g., 
Berman 2003; Iannaccone and Berman 
2006). This literature argues that religious 
organizations, with their strong barriers to 
entry, are well designed to reduce agency 
problems, by selecting for members who 
are likely to be highly committed and 
willing to contribute to the group’s mis-
sion without having ulterior motives.  
        Instead of agency relationships within 
a terrorist organization, Siqueira (2005) 
and Bueno de Mesquita (2008) focus on 
the relationship among terrorist factions. 

Siqueira (2005) studies the interaction of 
militant and political wings of a terrorist 
organization. He shows that the actions of 
one of these factions can have spillovers 
on the other, whether or not the factions 
coordinate with one another. As a result, 
the existence of competing factions can 
increase or decrease the overall level of 
violence. The precise relationship be-
tween factionalization and violence 
depends on how internal divisions affect 
public (and donor) support for the terror-
ist movement and the complementarities 
or substitutabilities between attacks by 
the various factions. The model, thus, 
adds nuance to the argument in Bloom 
(2005) that factional competition is a key 
force behind escalation in terrorist confl
icts.                                                                
        Bueno de Mesquita (2008) studies 
the formation of a splinter faction in a 
model that endogenizes affiliation and 
mobilization as well as the strategic 
selection of ideological positions by ter-
rorist leaders. The model highlights that, 
for strategic reasons, changes in the struc-
tural environment (e.g., the economy, 
the ability of terrorist leaders to provide 
public goods) often entail important 
trade-offs: many factors that decrease 
terrorist mobilization do so at the cost of 
increasing ideological extremism. For 
instance, a strong economy is found to 
decrease terrorist mobilization, increase 
the extremism of terrorist factions, and 
decrease the likelihood of a splinter fac-
tion forming. He argues that this suggests 
that economic shocks have competing 
micro-level effects on the expected level 
of violence that might not be observed in 
the type of macro-level data employed 
in many of the studies of relationship 
between terrorism and the economy de-
scribed above. Thus, understanding the 
internal politics of terrorist organizations 
is critical, not only for understanding 
government-terrorist negotiations, but 
also for assessing the root causes of ter-
ror. 

Shapiro and Siegel (2007) argue 
that it is common for terrorist organiza-
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5. Conclusion 

I have attempted to provide an 
overview of some of the questions cur-
rently of interest to political economists 
studying terrorism. It is my hope that, 
in so doing, I will encourage others to 
participate in this research agenda. There 
are, of course, an enormous number of 
questions, both theoretical and empirical, 
left unanswered. Let me touch on just a 
few of them. 

As discussed above, on both the 
empirical and theoretical sides, we 
lack a thorough understanding of the 
relationship between a variety of struc-
tural and strategic features of the polit-
ical-economic environment (e.g., the 
economy, democracy, political freedom, 
counterterrorism) and terrorism. These 
relationships, plagued as they are by 
endogeneity, are extremely difficult to 
identify empirically. The problem on the 
empirical side is that everything seems 
to causes everything else—terrorism 
may cause and be caused by economic 
change; counterterrorism may cause and 
be caused by terrorism; counterterror-
ism may cause economic suffering by 
destroying infrastructure or may alleviate 
the same by encouraging investment; 
counterterror crackdowns may diminish 
political freedom causing an increase in 
terrorism resulting in more counterter-
rorism which damages the economy 
and diminishes political freedom in a 
seemingly never ending chain. On the 
theoretical side, a deep question about 
the nature of blame in terrorist conflict 
remains poorly understood. How, in equi-
librium, do potential terrorist supporters 
choose whether to blame the government 
that engaged in repression or the terrorists 
whose attack provoked the government? 
Since, in most protracted conflicts, both 
sides can almost always point to a prior 
act by the other actor as a precipitant for 
their action, it is not clear what inferences 
the population should make. But under-
standing these dynamics is critical for 
understanding when and how terrorism 
is a useful tool for mobilization and for 

designing an effective counterterrorism 
policy. While some progress has been 
made on of these issues, through careful 
theorizing and valiant attempts to locate 
exogenous sources of empirical variation, 
much work remains to be done. 

The same is true in the other areas I 
have mentioned. For instance, we have a 
variety of theories of how informational 
asymmetries and the structure of terrorist 
organizations shape patterns of terrorist 
violence and government-terrorist ne-
gotiations. Yet we lack systematic data 
on the organization of terror groups, 
government investment in counterterror, 
concessions made, or long-run patterns 
of violence (especially for groups not 
engaged in “transnational terrorism”). As 
a result, empirical assessments of these 
models have by-and-large been restricted 
to sophisticated case studies. In order 
to make further progress, in addition 
to additional theorizing and analysis of 
existing data, a significant investment in 
theoretically-informed data gathering is 
essential. 

Thinking more broadly, it seems 
to me that a long-run goal of terrorism 
studies should be to connect more di-
rectly with the enormous literatures on 
civil wars and other forms of domestic 
political violence. Terrorism is perhaps 
best thought of as a particular tactic in 
the insurgent arsenal. An open research 
question is when insurgents find terrorism 
to be a useful tactic and when other forms 
of insurgency are deemed more likely to 
be effective. To the extent that insurgents 
are making this choice endogenously, 
dividing our data into, for example, those 
data sets covering terrorism and those 
covering civil wars may be a serious 
mistake, introducing important sources 
of bias if factors that we use to explain 
various forms of violence also affect 
what type of violence is employed. To 
see why this might be the case, suppose 
there is some factor that affects whether 
insurgents choose to become urban ter-
rorists or non-urban guerillas. To make 
the example stark, suppose this factor 
can take two values, high or low, and 

that when it is high insurgents choose 
terrorism and when it is low they choose 
guerilla warfare. Now suppose we have 
a data set that reports, for each country, 
whether there is terrorism and the value 
of this factor. Studying this, we would 
find that high values of this factor cause 
terrorism and might, therefore, argue that 
good policy involves lowering this fac-
tor. Of course, had we studied a data set 
covering only guerilla warfare, we would 
have reached the opposite conclusion. A 
combined data set might reveal that this 
factor is not in fact a predictor of the oc-
currence of domestic political violence 
at all, but rather only a predictor of what 
tactic is chosen by insurgents. Thus, it is 
important that both terrorism and civil 
wars scholars begin to think seriously 
about the interactions between these two 
forms of political violence, both theoreti-
cally and in the data.

1 

Let me end by noting that my survey 
has touched on only one branch of terror-
ism research. A large body of scholarship, 
working with methods other than formal 
models and quantitative empirics, has 
made important contributions to our 
understanding of the politics of terrorism 
that have gone all but unmentioned here. 
Readers interested in pursuing the study 
of political terror will, of course, need to 
find their way to those literatures as well. 
Of course, terrorism and civil war are 
also not mutually exclusive. Terrorism is 
a common tactic used in civil wars (e.g., 
Algeria or Chechneya). 

continued on page 11 
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General Announcements

Dear Political Economist,
I am writing to encourage you to post 

your working papers and, if appropriate, your 
published articles on the International Political 
Economy subject matter journal in the Political 
Science Network (PSN). PSN is part of the 
Social Science Research Network (SSRN) and 
was opened earlier this fall. PSN facilitates the 
dissemination of scholarly research in all areas 
of Political Science. In this message, I want to 
specifically encourage you to post your papers 
in IPE and to clarify how PSN operates and how 
you can best use its resources.

PSN is one of several disciplinary networks 
operated by SSRN. Like all SSRN networks, 
PSN is  designed as a free central repository 
for scholarly research and provides, for a fee, 
abstracting journals (called eJournals) that bring 
new research to the attention of subscribers. 
SSRN currently has over 171,000 papers avail-
able in all of its networks; these papers, collec-
tively, have been downloaded over 17 million 
times (current rate, about 4 million downloads 
per year). SSRN is one of the most frequently 
visited sites on the internet. It is a tremendous 
mechanism for getting your research into the 
public domain.

As of the end of 2007, there are 131 papers 
in the IPE subject matter journal that have been 
downloaded over 9,180 times. Several papers 
have actually been downloaded over 2,000 
times and many more have been downloaded 
over 100 times. This is a very effective way of 
bringing your work to the attention of not only 
other scholars in IPE but also in economics, law, 
and related disciplines.

*How PSN Operates*
Anyone can post a paper to PSN at any 

time without charge. Authors simply log in to 
the SSRN homepage (http://www.ssrn.com/), 
create a user ID (f new), and follow the instruc-
tions for posting a paper. Authors self-classify 
their papers into various subject matter journals 
within PSN. Authors may also self-classify their 
papers into various Economic and Legal subject 
matter journals for even broader dissemination. 
Once posted, your paper is immediately avail-
able to SSRN users worldwide.

Similarly, anyone can download a paper 
from PSN at any time without charge. All users 
may scan the various subject matter journals or 
search the SSRN database and, once a paper of 
interest is identified, download that paper. All 
users have full access 24/7 to the archive of 
papers at SSRN.

Authors may also post copies of previously 

An Invitation from Prof. David Lake: the Political Science Network

published papers at PSN, contingent on their 
electronic publication rights with the relevant 
print journal (see below). Posting previously 
published articles makes them available to the 
SSRN community. Searches of the SSRN data-
base will bring your article to the attention of 
other scholars. When you post your first paper 
to PSN, you automatically create an “author’s 
page” which then collects all of your posted 
papers and articles. Users can also search the 
SSRN database by author and, once at your 
author’s page, find all of your work. This is a 
convenient way of collecting your working pa-
pers and published articles in one central location 
and may obviate the need for separate pages on 
your own personal website.

Finally, PSN provides eJournals for fee-
paying subscribers that bring new work in their 
areas of research to their attention. Each eJournal 
is edited by a leading scholar in that subject area. 
The editor reviews recent postings of working 
papers, selects papers for their fit with the subject 
area, and compiles the papers into “issues” of 
five abstracts with links to the full papers at PSN. 
No more than once a week, subscribers receive 
an email containing the abstracts and links. 
You may subscribe as an individual for a fee 
for each eJournal. More typically, an academic 
department, research center, or university buys a 
subscription to one or more SSRN networks; all 
users in that unit may then subscribe to as many 
eJournals as they desire within the networks. 
The fee charged varies by the size of the unit 
and is negotiated directly with SSRN. If your 
institution does not have a subscription to PSN, 
we urge you to ask your department chair, center 
director, university librarian or other appropriate 
administrator to take out a subscription.

*Copyright Issues*
Authors retain full copyright to their papers 

posted on PSN. Posting a paper to PSN does not 
constitute prior publication and should not infer 
with submission and publication in a traditional 
peer-reviewed journal. Papers listed in abstract-
ing journals are not peer-reviewed or edited and 
also do not count as prior publications. In our 
view, posting a paper to PSN is no different than 
posting a paper on your personal website – ex-
cept that it will come to the attention of a broader 
community of scholars more quickly.

If a paper posted to PSN is subsequently 
accepted for publication in a peer-reviewed 
journal, you may request that it be removed 
entirely from SSRN, that the paper be removed 
but the title and abstract remain on PSN, or 

leave the working paper on PSN and add a cita-
tion to the published version. The last option is 
convenient for authors who have been required 
by print journals to shorten their papers, move 
tables or material to appendices, and so on. In 
such cases, the published version of the article 
can easily refer to the PSN version for the 
additional material. All SSRN urls are stable 
(permanent) and are expected to remain so into 
the indefinite future.

Previously published articles that you 
choose to post at PSN are covered under your 
copyright agreement with the print journal. In 
our experience, copyright agreements for articles 
published before 1995 (and in most cases, before 
2000) do not specify electronic re-publication of 
articles, and in such cases the rights default to the 
author. You should be free to post these articles 
to PSN. After 1995 (and almost certainly after 
2000), you will need to consult your copyright 
agreement for re-publication rights. SSRN 
staff available at  <mailto:AuthorSupport@
SSRN.com>  or 877-SSRNHelp can help you 
sort through these copyright issues. Given the 
convenience of a central repository for all of 
your research, we suggest erring on the side 
posting material unless specifically prohibited. 
If a journal warns you about a possible copy-
right infringement, the article can be removed 
immediately.

*Conclusion*
I urge you to visit the SSRN website at 

(http://www.ssrn/com/) and review the materials 
already posted at PSN under the subject matter 
journals (directly at http://www.ssrn.com/psn/
index.html) and especially the IPE journal. This 
archive is growing daily. I also urge you to post 
your working papers and published articles. 
I know that you will find PSN a tremendous 
vehicle for disseminating your own research but 
also for keeping abreast of the latest research 
in your area.

Sincerely,

David A. Lake
Editor, IPE eJournal
Co-Editor of PSN
Professor of Political Science
University of California, San Diego
office: 858.534.0347
webpage: http://dss.ucsd.edu/~dlake/ 
<http://dss.ucsd.edu/%7Edlake/> 
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Duke University will host the seventh annual Summer Institute on EITM: Empirical Implications of Theoretical Models 
this summer, June 16 - July 11, 2008.  Funded by the National Science Foundation (NSF), this program seeks to leverage 
the complementarity between formal models and empirical methods.   EITM is training a new generation of scholars to 
integrate theoretical models more closely, effectively, and productively with empirical evaluation of those models.   The 
Summer Institutes are highly interactive training programs for advanced graduate students and junior faculty.  They are 
led by teams of scholars from across the discipline who are working at the forefront of such empirical-theoretical integra-
tion. Application deadline February 29, 2008.   

The Washington University Summer Institute on the Empirical Implications of Theoretical Models is an NSF-sponsored 
program to train junior faculty and graduate students on the problems of testing formal models of politics. This sum-
mer’s institute meets June 9-26, 2008.  You will find seminar listings, application information, and housing information 
on the website. 

General Announcements
Empirical Implications of Theoretical Models (EITM)

EITM 2008 at Duke
June 16-July 11, 2008

www.poli.duke.edu/eitm

EITM 2008 at 
Washington University, St. Louis

June 9-26, 2008

http://wc.wustl.edu/eitm.html


