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I. Introduction 

For decades, and in particular since the attacks of September 11, 2001, political 

scientists and policymakers have sought to understand the causes of terrorism.  The policy 

rationale is clear: if we can identify the correlates of terror, we can eliminate the underlying 

factors that lead to terrorist behavior instead of relying on myopic intelligence and policing 

efforts. 

An extensive body of past research has done little to identify these underlying 

factors, which are generally referred to as “root causes.”1  Proposed causes generally derive 

from the literature on crime and political violence, which bear some (though perhaps not 

much) resemblance to terrorism.  The most commonly proposed correlates of terror are 

poverty, a lack of education, and inequality.  Other suggested factors are modernization 

and urbanization, fractionalization by ethnicity, language, and religion, and political 

repression. 

These proposed factors have been cited as gospel by some policymakers.  The most 

prominent example is President George W. Bush’s March 2002 justification for his 

Administration’s foreign aid package: “We fight poverty because hope is an answer to 

terror” (Blustein 2002).  But carefully compiled empirical data have cast serious doubt on 

the hypothesis that poverty leads to terrorism, and policymakers seem to have taken notice.  

On the anniversary of the attacks of September 11, President Bush offered a more nuanced 

position: “Poverty does not transform poor people into terrorist and murderers.  Yet 

poverty, corruption, and repression are a toxic combination in many societies, leading to 

weak governments that are unable to enforce order or patrol their borders and are 

vulnerable to terrorist networks and drug cartels.” (Bush 2002) 

                                                   
1 I generally avoid this terminology.  It is fairly widely agreed that there are no true “root causes” of 
terrorism—that is, there are no discrete structural or psychological factors that underlie all terrorist 
behavior.  Instead, I refer to correlates of terrorist behavior, contributing factors, and the like. 
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More recently, the absence of religious freedom has been promoted as a causal factor 

in the rise of terrorism.  This has quite clearly influenced President Bush’s international 

religious policy, which he termed a  “forward strategy of freedom” designed to undermine 

the radical ideology that gives rise to Islamic terrorism.  This emphasis has continued for 

years, with a State Department official confirming in 2005, “the United States steadfastly 

believes that respecting religious freedom is a vital antidote to terrorism” (America.gov 

2005). 

This prompts an important question: is religious repression to blame for violent 

fundamentalism?  Some anecdotal evidence suggests so, as most of the terrorists who have 

attacked American interests in recent years have come from countries where religious 

liberty is limited.  This is certainly not sufficient evidence to justify the recent bluster from 

politicians, but in the absence of rigorous empirical analysis, anecdotes have carried the 

day.  This paper attempts to determine whether terrorism in general and religious terrorism 

in particular truly are associated with the absence of religious freedom and pluralism.  

 

II. Theories on Causes and Correlates of Terrorism 

 A prominent thread in the political science literature and in public debate, 

particularly since the attacks of September 11, 2001, has considered the causes of terrorism.  

The earliest studies presented a theoretical framework for identifying the factors that 

contribute to terrorism.  Much of this was influenced by previous studies about the causes 

of crime and non-terrorism political violence, which are considered similar to terrorism.  

The results of recent empirical studies on the causes of terrorism have been mixed, but they 

do indicate important areas and methodologies for future study.  

 Another important area explores the role of international religious freedom in the 

rise of modern Islamic fundamentalism, which has been around for decades but has only 
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come to the forefront of political thought since 2001.  Various policymakers have suggested 

that spreading religious liberty is an essential antidote to terrorism.  However, there has 

been no empirical analysis to support or refute this suggestion. 

Early studies on the causes of crime and political violence 

 Terrorism research draws heavily from the literature on crime and political violence.  

In the former case, the economics of crime has been fairly extensively studied.  According to 

most theories, a rational criminal should allocate his or her time in a manner that 

maximizes utility.  That means that he or she should engage in criminal activity if the 

expected utility of crime (after considering the risk of punishment and any moral qualms) is 

greater than the utility of the next most productive activity (Becker 1968).  This implies that 

those responsible for property crime will earn lower wages and be less educated than non-

criminals, since the utility of crime relative to legitimate pursuits will be greater for such 

people.  A large body of empirical research confirms this (Ehrlich 1973).  But violent crime, 

which does not provide the economic incentives of property crime, does not follow this 

logic, and it appears that terrorism does not either.  Empirical attempts to apply an 

economic model to terrorist behavior have fallen flat (Sandler et al. 1983), and more recent 

research has focused on underlying conditions that predispose individuals to terrorism 

rather than on the individual logic of their actions. 

 Research on terrorism also borrows from studies on political violence.  In this field, 

Ted Robert Gurr’s work is the seminal study on violence and “relative deprivation,” or the 

propensity for political violence to occur when people perceive a difference between what 

they have and what they believe they should have (Gurr 1970).  Muller and Seligson’s 

study, along with others, suggests that income inequality in developing countries—likely a 

hallmark of high relative deprivation in a society—is a predictor of political violence, even 

when controlling for regime type and economic development (Muller and Seligson 1990).  

Charles Tilly’s work adds to this the idea that political violence rests not just on intent but 
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on opportunity: that is, political violence requires both a desire to commit violence and an 

ability to carry it out (Tilly 1978).  The implications for regime type and political rights are 

interesting; restrictions on political freedom may encourage unrest, but authoritarianism 

also enhances a regime’s ability to quash threats of violence. 

Theoretical framework and empirical studies on the “root causes” of terrorism 

 It was against this backdrop that political scientists began the search for the 

conditions that contribute to terrorism within a country.  Although terrorism is akin to 

crime and other political violence, it is not truly either.  Definitions of terrorism differ, but 

most substantially agree with the State Department’s: 

The term “terrorism” means premeditated, politically 

motivated violence perpetrated against noncombatant targets 

by subnational groups or clandestine agents, usually intended 

to influence and audience.  The term “international terrorism” 

means terrorism involving citizens or the territory of more than 

one country. 

Terrorism has occurred in nearly every country at the hands of thousands of groups and 

individuals.  Unlike property crime in particular, terrorism is diverse in its motives and 

tactics, which has led to great difficulty in identifying causal factors that explain it. 

In the early years of terrorism studies, there was substantial disagreement about 

whether it would be possible to identify any discrete factors that predict terrorism 

generally.  Walter Laqueur, a leading author of terrorism studies, has argued that any 

attempt to explain broadly the motivation of terrorists would be “exceedingly vague or 

altogether wrong.”  He argued, as a historian would, for more thorough analysis of 

individual cases rather than a unified theory of most or all terrorism. (Laqueur 1977) 

 Martha Crenshaw disagreed and was among the first authors to discuss what she 

called the “root causes” of terrorism.  She believed that analyses that limited themselves to 
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a particular region, time period, or kind of terrorism were too restrictive, and that we might 

be able to identify a generalized theory of terrorist involvement (1981).  In her seminal 

paper, Crenshaw divided her proposed causes of terrorism into two categories: preconditions 

or permissive causes, which “set the stage for terrorism in the long run,” and precipitants, or 

“specific events that immediately precede the occurrence of terrorism” (1981).  Crenshaw 

suggests several permissive causes: 

(i) modernization, which includes “an interrelated set of factors,” including 

urbanization; 

(ii) social facilitation, a broad category that refers to a culture’s tendency to 

sanction the use of political violence in general or terrorism in particular; 

and  

(iii) the inability or unwillingness of the government to prevent terrorism. 

Crenshaw also proposes a few of direct causes, or precipitants, including a lack of 

opportunity for political participation, an immediate and concrete grievance, and mass 

passivity and dissatisfaction. 

More than a decade later, Jeffrey Ian Ross revisited the subject of the correlates of 

terrorism, identifying three distinct types of causal theories (Ross 1993).  The first are 

structural theories, which consider “the environment and the political, cultural, social, and 

economic structures of societies.”  The second are psychological theories, which explore the 

mental framework and dynamics of how terrorists and terrorist groups are created and 

operate.  The third are rational choice theories, like those traditionally applied to crime; 

these seek to explain terrorism as the considered and logical product of an individual’s 

economic incentives. (Ross 1993) 

Structural theories—within which fall the factors proposed by Crenshaw—are the 

most appropriate to study.  Psychological theories are interesting and may indeed have 

merit, but they are very difficult to study empirically.  Rational choice theories allow for the 
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creation of elegant models that can be tested against observed data, but, as discussed 

previously, they cannot predict terrorism nearly as well as they predict crime.  Structural 

theories are appealing because they can be tested empirically and they allow us to consider 

a great number of potential causes of terrorism.  They also do not rely on a set of economic 

incentives, which cannot easily be discerned in the case of terrorism.  Most recent studies 

have centered on proposed structural theories. 

 Poverty is the most frequently explored potential precondition to terrorism, and a 

number of studies have found no evidence that economic factors influence the incidence of 

terrorism within a country.  Alan Krueger and David Laitin have found that poverty does 

not predict the number of terrorist attacks that will emerge from a given country, although 

their results indicate that rich countries are more likely to be targets of terrorist attacks 

(Krueger and Laitin 2003).  James Piazza employs a similar methodology to arrive at the 

same conclusion (Piazza 2006).  Alberto Abadie’s 2006 study adjusts for what he says as a 

potential failing of these two studies—the fact that they only include international attacks—

by using a terrorism “risk rating” assigned by an international risk agency.  Despite the 

difference in methodology, Abadie’s results point toward the same conclusion: that the risk 

of terrorism in a country is independent of GDP per capita or the United Nations’ measure 

of human development (Abadie 2006). 

 In fact, there is evidence that, at least in some areas, terrorists come from middle-

class families and are disproportionately well educated.  After analyzing interviews with 

and information about several hundred suicide bombers, Krueger and Maleckova suggest 

that participation in Hezbollah’s terrorist activities is actually correlated with relatively 

high socioeconomic status (Krueger and Maleckova 2003).  Russell and Miller had a similar 

finding in their review of the demographics of 350 terrorists throughout Latin America, 

Europe, Asia, and the Middle East; “the vast majority of those individuals involved in 

terrorist activities as cadres or leaders is quite well educated,” they report, and more than 
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two-thirds of terrorists “came from the middle or upper classes in their respective nations 

or areas” (Russell and Miller 1977). 

 Various political factors have also been posited as structural causes of terrorism.  

Many studies hypothesize that restrictions on political freedoms may be associated with an 

increase in terrorism, since a lack of political rights can both lead to grievances among 

would-be terrorists and deny them a non-violent means of expressing their displeasure.  

Terrorism is generally viewed as a method of last resort for the politically impotent, and so 

a relationship between political oppression and terrorism would not be surprising.  Abadie 

(2006) has found a statistically significant relationship between political freedoms (as 

measured by Freedom House’s Political Freedom Index) and terrorism; terrorism occurs 

most frequently in states with relatively little political freedom.  However, Abadie argues 

that this relationship is not linear, and that in the most authoritarian states, terrorism is 

relatively uncommon.  Even though these states may have the political, economic, and 

social conditions that predispose people to terrorist behavior, they also have the police and 

intelligence infrastructure necessary to thwart attacks.  Piazza’s results are similar, 

suggesting that a lack of political liberties is associated with more terrorism (Piazza 2006).  

He also observes a higher average number of political parties, a measure of political 

instability, within countries where terrorism is common.  

 A related question asks whether failed states are more likely to give rise to terrorism.  

After 9/11, which was orchestrated within the largely ungoverned state of Afghanistan, the 

link between state collapse and terrorism drew heightened attention.  Failed states, 

according to some theories, allow terrorists to recruit freely and run their operations with 

impunity, while providing some degree of freedom from external intervention because of 

the norm of nonintervention even in collapsed states.  But the evidence, drawn largely from 

the story of al Qaeda, does not support this model.  Osama bin Laden sought refuge for a 

time in the government-controlled parts of the Sudan, not in the lawless south, and he 
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established his organization’s base in Afghanistan in 1996 when the Taliban was thoroughly 

in control of the government (Hippel 2002).  Somalia, perhaps because of its weak 

government, has also been speculated as an al Qaeda base, but the fracturing of the 

government there would make al Qaeda “stick out like a sore thumb in any Somali village” 

(Hippel 2002). 

 A number of recent studies have focused on suicide terrorism and its relation to 

democracies.  Robert Pape wrote in a widely circulated article that nearly all major suicide 

bombing campaigns in recent decades have targeted established democracies (Pape 2003).  

Pape argues that suicide bombing is a tool used by nationalists against their perceived 

oppressors, which have tended to be democracies.  Quan Li has found, conversely, that 

countries with democratic traditions are actually less likely to fall victim to suicide attacks 

(Li 2005), while Wade and Reiter find no support for the hypothesis that democracies are 

more likely to experience suicide attacks (Wade and Reiter 2007). 

Finally, Alberto Abadie has suggested that a number of geographic variables may be 

associated with a country’s level of terrorism (2006).  Abadie found that terrorism is 

significantly and positively associated with country area, elevation, and tropical land.  

These factors are considered permissive causes of terrorism that make counter-terrorist 

efforts more difficult.  Greater area means more land (and, generally, people) to police, 

which makes it easier for terrorist groups to operate.  Greater elevation is a proxy for 

mountainous area, which—as American troops have found in Afghanistan—makes 

counter-terrorism more difficult.  Lastly, jungle area can hamper police efforts and create 

lawless zones, as it has for decades in Central America. 

Theoretical predictions about the effect of religious liberty on terrorism 

 Surprisingly, despite anecdotal suggestions and the insistence of some policymakers, 

there has been little or no discussion in the political science research about whether the 

level of religious freedom in a country might have an effect on the incidence of terrorism 
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generally, and of religious terrorism specifically.  This is particularly bizarre given the 

nature of the threat against the United States; many or most terrorists who are known or 

alleged to have plotted against the U.S. have had some apparently religious motive.  

Nonetheless, without any empirical evidence, the U.S. State Department and others have 

decided that religious freedom is a permissive cause of terrorism, and the Department’s 

Office of International Religious Freedom is charged, among other duties, with spreading 

religious freedom in an effort to quell terrorism (Farr 2008).  This seems reminiscent of 

President Bush’s many declarations that America’s foreign aid programs would serve the 

essential purpose of reducing terrorist activity—that is, it intuitively seems correct, but 

there are no data to support the policy. 

 Before we can determine with conviction whether religious freedom and terrorism 

are linked, we must define religious freedom.  This generally refers to protection of or 

prohibition against individual rights to religious practice.  But international religious policy 

is broader than that, and it is worthwhile to take a more expansive view.  This study 

employs the classifications made by Brian J. Grim and Roger Finke (2006), who define 

religious policy according to three measures: government regulation, or the tendency of the 

government to guarantee or deny religious rights; government favoritism, which describes 

how much and how unequally the government gives to religion, and to which religions 

specifically that money goes; and social regulation, which describes society’s attitudes 

toward other religions and their practice.  Another important measure, which Grim and 

Finke do not discuss but which figures prominently into the work of Barro and McCleary 

(2003), is religious pluralism, which measures how concentrated adherence is among the 

major religions in a country.   

 It has generally been suggested that the repression of religious freedom and the 

absence of religious pluralism are positively correlated with the incidence of religious 

terrorism.  States that repress the rights of minority religions can inflame the adherents of 
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those religions, which can lead to terrorism—a common “last resort” tactic for the 

politically weak.  It may also, perversely, lead to terrorist behavior among adherents to the 

majority religion, who may seek (particularly in Muslim-majority countries) a religiously 

“pure” state or a theocratic rule.  In countries with strong traditions of religious freedom, 

the tendency to desire religious rule by the majority will not be so great.  Where religious 

freedom is absent, however, the norm is to impose the religion of the majority on others—or 

at least to restrict the practice of minority religions—and fundamentalism will abound. 

One might expect to observe similar effects for government favoritism and social 

attitudes.  In the former case, adherents to minority religions will be angered that they are 

denied preferential treatment, and the majority may find that the elevation of their religion 

at the expense of others licenses radicalism.  Social regulation measures negative attitudes 

toward other religions, and so it might be almost tautologically true that countries with 

more negative attitudes based on religion will have more religious terrorism.  Finally, 

pluralism is likely to decrease or discourage violence, whereas its absence may serve to 

encourage (or at least permit) violent or terrorist behavior.  From these ideas come the four 

testable hypotheses that are examined in this paper: 

Hypothesis 1: States with greater government regulation of religion will have a higher 
level of religiously motivated terrorism. 

Hypothesis 2: States with greater and more unequal government funding will have a 
higher level of religiously motivated terrorism. 

Hypothesis 3: States with more critical social attitudes toward non-majority religions, 
particularly when this leads to harassment, imprisonment, or violence, will 
have a higher level of religiously motivated terrorism. 

Hypothesis 4: States with less pluralism (where more people practice fewer religions) will 
have a higher level of religiously motivated terrorism. 

 

III. Data selection and methodological approach 

 Most recent studies on the causes of terrorism have been primarily statistical, and 

the sheer quantity of data about terrorist attacks requires that cross-national studies be 
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quantitative rather than qualitative.  This sort of analysis must first address several 

important issues: which database of terrorism instances to use, which dependent and 

independent variables to include, and which regression models are best suited to analyzing 

the data at hand. 

Comparison of popular terrorism databases 

There are several publicly available terrorism databases that record data about 

domestic and international terrorist events.  These databases each use terrorist incidents, 

rather than countries or regions, as their primary units.  For each included incident, the 

databases include several important variables, including the number of injuries and 

fatalities, the country where the attack took place, the group claiming responsibility, and 

the type of attack (suicide bombing, hijacking, etc.). 

In theory, our choice of database should not affect our results, since these databases 

attempt to measure the same phenomenon.  Past studies with similar methodologies but 

different data sets have generally yielded the same result (see, for example, Piazza 2006 and 

Abadie 2006), which lends some credence to the idea that results are not sensitive to the 

choice of data set.  Even if there were concerns about the inherent quality of the databases, 

it would be all but impossible to determine which database measures terrorism best.  The 

choice of database, then, should be driven by availability, scope, and a desire to replicate 

past studies. 

 LaFree and Dugan (2007) and the U.S. Department of Justice offer helpful reviews of 

popular terrorism data sets; information from these sources is summarized in Table 1.  

Although there are several other databases, most of these either are not freely available or 

are much too limited in scope—covering too few years, only including prosecuted cases of 

terrorism, etc.—to be usable in any broad analysis of terrorist activity. The Global Terrorism 

Database (GTD) is the most expansive database, including 80,000 incidents and covering 

the period from 1970-2004.  The ITERATE database only includes international terrorist 
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events and includes fewer incidents in total, but it is by far the most commonly used 

database for academic terrorism research. 

 Domestic or 
International 

Period # Incidents 

PGIS/GTD Both 1970-2004 80,000 
ITERATE International 1968-2007 14,000 

US State Dept. International 1997-2001 10,000 
RAND Worldwide 

Terrorism Incidents 
Both (after 1998) 1998-2007 28,000 

American Terrorism 
Study 

Both 1980-2002 7,000 

TWEED Domestic (Europe) 1950-1999 10,000 

Table 1.  Selected summary statistics about the most commonly used terrorist 
databases (compiled from LaFree and Dugan 2007). 

 

 Although the GTD is attractive for its depth and breadth, the fact that ITERATE is 

the standard provides a number of important advantages and is the reason that ITERATE is 

used in this study.  Researchers are familiar with the information it includes and how that 

information is coded, and comparisons to past studies are easier when they use the same 

database.  Most importantly, the terrorist groups in ITERATE have been categorized by 

Daniel Masters (2008) on the basis of their motives (left-wing, ethno-nationalist, or right-

wing/religious, with more specific classifications within each).  This allows for analysis 

geared toward specific types of groups without requiring researchers to code several 

thousand groups themselves. 

It is important to be aware of precisely which sorts of incidents are included in the 

ITERATE database.  The ITERATE definition of international/transnational terrorism, 

which determines which events are included in or excluded from the database, is: 

[T]he use, or threat of use, of anxiety-inducing, extra-normal violence 

for political purposes by any individual or group, whether acting for 
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or in opposition to established governmental authority, when such 

action is intended to influence the attitudes and behavior of a target 

group wider than the immediate victims and when, through the 

nationality or foreign ties of its perpetrators, its location, the nature of 

its institutional or human victims, or the mechanics of its resolution, 

its ramifications transcend national boundaries. 

It is important to note that, while the ITERATE database claims only to include 

international and transnational events, this definition is broadly interpreted.  The vast 

majority of ITERATE’s events start and end in the same country, and are classified as 

international because their “ramifications transcend international boundaries” even though 

their purposes seems to be primarily domestic.  Thus we need not worry about excluding 

too many cases because of ITERATE’s explicit focus on international incidents. 

Limitations of ITERATE data 

 Any quantitative research about terrorism faces a number of unfortunate but 

practically unavoidable data limitations.  Perhaps the largest is that the desired information 

about terrorist attacks is often unknowable.  Attribution of attacks is frequently based on 

unreliable speculation or communications from terrorist groups—some previously known, 

others not—after the fact.  In many cases multiple groups, hoping to increase their cachet, 

will claim credit for the same attack.  Specific data about numbers killed or injured may not 

be reported with perfect accuracy, and with any open-source terrorism database, including 

ITERATE, the researcher must rely on foreign newspapers of often unknown credibility.  

Lastly, the true motives of any terrorist groups are generally impossible to discern; the mere 

existence of some alleged groups is in question, and even the most prominent are liable to 

obscure their motives as a political tactic or to secure support.  Thus, although the Masters 

classification is helpful and figures to be accurate in most cases, it is by no means definitive. 
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 Another limitation, which is particularly important for this study, is the inherent 

vagueness in determining the country whose policies prompted terrorism.  In some cases 

terrorism may be a direct response to the government’s actions in the country where an 

attack took place.  In other cases terrorists may have been influenced by their countries of 

origin, which are not adequately reported in ITERATE, even though their attacks occur 

elsewhere.  Still other groups commit attacks that seem largely unrelated to their location; 

the many Jewish defense groups in the United States are perhaps the best example of this. 

This limitation may be clearer if we consider it concretely.  Consider that a study that 

attempts to link socioeconomics to poverty will actually consider socioeconomics in the U.S. 

when examining the attacks of September 11, as the attacks themselves both began and 

ended on American soil.  The ideal study would consider socioeconomics in Yemen and 

Saudi Arabia, where the hijackers and masterminds spent their formative years.  Of course, 

this is a difficult problem to solve given the available data, and in most cases it should not 

be an issue because terrorists tend to commit acts within their countries of origin and 

against the country whose policies they protest.  But this is an important issue to be aware 

of nonetheless. 

Manipulation of ITERATE data and determining motive for attacks 

 Like every other commonly used terrorism database, ITERATE records data by 

terrorist incident, not by country.  In order to obtain country-level data from this list of 

incidents, the number of attacks and fatalities by country were tallied, and an incident was 

considered to have occurred within a country if it either began or ended there.  Most attacks 

begin and conclude in the same country, but when two countries are involved in an attack, 

the number of attacks and fatalities is incremented for both countries.  This is not ideal, but 

it is reasonable.  When an attack involves two countries, both may be victims, and it is 

impossible to tell from the ITERATE data where the death and destruction occurred. 



 17 

 Although almost every study of the causes of terrorism includes a cross-country 

analysis, there is an important problem with this approach: it ignores the year in which an 

attack occurred.  Using aggregated country-level data as the unit of analysis means using 

control variables that measure only one year and which do not accurately capture change 

over time.  To compensate for this, studies could use country-years rather than countries as 

the dependent variable.  The problem with this approach, however, is that it creates low 

variance and an extremely high proportion of country-years in which there were no attacks 

or casualties.  This makes proper analysis extremely difficult, which is why data here are 

organized by country—despite its limitations—rather than country-year. 

 This study is particularly concerned with the relative frequency of religious 

terrorism.  This was calculated by assigning motive according to the primary group’s 

classification under the Master’s system (2008) and then tallying incidents and deaths for 

which fundamentalist groups are responsible.  In some cases, the perpetrator is unknown or 

there is insufficient data available to assign a classification.  Nonetheless, there were 350 

terrorist groups classified as “fundamentalist” by Masters; in this study, those groups are 

considered to have a religious motive.  Masters classified as fundamentalist any group 

which: 

is defined largely by an anti-globalization perspective.  The 

fundamentalist group sees globalization as a reflection of secularism 

over the vaunted values of traditional society.  The overall desire is to 

bring about a new rule (domestically, regionally, globally) that is 

consistent with the traditional religious values.  Religiously based law 

should govern society over secular laws. (Masters 2008) 

This classification accords with most definitions of religious extremism.  Of some concern, 

however, is the underlying assumption that it is possible to know what a terrorist 

organization’s beliefs and goals are.  In many cases these are never published or 
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announced.  Even when they are, it is impossible to disentangle a group’s true motives from 

its public posturing, as religion can provide a powerful pretext to win followers.  However, 

the Masters classification is applied reliably and includes the terrorist groups that typify 

religious terrorism today, such as Islamic Jihad, al Qaeda, and their ilk. 

Dependent variables 

 Past studies have generally tallied the total number of attacks or fatalities in a 

country as a measure of the incidence or extent of terrorism.  The number of attacks 

provides more data than the number of fatalities, since the majority of attacks do not result 

in any deaths.  This figure is also less sensitive to outliers, whereas major attacks that result 

in hundreds of deaths can substantially skew the total number of fatalities in a country.  

However, fatalities arguably provide a better measure of the seriousness of a threat, since 

civilian deaths arguably lie at the heart of terrorism’s purpose.  The number of deaths also 

ignores small-scale attacks that are not intended to cause casualties, even though they may 

be serious and effective.  It is not clear which of these measures is more valid, so this study 

considers both to ensure robustness. 

 However, the relative incidence of religious terrorism (as compared with all 

terrorism) is particularly important.  It allows us to consider religiously motivated attacks 

in particular; these are more likely than the entire universe of attacks to be influenced by 

the level of religious freedom or repression in a given country.  These relative values 

provide another important advantage over the absolute variables previously mentioned: 

they inherently control for a variety of factors, such as the effectiveness of a country’s anti-

terror policy and the immeasurable psychological and sociological differences across 

countries that may contribute to terrorist activity.  Those variables would be expected to 

affect religious and secular terrorism similarly, and so would not be reflected in 

proportions. 
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 Two variables, one measuring the proportion of attacks and another measuring the 

proportion of fatalities for which religious groups are responsible, measure the relative 

frequency of religious terrorism: 

proportion of religious attacks = (# religious attacks/# all attacks) 

proportion of religious fatalities = (# of deaths in religious deaths/# all deaths) 

Variables were coded as missing when a country had never experienced an attack or a 

fatality, and proportions range from 0 to .41 among countries that have experienced more 

than ten attacks total. 

Explanatory variables 

 There is no standard method to determine religious freedom and norms.  Religious 

freedom is considered to consist in a government’s protection or denial of religious 

expression.  Certain religious norms are also relevant, including social attitudes and 

expectations toward or based on religion and the relative popularity of a country’s 

religions.  The difficulty is in defining these quantitatively in a way that can be studied 

statistically.  This study measures religious freedom and norms through indices of four 

important variables—religious pluralism, government regulation of religion, government 

favoritism of religion, and social regulation of religion—which should adequately capture 

differences in religious policy and practice across countries. 

Religious pluralism index  

 Religious pluralism refers to the number and popularity of religions within a 

country, and it has been analyzed in the literature in terms of an economic market for 

religion.  The Herfindahl-Hirschman Index is a common measure of market concentration 

in economics and has also been used to measure fractionalization within countries (Barro 

and McCleary 2003).    The index allows us to measure the heterogeneity of religious 

affiliation in a given country.  It is calculated through the summation of the squared 
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proportion who practice the five most popular religions within a country; this is subtracted 

from 1: 

pluralism = 1 - ∑ (% share of nth largest religion)2 

Countries with greater religious pluralism have a smaller proportion of the population that 

belongs to the largest religions.  In theory, a score of 1 indicates a perfectly pluralistic 

society—each person belongs to his or her own religion—and a score of 0 indicates a 

perfectly homogeneous society, in which everyone adheres to the same religion. 

 An unfortunate but unavoidable drawback of this metric is that it only considers 

broad religions—Muslim, Christian, Jewish, etc.—rather than specific denominations or 

branches within each, as reliable data that delineate along these lines are not available.  

Thus two countries might have the same pluralism index, when in reality they differ 

substantially in the diversity of discrete religious subgroups.  This is of particular concern 

in Muslim-majority countries, many of which have very low pluralism scores but actually 

have significant internal strife because of differences within Islam. 

Indices of government regulation, government favoritism, and social regulation 

 This study measures government regulation, government favoritism, and social 

regulation using indices based on those developed by Grim and Finke (2006).  However, it 

modifies these slightly to include more variables.  This is important because of the lack of 

variance among Muslim-majority countries, whose scores all range from 4 to 10, on a 10-

point scale, with a mean close to 8.  Including more variables makes it easier to determine 

distinctions within the set of Muslim countries, and without this it might be impossible to 

disentangle the government regulation score from the presence of a Muslim majority, 

which itself predicts a higher regulation score. 

 Grim and Finke’s data are used because they offer the most complete picture of 

international religious policy and norms, whereas other sources are often substantially 

limited.  Among those other widely used sources of data on international religious law and 
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behavior is Barrett et al.’s World Christian Encyclopedia (Barrett et al. 2001).  The 

Encyclopedia’s data were initially gathered for use by religious leaders and Christian 

missionaries but are well regarded in scholarly circles.  Data focus on government subsidies 

and support for religions, political restrictions and state interference, and discrimination 

against minority religions.  However, these data suffer from some notable flaws, such as the 

vagueness of some questions and the inclusion of answers that are not mutually exclusive.  

The authors of the Encyclopedia have acknowledged the need for improved measures, but 

independent attempts to improve the quality of the data have been impossible because the 

underlying data from which the Encyclopedia’s metrics derive are not available (Grim and 

Finke 2006). 

 A number of other data sets are more rigorous in their methodology, but they are 

limited in scope.  Freedom House’s measure of religious freedom, which is scaled from 1 

(not free) to 7 (free), only considers a sample of 74 countries (Marshall 2000).  The most 

complete information about international religious freedom comes from the State 

Department’s annual Report on International Religious Freedom (IRF), which has been 

compiled each year since 1999 in compliance with the 1998 International Religious Freedom 

Act.  The reports cover 192 countries, although the United States is not included because it 

falls outside the State Department’s jurisdiction. 

 Because of the limitations of other data sets, Grim and Finke developed their indices 

from the State Department’s IRF report, which is not formatted for quantitative analysis but 

contains by far the most raw data on the countries it surveys.  In order to use the data for 

statistical work, Grim and Finke coded 340 variables based on document analysis of the 

2001, 2003, and 2005 IRF reports.2  From these Grim and Finke developed their indices of 

government regulation, government favoritism, and social regulation of religion by 

                                                   
2 Grim and Finke’s data are available online through the Association of Religious Data Archives: < 
http://www.thearda.com/Archive/CrossNational.asp>. 
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selecting and aggregating variables that they believed measure these three phenomena 

(2006).  

The validity of each index was determined by confirmatory factor analysis to 

confirm that all of the variables it includes are highly correlated with each other.  

Exploratory factor analysis then ensured that the measures were distinct from one another. 

Thus we can say with confidence that within indices, the data used provide an accurate 

picture of the underlying factor the index measures, and between indices, there is sufficient 

difference to identify three discrete latent variables. 

 This study expands each of the indices using the same factor analysis methods 

employed by Grim and Finke (methods and data are found in Appendix 1).  The variables 

that are included in each index for this study are shown in Table 2, and the full coding 

criteria and summary statistics for these variables are included in Appendix 3. 

 It is important to note the strong methodological rationale for using indices rather 

than disaggregated data for this sort of analysis.  The use of indices does indeed result in 

some loss of data (that is, we are condensing dozens of data points into three) and might 

obscure any individual variables that have a particularly strong influence on the dependent 

variables.  The latter argument is an important consideration for future research.  But a first-

cut analysis should use indices, which capture a broader phenomenon and so are more 

likely to influence actual behavior.  It is clear that terrorism is more likely to be influenced 

by the aggregate measure of government regulation rather than by the single measure of 

regulation of missionaries, for instance.  Furthermore, including dozens of individual 

variables in a regression model is impractical and may lead to false positives, since one of 

nearly thirty individual variables is likely to appear significant (p < .05) even if it is not. 

 

 

 



 23 

Government regulation of religion 
1. Are foreign or other missionaries allowed to operate? 
2. Is proselytizing, public preaching, or conversion limited or restricted? 
3. Does the Government interfere with an inividuals right to worship? 
4. How is freedom of religion described in the Report? 
5. Does the government “generally respect” the right to religious freedom in practice? 
6. Does government policy contribute to free practice of religion? 
7. Do laws take into account a person’s religion? 
8. What is the legal/policy framework for the country? 
9. Must religious groups agree to regulations for public activities? 
10. Does the government regulate civilian clergy? 

Government favoritism of religion 
1. What is the balance of government funding to the religious sector? 
2. To what extent is there a favored or established religious brand? 
3. How does the government subsidize religion? 
4. Does the government fund some things related to religion? 
5. Does the government fund religious education, buildings, clergy, media, charity, or 

activities? 
6. Do government support (e.g., tax revenues) support religious organizations? 
7. To what extent does the government provide a small group of religions with 

financial support or privileges? 

Social regulation of religion 
1. Are social attitudes toward other religions benign, tense, negative, or hostile? 
2. What activities do social movements related to religious brands undertake? 
3. Do social movements with religious agendas threaten others? 
4. Are killings based on religion reported? 
5. What is the highest level of religious violence reported? 
6. To what extent is there religiously related violence in the country? 
7. To what extent are societal attitudes open to all religious brands? 
8. What is the situation regarding social movements in the country? 
9. How amicable or tense are relations between religious communities? 
10. To what extent is religion the motivating force of social movements? 

Table 2.  The questions from which the indices of government regulation, government 
favoritism, and social regulation derive.  Data are from the State Department’s 2001 

International Religious Freedom repot. 
 

Demographic, economic, and political control variables 

 Finally, any study of the causes of terrorism should account for the various factors 

proposed in past studies.  This helps prevent omitted variable bias, ensures that regression 

models account for all that is known about the causes of terrorism, and provides an 

important methodological check, as results that differ substantially from past research 
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would be of concern.  It is also possible that holding constant the religious variables used 

here will make some other, previously proposed variable a significant predictor of 

terrorism. 

 Control variables fall, roughly, within three categories.  The first are demographic 

and geographic variables.  This analysis controls for a country’s population, its land area, 

and its population density, all of which are reported by the World Bank.  It also considers 

the proportion of a country’s inhabitants who reside in urban areas, as urbanization has 

been suggested as a possible factor that contributes to terrorism.  Finally, regression include 

a dummy variable for whether or not a country has a Muslim majority; the inclusion of this 

dummy ensures that any effect of our religious explanatory variables is not merely a 

reflection of a country’s Muslim population. 

 The second category includes economic variables.  These include GDP per capita, 

which is the standard measure of average welfare.  This analysis also includes two other, 

possibly more relevant variables: human development, which includes GDP, education, 

and life expectancy, and a country’s GINI index, which is a measure of inequality.   

 The final category measures political data.  It includes a country’s political rights 

score as reported by Freedom House, with scores ranging from 1 (“not free”) to 7 (“free”).  

The political rights score is also very highly correlated with the Freedom House civil rights 

score, but the latter was excluded because of concerns about collinearity and reverse 

causation, as terrorism may lead governments to curb civil liberties.  Regression models 

also include the country’s 1950 regime type.  This variable is important for two reasons: 

first, it is a fairly reliable predictor of a country’s regime type today, and second, it captures 

a country’s legacy of freedom or repression, which is likely to persist even after the move to 

a more liberal government. 
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Negative binomial and probit regression models 

 Country-level data for terrorist frequency and severity present some challenges for 

statistical analysis.  When the number of attacks and number of deaths by country are used 

as dependent variables, ordinary least-squares (OLS) regression is not appropriate.  The 

data for attacks and deaths are tallies, they are significantly non-normal, and they have a 

high percentage of zero values (15% and 24% for attacks and deaths, respectively).  These 

characteristics suggest that we should use a Poisson or a negative binomial regression 

model, the generalized formula for which assumes a linear relationship between the log of 

the dependent variables and the independent variables.  For example: 

log(attacks or deaths) = ß0 + ß1X1 + ß2X2 + ß3X3 +ε 

In this model, ß0 is a constant value, ßi>0 represents the coefficients of the relevant 

explanatory variables, and Xi represents the values for a given variable and country. 

A negative binomial regression model is more appropriate than a Poisson model 

when the data show overdispersion, or when the variance is greater than the mean.  This is 

a concern with our terrorism data, which show a low mean (in part due to the high 

proportion of countries with zero attacks or deaths) but a high variance.  As a result, this 

study uses a negative binomial model.  Other studies, including those by Krueger and 

Maleckova (2003) and Abadie (2006), have used negative binomial models precisely 

because of the concerns discussed here. 

 The primary goal in this study is to analyze the proportion of religious terrorism 

within a country.  These is best done with a probit regression model, which is suited to 

analyzing dependent variables that are proportions of binary variables (either an attack is 

perpetrated by a religious group or it is not).  A probit model can be defined 

mathematically as follows 

probit index = ß0 + ß1X1 + ß2X2 + ß3X3 +ε 
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In a probit model, ß0 is the constant and ßi>0 represents a z-score.  Coefficients can be multiplied 

by the appropriate variable Xi, yielding a final probit z-score that can be interpreted as a 

proportion or probability on a normal distribution. 

For each regression model, it is necessary to determine a model of best fit rather than 

indiscriminately include variables, since extraneous variable bias can cause inaccurate 

results.  Best-fit models generally include the fewest variables with the greatest predictive 

power.  Generally, these models were creating by including variables that significantly 

affect the dependent variable and whose inclusion substantially improves the model’s 

predictive ability. 

 

IV. Empirical Findings 

 Before conducting any regression analyses, we can glean some important 

information by examining several statistics about the differences between Muslim-majority 

and Muslim-minority countries. 

 As the data in Figure 1 show, Muslim-majority and –minority countries have 

endured roughly the same number of total attacks in the last forty years.  However, 

Muslim-majority countries have a higher average number of casualties over that period, as 

well as a higher number of fatalities per attack.  There are stark differences, however, in the 

proportions of deaths and attacks for which religious groups are responsible.  Muslim-

majority countries have a substantially higher proportion of religious terrorism within their 

borders.  This likely explains the discrepancy in fatalities per country, as attacks by 

religious groups are more deadly, on average, than other attacks (Masters 2008). 

 It is also productive to examine how our indices of religious freedom differ between 

Muslim-majority countries and Muslim-minority countries.  Interestingly, government 

favoritism and social regulation scores do not differ depending on whether a country has a 
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Muslim majority.  But the government regulation index is extremely sensitive to this: on 

average, countries with Muslim majorities have government regulation scores three times 

higher than the mean elsewhere.  Because this effect is so stark, this analysis later examines 

the effect of the government regulation on religious terrorism just within Muslim-majority 

countries to make sure that any effect of government regulation is not solely an effect of 

having a Muslim majority. 

   

         

Figure 1.  Comparison of proportion of religious terrorism, total terrorism, and religious 
index scores between Muslim-majority countries (blue) and Muslim-minority countries 

(red). 
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Initial analysis of the effect of religious freedom 

 Although regression analyses are essential and allow us to control for many 

potential confounders, descriptive statistics can give us an important sense of potentially 

promising areas to probe.  Piazza (2006) quite helpfully tabulates several of his key 

indicators for the countries with the greatest level of terrorism; Table 3, similarly, shows the 

government regulation, government favoritism, and social regulation indices for the ten 

countries with the highest proportion of religious attacks (minimum 10 total attacks). 

 Although these data do not control for any demographic, economic, or political 

factors, they are suggestive.  The government favoritism and social regulation indices show 

no clear pattern; among these ten countries, the former ranges from 0 to 8.3 and the latter 

from 0 to 9.7.  The government regulation index, on the other hand, is substantially higher 

for this sample of ten countries than for the rest of the world.  Each country among the top 

ten in religious violence has a government regulation score of at least 6.1, which is more 

than one standard deviation above the mean.  This indicates that these countries 

substantially repress religious freedom. 

Country # Attacks Proportion 
Religious 

GRI GFI SRI 

Algeria 91 .407 6.9 2.7 9.7 
Bahrain 21 .381 6.9 5.9 2.8 
Kuwait 68 .338 7.8 6.3 1.7 

Saudi Arabia 10 .326 10.0 4.5 1.0 
Tunisia 25 .32 6.1 0 0 
Egypt 181 .260 7.8 5.8 3.4 

Lebanon 879 .246 4.7 1.5 5.0 
Afghanistan 55 .218 7.8 8.3 8.2 

Iran 140 .200 7.8 7.3 1.5 
Pakistan 188 .191 8.6 4.9 1.0 
Table 3.  Selected data about the ten countries with the highest proportion of religious 

terrorist attacks (minimum 10 attacks total).  GRI = government regulation index; GFI = 
government favoritism index; SRI = social regulation index. 
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 However, because of the relationship between a Muslim majority and a country’s 

government regulation score, we cannot extrapolate too far.  This correlation between 

religious terrorism and government regulation of religion, even if it stands when we 

consider the entire data set, may actually indicate the effect on religious terrorism of having 

a Muslim majority, not of having strict limits on religious freedoms. 

Regressions with the total number of attacks and fatalities within nations 

 Even though the measures of religious freedom used in this study are more likely to 

affect the level of religious terrorism than to influence all terrorism, there are two important 

justifications for testing these explanatory variables against the total number of attacks and 

fatalities in a country.  First, there is some chance that these variables might influence 

terrorism as a whole.  Although this is not expected, it is certainly possible, especially if 

these measures capture some latent factor such as a propensity toward hatred, violence, or 

exclusion.  Second, and perhaps more important, analyzing models with the number of 

attacks and fatalities as dependent variables provides some reassurance about 

methodology. 

 The regression results, which are shown in Tables 4 and 5, provide some indication 

that the four proposed explanatory variables may influence the overall level of terrorism in 

a country.  According to regressions (4) and (9) in those tables, greater government 

regulation and social regulation are associated with more overall terrorism, while more 

pluralism and more government favoritism are linked to lower levels of terrorism. 

However, these variables are only significant if we include all of the control 

variables, even those that are not themselves significant, which suggests possible bias due 

to the inclusion of extraneous variables.  Furthermore, none of the proposed explanatory 

variables is included in the best-fit models (5) and (10), which should be considered the 

most accurate regression specifications.  Thus these effects are likely illusory. 
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 In the models using the total number of attacks as the response variable, three 

control variables are significant in the best-fit model (5).  Greater inequality and greater 

wealth, as measured by a country’s GINI score and its GDP per capita, are both associated 

with higher terrorism.  This may be reflective of the relative deprivation theory of political 

violence, which holds that political violence occurs when people believe they should have 

more wealth than they do.  This is most likely to occur in countries with high average 

wealth but many people who live in poverty.  A country’s regime type in 1950 is also a 

significant predictor of overall terrorism using either the number of attacks or the number 

of fatalities as the dependent variable.  Generally, countries with more democratic 

traditions in 1950 have been victim to more terrorism in the years since.  This fits with the 

Pape (2003) theory.   

 No other control variables were significant in the best-fit models.  This is not 

surprising, in light of past results.  The only significant difference between this study and 

previous research as that these results do not find that the absence of political liberties is 

associated with more terrorism at a significant level.  However, this study controls for 1950 

regime type whereas others did not, and regime type itself may to some extent predict 

political liberties. 

Regression models with the relative proportion of religious terrorism 

 The much more interesting question, which is the primary impetus for this study, is 

whether the proportion of religious terrorism depends on any of the explanatory variables 

included here.  These results (Tables 6 and 7) suggest quite strongly that government 

regulation is a significant predictor of the level of religious terrorism within a country. 

 A country’s government regulation score predicts the proportion of attacks and 

fatalities for which religious group are responsible at the p < .001 and p < .01 levels when 

using the proportion of attacks and fatalities, respectively, in the best-fit models 

(regressions (15) and (20)).  Using the proportion of religious attacks as the dependent 
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variable, greater government favoritism is linked to less religious violence in the best-fit 

specification.  The coefficient for this variable is similar in the other models, but it is not 

significant in all of them.  The other explanatory variables of interest, social regulation and 

pluralism, do not appear to have a significant effect on the extent of religious terrorism. 

 Two other variables are important as well.  With either of the dependent variables, a 

higher human development index correlates with more religious terrorism (p < .01).   When 

using the proportion of religious fatalities as the dependent variable, population is also 

significant at the p < .01 level; greater population indicates more religious terrorism.  No 

other variables are significant in either model. 

 It is important to note that these results stand even when including a dummy 

variable indicating whether a country has a Muslim majority, as in regressions (14) and (15).  

The Muslim-majority dummy is not included in the best-fit model because it is not 

significant when government regulation is included.  However, because of the close 

correlation between government regulation and a Muslim majority, discussed previously, 

an additional check of robustness is appropriate.  Even when we limit the sample to 

Muslim-majority countries, government regulation is a significant predictor, although an 

important caveat is that the sample of Muslim majority countries is much smaller (~40) than 

the total number of countries. 

 In addition to the level of significance of the variables that predict religious 

terrorism, it is also instructive to examine how substantially they affect the dependent 

variable.  The government regulation score has a greater effect than the government 

favoritism score, though in the opposite direction.  However, because probit coefficients 

represent z-scores in a cumulative normal distribution and are not linear predictors, the 

effect of a variable depends on the baseline score and cannot be determined in isolation. 
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Quadratic relationship between government regulation and religious terrorism 

 The models discussed previously assume that the relationship between each of the 

explanatory variables and the dependent variable is monotonic (constantly increasing or 

decreasing).  However, in reality the relationship between government regulation and 

religious terrorism might be non-monotonic, so that religious terrorism increases with 

increasing regulation to a point, but then decreases beyond that point.  A goal of most 

fundamentalist organizations is to increase the influence of religion in government, which 

inherently means more government regulation to exclude minority religions.  Thus it is 

possible that religious terrorism is actually less prominent in countries with the highest 

level of government regulation, since in these countries would-be fundamentalist terrorists 

already have a government in line with what they desire. 

 This hypothesis can be tested statistically by including a squared term for 

government regulation in the best-fit regression specifications.  These results provide some 

evidence for the theoretical non-monotonic relationship explored above.  When a squared 

term for government regulation is included in the best-fit regression results using only the 

sample of Muslim countries, the model’s predictive power increases slightly.  With the 

proportion of religious attacks as the dependent variable, both the squared term and the 

linear term are significant at the p < .1 level.  These results are suggestive but by no means 

resounding.  Even if the hypothesized relationship does exist, it may be impossible to 

demonstrated statistically because there are very few countries with extremely high 

government regulation scores.  Only two, Myanmar and Saudi Arabia, have a score of 10, 

and a handful of others score above a 9.  Thus any effect may simply represent noise in the 

data.
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 (1) 
Number of 

attacks 

(2) 
Number of 

attacks 

(3) 
Number of 

attacks 

(4) 
Number of 

attacks 

(5) 
Number of 

attacks 
Explanatory variables      
 Government regulation 0.0371 

(0.72) 
0.0307 
(0.67) 

0.0912 
(1.10) 

0.143* 
(1.98) 

 

 Government favoritism -0.0792 
(-1.48) 

-0.0595 
(-1.49) 

-0.0754 
(-1.78) 

-0.0866* 
(-2.24) 

 

 Social regulation 0.0558 
(1.07) 

0.0502 
(1.03) 

0.0173 
(0.36) 

0.0844* 
(2.12) 

 

 Pluralism index -0.470 
(-0.72) 

0.259 
(0.44) 

-0.768 
(-1.22) 

-0.770 
(-1.66) 

 

Control variables      
Demographic      
 Population  1.29e-8 

(1.05) 
8.42e-9 
(0.65) 

2.54e-9 
(0.70) 

 

 Area  -4.23e-8 
(-0.40) 

-5.08e-8 
(-0.57) 

5.16e-8 
(0.98) 

 

 Population density  8.87e-5 
(1.14) 

-3.35e-4 
-(3.82) 

0.0732 
(0.24) 

 

 Urban population (%)  0.0282*** 
(5.57) 

0.0133 
(1.36) 

0.00872 
(0.98) 

 

 Muslim majority 
(dummy) 

 0.977** 
(3.22) 

0.307 
(0.82) 

0.0732 
(0.24) 

 

Economic      
 Human development 

index 
  0.00206 

(0.09) 
-0.0221 
(-1.01) 

 

 GINI index   0.0571** 
(2.76) 

0.0456** 
(2.61) 

0.0379** 
(2.79) 

 GDP per capita   6.28e-5* 
(2.12) 

5.86e-5* 
(2.07) 

5.26e-5*** 
(3.61) 

Political      
 Political rights    -0.0820 

(-0.62) 
 

 Political typology (1950)    -0.251*** 
(-5.90) 

-0.261*** 
(-7.39) 

Constant 4.455*** 
(9.14) 

1.828*** 
(3.65) 

0.585 
(0.39) 

4.069*** 
(2.14) 

0.398*** 
(5.44) 

Number of observations 158 146 91 90 111 

Regression coefficients shown with t-statistics in parentheses 
* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 

Table 4. Negative binomial regression specifications with the total number of attacks as the 
dependent variable. 
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 (6) 
Number of 

fatalities 

(7) 
Number of 

fatalities 

(8) 
Number of 

fatalities 

(9) 
Number of 

fatalities 

(10) 
Number of 

fatalities 
Explanatory variables      
 Government regulation 0.0723 

(1.25) 
0.0974 
(1.84) 

0.143 
(1.33) 

0.212 
(1.83) 

 

 Government favoritism -0.0837 
(-1.39) 

-0.152** 
(-2.61) 

-0.108 
(-1.73) 

-0.125* 
(-2.16) 

 

 Social regulation 0.0758 
(1.30) 

0.102 
(1.79) 

0.0832 
(1.19) 

0.105* 
(2.02) 

 

 Pluralism index -0.502 
(-0.67) 

-0.589 
(-0.79) 

-2.365* 
(-2.44) 

-2.526** 
(-2.82) 

 

Control variables      
Demographic      
 Population  1.53e-8 

(1.11) 
1.21e-8 
(0.79) 

2.54e-9 
(0.48) 

 

 Area  3.93e-8 
(0.32) 

2.98e-8 
(0.26) 

1.63e-8* 
(2.30) 

 

 Population density  1.8e-4* 
(2.25) 

-4.23e-4 
(-3.67) 

-7.8e-4 
(-0.30) 

 

 Urban population (%)  -0.00224 
(-0.34) 

-0.0277* 
(-2.11) 

-0.0248 
(-1.77) 

 

 Muslim majority 
(dummy) 

 1.071** 
(2.58) 

-0.351 
(-0.77) 

-0.490 
(-1.00) 

 

Economic      
 Human development 

index 
  -0.0063 

(-0.19) 
-0.0439 
(-1.24) 

 

 GINI index   0.0660* 
(2.44) 

0.0526 
(1.93) 

 

 GDP per capita   9.98e-5 
(2.49) 

7.24e-5 
(1.95) 

 

Political      
 Political rights    -0.123 

(-0.66) 
 

 Political typology (1950)    -0.288*** 
(-4.23) 

-0.223*** 
(-4.53) 

Constant 4.281*** 
(8.08) 

3.623*** 
(4.95) 

2.822 
(1.40) 

7.801** 
(2.77) 

5.272*** 
(17.53) 

Number of observations 158 146 91 90 171 

Regression coefficients shown with t-statistics in parentheses 
* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 

Table 5. Negative binomial regression specifications with the total number of fatalities as 
the dependent variable. 
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 (11) 
Proportion of 

religious 
attacks 

(12) 
Proportion of 

religious 
attacks 

(13) 
Proportion of 

religious 
attacks 

(14) 
Proportion of 

religious 
attacks 

(15) 
Proportion of 

religious 
attacks 

Explanatory variables      
 Government regulation 0.0744* 

(2.19) 
0.107*** 

(4.37) 
0.125** 
(3.25) 

0.0670 
(1.53) 

0.112*** 
(3.76) 

 Government favoritism -0.0352 
(-1.32) 

-0.0540 
(-1.67) 

-0.0194 
(-0.66) 

-0.0138 
(-0.53) 

-0.0463* 
(-2.07) 

 Social regulation 0.0041 
(0.16) 

-0.0213 
(-0.59) 

0.0076 
(0.23) 

0.0097 
(0.30) 

 

 Pluralism index 0.187 
(0.83) 

0.342 
(0.98) 

3.18e-10 
(1.05) 

-0.264 
(-0.80) 

 

Control variables      
Demographic      
 Population  9.54e-10** 

(3.22) 
3.18e-10 

(1.05) 
6.03e-10 

(1.27) 
5.65e-10** 

(2.63) 
 Area  -2.74e-10 

(-0.79) 
3.68e-10 

(1.05) 
-1.85e-8 
(-0.40) 

 

 Population density  6.18e-5** 
(3.27) 

1.36e-4 
(3.01) 

0.0005 
(1.26) 

 

 Urban population (%)  0.00982** 
(2.60) 

-0.0134 
(-2.68) 

-0.0130* 
(-2.22) 

 

 Muslim majority 
(dummy) 

 0.586 
(1.55) 

-0.271 
(-1.33) 

-0.356 
(-1.68) 

 

Economic      
 Human development 

index 
  0.0336* 

(2.37) 
0.0368* 
(2.12) 

0.0258** 
(2.76) 

 GINI index   -0.0034 
(-0.35) 

0.0016 
(0.17) 

 

 GDP per capita   7.4e-6 
(0.42) 

2.04e-5 
(1.17) 

 

Political      
 Political rights    0.178* 

(2.01) 
 

 Political typology (1950)    -0.0300 
(-1.03) 

 

Constant -1.815*** 
(-6.19) 

-2.567*** 
(-7.66) 

-3.440*** 
(-4.17) 

-4.266** 
(-3.24) 

-3.516*** 
(-6.35) 

Number of observations 137 125 85 84 138 

Regression coefficients shown with t-statistics in parentheses 
* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 

Table 6. Probit regression specifications with the proportion of attacks for which religious 
groups are responsible as the dependent variable. 
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 (16) 
Proportion of 

religious 
deaths 

(17) 
Proportion of 

religious 
deaths 

(18) 
Proportion of 

religious 
deaths 

(19) 
Proportion of 

religious 
deaths 

(20) 
Proportion of 

religious 
deaths 

Explanatory variables      
 Government regulation 0.0813* 

(2.18) 
0.121** 
(3.01) 

0.212** 
(2.77) 

0.240* 
(2.52) 

0.115** 
(3.28) 

 Government favoritism -0.0019 
(-0.04) 

-0.0661 
(-1.27) 

-0.0831 
(-1.63) 

-0.0861 
(-1.69) 

 

 Social regulation -0.0572 
(-1.26) 

-0.0549 
(-1.23) 

-0.0334 
(-0.69) 

-0.0483 
(-1.04) 

 

 Pluralism index -0.268 
(-0.69) 

-0.702 
(-1.41) 

-0.670 
(-1.25) 

-0.530 
(-0.91) 

 

Control variables      
Demographic      
 Population  1.27e-9* 

(2.24) 
1.18e-9* 

(2.24) 
1.05e-9 
(1.21) 

 

 Area  -2.77e-8 
(-0.44) 

1.97e-8 
(0.28) 

3.23e-8 
(0.39) 

 

 Population density  7.93-5*** 
(3.56) 

1.67e-5 
(0.11) 

7.77e-4 
(0.65) 

 

 Urban population (%)  0.0012 
(0.18) 

-0.0242* 
(-2.19) 

-0.0198 
(-1.53) 

 

 Muslim majority 
(dummy) 

 -0.0581 
(-0.16) 

0.00299 
(0.01) 

0.105 
(0.20) 

 

Economic      
 Human development 

index 
  0.0888*** 

(3.46) 
0.0863** 

(3.21) 
0.0300** 

(3.08) 
 GINI index   0.0222 

(1.29) 
0.0228 
(1.29) 

 

 GDP per capita   -0.68e-6 
(-0.24) 

-1.57e-5 
(-0.45) 

 

Political      
 Political rights    -0.0750 

(-0.49) 
 

 Political typology (1950)    0.0525 
(1.00) 

 

Constant -1.087** 
(-3.17) 

-0.932 
(-1.42) 

-6.653*** 
(-3.88) 

-6.905*** 
(-3.82) 

3.495*** 
(-5.26) 

Diagnostics      
Number of observations 102 93 67 66 113 

Regression coefficients shown with t-statistics in parentheses 
* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 

Table 7. Probit regression specifications with the proportion of fatalities for which religious 
groups are responsible as the dependent variable. 
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V. Analysis and Conclusions 

 The results presented here suggest that strict government regulation of religion is 

significantly associated with an increase in the proportion of terrorist attacks and fatalities 

for which religiously motivated groups are responsible.  Greater government favoritism of 

the majority religion may protect against such attacks.  This is a new and important finding, 

particularly because past efforts to identify conditions that contribute to terrorism have so 

often been return null or ambiguous results. 

 These results lead to an interesting theory about the causes of religious terrorism.  It 

appears that, in general, a higher level of government regulation of religion—a measure of 

restrictions on religious liberty—is associated with more religious terrorism, much as many 

policymakers have suggested.  Although the causal mechanism is impossible to discern, 

theoretical speculation is possible.  It may be that the absence of religious liberty is a 

structural cause of religious terrorism.  On an unconscious level, this lack of liberty and 

respect for the minority may license violence by the majority.  Further, there are fewer 

checks on radicalism in countries without religious liberty, and adherence to the majority 

religion is mandated or strongly encouraged by law.  The resulting desire among 

fundamentalist groups to spread their religion is not surprising in this light. 

 The results also provisionally indicate that, for countries with the greatest 

restrictions on religious liberty, the level of religious terrorism is lower than in countries 

with an intermediate level of religious liberty.  This too fits the theory.   Fundamentalist 

groups generally believe that “religiously based law should govern society over secular 

laws” (Masters 2008), but those who live in a country in which this is already the case (or 

close to it) have less incentive to conduct terrorism as a means of achieving that result.  

However, this theory does not hold entirely for groups advocating Pan-Islamism or the 

exportation of their country’s religious law.  Terrorism from countries with high 
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government regulation to countries without may be exempt from this theory.  For instance, 

the majority of the September 11 hijackers and many al Qaeda members are from Saudi 

Arabia, which has the highest possible score for government regulation.  Their propensity 

for religious violence against non-Muslims may have grown out of the radicalism that is 

enabled by Saudi Arabia’s lack of religious freedom, to be sure.  But their attacks were 

against the United States and other countries as a means to achieve an international goal 

and not as a response to Saudi policy. 

 Lastly, there may be a relationship between government favoritism and religious 

terrorism, whereby increased government favoritism predicts less religious terrorism.  

Although this result is not robust, it has theoretical appeal.  It is possible in some countries 

that government favoritism for religion is a response to fears of religious violence from 

radical groups.  Therefore, a country with an intermediate level of religious freedom that 

fears attacks from fundamentalist elements may seek to quell them by providing monetary 

and other bribes as a means of maintaining political power.  

The paradigmatic case of Islamic terrorism in Egypt 

Egypt is often considered the birthplace of modern Islamic fundamentalist, and its 

case illuminates the theory just presented. 

The history of Islamic fundamentalist in Egypt dates back nearly a century (for a 

comprehensive review of this history see Wright 2006, from which the information that 

follows is gathered).  Egyptian Islamic terrorism has its roots in the teachings of the Muslim 

Brotherhood.  The Brotherhood, which operates in most Muslim countries today and is 

generally peaceful, was founded in 1928 with the credo, “Allah is our objective.  The 

Prophet is our leader.  Qur’an is our law.  Jihad is our way.  Dying in the way of Allah is 

our highest hope”(Federation of American Scientists).  The Muslim Brotherhood was 

inspired by the teachings of Sayyid Qutb, one of its intellectual leaders, who argued that 

Muslim countries should adopt sharia law as a means of restoring Islam. 
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 The Egyptian government was opposed to adopting sharia, which led to a tense 

relationship between the government and the Brotherhood’s more radical members.  The 

Brotherhood was banned several times by Egyptian presidents who feared its growing 

influence, although with each banishment it grew more radical.  As the membership 

became increasingly frustrated by the perceived secular nature of the government, terrorists 

were born from the Brotherhood’s ranks.  The most famous of those were Islamic Jihad and 

its founder Ayman al-Zawahiri, who is now Osama bin Laden’s second-in-command.  

Islamic Jihad was responsible for the assassination of Egyptian President Anwar al-Sadat, 

who had refused to implement al-Zawahiri’s fundamentalist proposals. 

 Islamic Jihad and the other organizations founded in its image were likely only able 

to exist because of the large Muslim majority in Egypt and the relative repression of 

religious freedom.  This repression may have convinced early Islamic terrorists of the 

justness of their ways; they had grown up with the belief, enshrined in law, that Islam 

should reign supreme.  More importantly, Islamic Jihad’s radical speech was accepted in 

Egypt, where the absence of religious freedom silenced the few minority religions and 

created a norm of elevating Islam above other religions.  But because Egypt stopped short 

of banning religious freedom entirely, fundamentalist groups had a policy goal, which they 

believed they could advance through terrorism.  Had the government been more repressive 

of minority religions and mandated greater adherence to Islam, there might never have 

been a reason for Islamic Jihad to exist. 

Methodological implications: the case for studying specific groups, regions, or tactics 

 Beyond the specific case of religious freedom and religious terrorism discussed here, 

this study points toward the need for a different methodology in studying the causes of 

terrorism.  In the past, “root causes” research has found disappointingly little of substance.  

This should prompt two important questions.  First, are we confident in the underlying 

theory—that there are structural factors that are associated with terrorism generally—or are 
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we looking for something that does not exist?  Second, is the methodology we employ 

sufficient to find such factors, if there are any?  These questions are not satisfactorily 

answered within the literature on root causes. 

 This paper addresses both questions.  First, it refines the theory of “root causes,” 

suggesting that we can identify certain structural factors that are associated with a certain 

subset of terrorist behavior but perhaps not with terrorism writ large.  In this case, that 

subset is terrorism motivated by a religious imperative.  In other studies, it might be ethno-

nationalist or left-wing terrorism, terrorism within certain world regions, or terrorism 

characterized by a specific tactic (such as hijacking). 

 Once we realize that the factors that influence terrorist behavior differ depending on 

its type, the methodological implications are clear.  Future studies should consider 

analyzing how the relative incidence of a specific subset of terrorism responds to any 

proposed correlates of terrorism.  However, presents one notable drawback.  In some cases, 

there may be so few instances of a given type of terrorism that the data become difficult to 

analyze; it may be impossible to find patterns of interest when most countries have no or 

very few relevant incidents.  But this is less concerning than continuing research with the 

entire universe of terrorist attacks, a practice which—at least with existing data—may have 

yielded all it ever will.  

 There is an additional benefit to considering the relative prevalence of a given type 

of attack: it intrinsically controls for a number of variables that are difficult or impossible to 

measure.  For instance, considering the ratio of religious attacks to all attacks should 

eliminate the need to consider the country’s policing and counterterrorism efforts, which 

are widely believed to contribute to terrorism but cannot be measured quantitatively.  If we 

presume that counterterrorism efforts are the same for religious and secular groups, which 

is a generally defensible claim, then the ratio of attacks by the former to attacks by the latter 

cannot be influenced by the strength of those efforts.  If we only measure the absolute 
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number of attacks in a country, however, we cannot control for counterterrorism programs 

even though we expect them to have a substantial effect on terrorist behavior. 

It is worth noting that this approach has already borne fruit, both in this study in 

and Edward Newman’s research (2006).  In his work, after failing to find any relationship 

between all terrorism and human development, inequality, political rights, civil liberties, 

urbanization, or a population’s age breakdown, Newman focused on only particular 

segments of the terrorism data.  That approach provided evidence about Marxist and ethno-

nationalist groups in European and developing nations.  In light of the results presented 

here, Newman’s conclusion is apt: 

It would seem that an analysis of a wide range of samples is not 

conducive to generalized conclusions regarding the relationship 

between social and demographic indicators and terrorism.  The reason 

for this is that there are a host of variables that account for the 

frequency of terrorist incidence, and indicators such as deprivation, 

political rights, and population density are only a small part of the 

larger picture. (2006) 

 In some ways the initial models presented here—those that use the number of 

attacks or fatalities in a country as the dependent variable and consider the entire universe 

of terrorist attacks—illustrate the fallacy of “root causes” studies.  Those models explore 

whether four measures of religious laws and norms can predict the incidence of all 

terrorism within a country.  The results suggest that they cannot—nor should we expect 

them to.  In fact, there is no reason that the level of guerilla terrorism in Colombia or 

separatist terrorism in Sri Lanka should reflect the religious policies of the countries in 

which they occur. 
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Policy implications and future research 

 Understanding the various conditions that are associated with terrorist behavior is 

an important step toward remedying them.  However, we should be wary of concluding 

too much from the data presented here and elsewhere about factors that contribute to 

terrorism.  First, the explanatory power of any single variable—whether it is poverty, 

politics, or religious policy—is far too limited to be seen as a silver bullet against terrorism.  

The relationship between these factors and eventual terrorist behavior is also very unclear; 

even when there is some evidence that a given factor predicts a certain level of terrorism, it 

is far from certain that changing that factor would have the expected marginal change in 

terrorism. 

 Furthermore, while causes of terrorism may be analyzed globally, religious policy is 

made nationally.  Therefore, policy decisions should be the result of deliberation about a 

single case and not an aggregation.  Certain countries may not fit the general trend 

presented here.  More importantly, the virtues of religious freedom are by no means limited 

to preventing terrorism, and in fact the benefits of preventing terrorism may pale in 

comparison to the benefits of greater religious liberty.  It is based on these other factors that 

policy decisions should primarily be made. 

 Perhaps the most important contribution by these results is that they may spur 

future research.  Our knowledge of the correlates of terror, such as it is, has been built upon 

the work of dozens of researchers.  New knowledge has often come in fits and starts, with 

one study proposing an intriguing result, and then others refuting or tweaking it.  It is 

certainly possible that there are additional factors that would explain away the effect of 

religious freedom, and research is best served if others challenge every point.  Moreover, 

the results here suggest an area ripe for theoretical and historical research to explain how 

and why religious liberty affects religious terrorism as it does. 
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VII. Appendices 

Appendix 1: Determination of indices of religious freedom 

This study recalculates Finke and Grim’s three indices on a scale from 0 to 10 and 

includes more variables for each index (see Appendix 1 for the variables used).  This 

approached is endorsed in Finke and Grim’s study as an appropriate means to increase the 

precision of the data.  Variables were initially selected based on a theoretical belief that they 

measured one of the three indices being used, and then this was confirmed by factor 

analysis, the results of which are below.  Each of the variables used loads strongly onto 

(correlates highly with) the index it is measuring but relatively weakly onto the other three 

indices, so there is validity within and between indices. 

 The initial factor analysis, including the variables that were added to the indices, 

suggested a problem with the social regulation index developed by Grim and Finke.  When 

the additional variables were included, three of the variables used in the 2006 study to 

measure social regulation loaded more highly onto government regulation than social 

regulation, suggesting possible misspecification of the indices.  To avoid this complication, 

these three variables were removed from the index and replaced with several others that 

load properly onto social regulation.   

 To create the indices from the selected variables, each variable was normalized on a 

scale of 0 to 1, added, and multiplied by the appropriate fraction to yield a final maximum 

score of 10.  A more rigorous approach would weigh each variable based on its influence on 

the latent variable and a theoretical understanding of the relative real-world significance of 

each metric.  However, this does not provide indices substantially different from those 

created by simply normalizing each measure’s scale and tallying the scores.  See Finke and 

Grim’s discussion on parsimony and the insignificant difference between these two 

approaches. 
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Variable GRI GFI SRI 
Government regulation of religion 
 Missionary work is prohibited 0.609 0.276 0.163 
 Proselytizing, preaching and conversion are limited 0.693 0.308 0.207 
 Government interference with right to worship 0.784 0.259 0.267 
 Legal/practical protection of religious freedom 0.842 0.219 0.301 
 “General respect” for freedom of religion 0.805 0.114 0.289 
 Policy does not contribute to religious freedom 0.697 0.205 0.300 
 Legal considerations for a person’s religion 0.676 0.180 0.174 
 Legal and policy framework 0.665 0.488 0.104 
 Religion-specific regulations for public activity 0.627 0.194 0.260 
 Regulation of civilian clergy 0.565 0.229 -0.005 
Government favoritism of religion 
 Imbalanced government funding of religion 0.196 0.801 0.117 
 Degree to which a religion is favored 0.358 0.752 0.140 
 Inequitable level of government favors 0.225 0.845 0.167 
 Inequitable government funding of things related to religion 0.068 0.879 0.117 
 Government funding index 0.220 0.722 0.110 
 Government revenue support for religion -0.016 0.839 0.060 
 Select privileges, support, or sanctions 0.494 0.747 0.175 
 Special arrangements with religions 0.152 0.716 0.029 
 Favored or established religious brand 0.417 0.748 0.092 
Social regulation of religion/violence 
 Negative attitudes towards other religions 0.269 0.327 0.632 
 Social movements against certain religious brands 0.159 0.066 0.768 
 Threats from religious social movements 0.058 0.164 0.697 
 Killings based on religion 0.220 0.008 0.722 
 Highest level of religious violence 0.269 -0.010 0.798 
 Extent of religiously related violence 0.284 0.107 0.838 
 Discrimination and aggression toward other brands 0.304 0.291 0.727 
 Violence within social movements 0.107 0.087 0.852 
 Relations among religious communities 0.233 0.285 0.660 
 Religious motive of social movements 0.136 0.143 0.627 
 
Confirmatory factor analysis for the three indices for religious freedom (GRI = government 

regulation index; GFI = government favoritism index; SRI = social regulation index).  
Numbers indicate how closely a given variable loads onto the latent measure (the true 

underlying value for the index). 
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Appendix 2: Indices of religious policy and norms 

Government Regulation of Religion 

N = 196 

Range = 0 – 2 

Mean = 0.459 

Missionary Work is Prohibited (GRI_A_01) 
According to the Report, are foreign or other missionaries allowed to 
operate? 
0 = allowed with no limits reported; 1 = allowed, but within restrictive 
limits; 2 = prohibited 

Std. Dev.  = 0.610 

N = 196 

Range = 0 – 2 

Mean = 0.699 

Proselytizing, Preaching, or Conversion is Limited or Restricted 
(GRI_B_01) 
According to the Report, is proselytizing, public preaching, or 
conversion limited or restricted? 
0 = no; 1 = yes, but equally for all religions; 2 = yes, but only for some 
religions Std. Dev.  = 0.892 

N = 196 

Range = 0 – 2 

Mean = 0.842 

Government Interferes with an Individual’s Right to Worship 
(GRI_C_01) 
According to the Report, does the Government interfere with an 
individual’s right to worship? 
0 = no or no interference; 1 = some interference; 2 = severe interference 

Std. Dev.  = 0.745 

N = 196 

Range = 0 – 3 

Mean = 0.959 

No Legal or Practical Protection for Freedom of Religion (GRI_D_01) 
How is freedom of religion described in the Report? 
0 = law/Constitution provides for freedom of religion and the 
Government ‘generally respects’ this right in practice; 1 = 
law/Constitution provides for freedom of religion and the 
Government generally respects this right in practice, but some 
problems exist, e.g., in certain localities; 2 = limited and/or rights are 
not protected or are restricted; 3 = does not exist 

Std. Dev.  = 0.905 

N = 196 

Range = 0 – 2 

Mean = 0.679 

Government Does Not Generally Respect Freedom of Religion 
(GRI_E_01) 
Does the Introduction section of the Report mention that the 
Government “generally respects” this right (to religious freedom) in 
practice? 
0 = yes; 1 = yes, but exceptions or restrictions are mentioned; 2 = the 
phrase ‘generally respects’ is not used 

Std. Dev.  = 0.813 

N = 196 Government Policy Does Not Contribute to Freedom of Religion 
(GRI_F_01) 
Does this Section of the Report specifically mention that the Range = 0 – 2 



 48 

Mean = 0.985 government policy contributes to the generally free practice of 
religion? 
0 = yes; 1 = yes, but exceptions are mentioned; 2 = no Std. Dev. = 0.958 

N = 196 

Range = 0 – 1 

Mean = 0.260 

Legal Considerations for a Person’s Religion (STATUS01) 
According to the Report, do laws (e.g., personal status laws) and/or 
official practices take into account a person’s religion (e.g., do official 
ID cards state a person’s religion)? 
0 = no; 1 = yes 

Std. Dev.  = 0.440 

N = 196 

Range = 0 – 6 

Mean = 2.408 

Legal and Policy Framework for the Country (LEGPO01) 
According to the Report, the Legal/Policy Framework of the country: 
0 = Neither establishes a religion nor hinders the free practice of 
religion through either subsidies or regulations; 1 = Hinders free 
practice of religion by giving subsidies to religious brands; 2 = 
Hinders free practice of religion through regulations that cause 
difficulties for some religious brands; 3 = Establishes more than 2 
religions or more than 2 religious brands as approved, accredited 
official or establish religions for the country; 4 = Establishes 2 religions 
or 2 religious brands as approved, accredited official or established 
religions for the country; 5 = Establishes 1 religion or 1 religious brand 
as the approved, accredited official or established religion for the 
country; 6 = Prohibits any religious activity that is in conflict with 
Government ideology or the main religion of the country 

Std. Dev. = 2.065 

N = 196 

Range = 0 – 2 

Mean = 0.469 

Religion-Specific Regulations for Public Activity (AGREMT01) 
According to the Report, are religious groups required to subscribe to 
an Agreement or other set of religion-specific regulations for public 
activities including registration needed for public meetings? 
0 = no; 1 = yes, all are; 2 = yes, but only some are 

Std. Dev. = 0.761 

N = 196 

Range = 0 – 1 

Mean = 0.153 

Regulation of Civilian Clergy (GVCLG101) 
According to the Report, what does the Government do in 
relationship to civilian clergy: regulates civilian clergy? 
0 = no; 1 = yes 

Std. Dev. = 0.361 

 

Government Favoritism of Religion 

Imbalanced Government Funding of Religion (GFI_A_01) N = 196 
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Range = 0 – 3 

Mean = 1.337 

According to the Report, what is the balance of Government funding 
(including ‘in kind’ such as funding buildings) to the religious sector? 
0 = no funding; 1 = has a proportional balance; 2 = has imbalance; 3 = 
only goes to one religion or belief 

Std. Dev.  = 1.145 

N = 196 

Range = 0 – 3 

Mean = 1.952 

Degree to Which a Religion is Favored (GFI_B_01) 
To what extent is there a Favored (or Established) Religious Brand? 
0 = none or all religious brands are treated the same; 1 = cultural or 
historical legacies only, e.g., former established religious brand 
inherits buildings or properties; 2 = some religious brands have 
privileges or government access unavailable to other religious brands; 
3 = either one religious brand has privileges or government access 
unavailable to other religions, or one single State or Official 
(Established) Religious Brand/Religion 

Std. Dev.  = 1.143 

N = 196 

Range = 0 – 5 

Mean = 2.209 

Inequitable Level of Government Favors (GFI_C_01) 
According to the Report, how does the Government subsidize 
Religion (including ‘in kind’ organizations run by religions, e.g., 
hospitals, schools, etc.)? 
0 = no subsidies or equal to all (e.g., all are tax exempt); 1 = subsidies 
are not mentioned, but subsidies are implied by level of support for a 
particular religion; 2 = Cultural or Historical legacies only (e.g., 
religion inherits Cathedrals from previous Government spending); 3 = 
only some religions are excluded from available studies; 4 = only an 
approved set of religions receive government subsidies; 5 = only one 
religion is subsidized (including ‘in kind’ subsidies) 

Std. Dev.  = 1.970 

N = 196 

Range = 0 – 2 

Mean = 1.219 

Inequitable Government Funding of Things Related to Religion 
(GFI_D_01) 
Does the Report mention that the Government funds some things 
related to religion? 
0 = no; 1 = yes, but equal funding for each religion; 2 = yes, but 
funding is not equal for all Std. Dev.  = 0.899 

N = 196 

Range = 0 – 12 

Mean = 3.270 

Government Funding Index (GFI_E_01) 
Does the Report say the following religious things are funded by the 
Government: education; buildings; clergy; media; charity; religious 
activities? 
For each of the above, 0 = no; 1 = yes, but equal funding for each 
religion; 2 = yes, but funding is not equal for all Std. Dev.  = 3.652 

N = 196 Government Revenue Support for Religion (TAXSPT01) 
According to the Report, do Government revenues (including those Range = 0 – 2 
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Mean = 1.163 from taxes) support religious organizations?  (Assume tax revenues 
are involved if government gives support.) 
0 = no; 1 = yes, with citizen consent; 2 = yes Std. Dev.  = 0.984 

N = 196 

Range = 0 – 10 

Mean = 4.546 

Select Privileges, Support, or Sanctions (FAVOR01) 
According to the Report, to what extent does the state provide a select 
religion or small group of religions with privileges, financial support, 
or favorable sanctions? 
0 = none; 1 = 1; 2 = 2; 3 = 3; 4 = 4; 5 = 5; 6 = 6; 7 = 7; 8 = 8; 9 = 9; 10 = 
extensive provisions by government Std. Dev.  = 3.281 

N = 196 

Range = 0 – 2 

Mean = 0.893 

Special Arrangements with Religions (AGRRM01) 
According to the Report, does the Government have agreements or 
special arrangements with religions (including with religious 
institutions such as hospitals)? 
0 = no; 1 = yes, with a certain set; 2 = yes, with only one religious 
brand Std. Dev.  = 0.806 
 

Social Regulation of Religion 

N = 196 

Range = 0 – 3 

Mean = 1.378 

Negative Attitudes Towards Other or Nontraditional Religions 
(SRI_A_01) 
According to the Report, societal attitudes toward other or 
nontraditional religions are reported to be: 
0 = no problems reported; 1 = some tension; 2 = negative; 3 = 
physically hostile Std. Dev.  = 1.172 

N = 196 

Range = 0 – 3 

Mean = 0.776 

Social Movements Against Certain Religious Brands (SRI_E_01) 
What is the situation regarding social movements in relation to 
religious brands in the country? 
0 = none or amicable; 1 = flashes of activity; 2 = regional & organized 
activity; 3 = national & organized activity 

Std. Dev.  = 1.151 

N = 196 

Range = 0 – 2 

Mean = 0.286 

Threats From Religious Social Movements (THREA201) 
If the Report mentions that there are social movements that have 
religious agendas, do their activities include: threats? 
0 = no; 1 = yes, but isolated or only in certain regions; 2 = yes, and 
happens throughout the country 

Std. Dev.  = 0.641 

Killings Based on Religion (LETHAL01) N = 196 
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Range = 0 – 2 

Mean = 0.316 

According to the Report, are killings based on religion reported? 
0 = no; 1  = yes; 2 = massacres or warfare 

Std. Dev.  = 0.547 

N = 196 

Range = 0 – 6 

Mean = 2.082 

Highest Level of Religious Violence (RELVI201) 
According to the Report, what is the highest level of religious violence 
reported? 
0 = none; 1 = anti-religious brand graffiti; 2 = vandalism to religious 
brand property; 3 = bombing or burning of religious brand property; 4 
= beating, rape or physical assault of person(s) due to religious brand; 
5 = torture or killing of person(s) due to religious brand; 6 = massacre 
of and/or war between religious brands 

Std. Dev.  = 2.297 

N = 196 

Range = 0 – 3 

Mean = 0.709 

Extent of Religiously Related Violence (RELVIO01) 
According to the Report, to what extent is there religiously related 
violence in the nation (victim and/or perpetrator)? 
0 = absent; 1 = isolated acts of religiously related violence; 2 = 
widespread acts or covering several regions with religiously related 
violence; 3 = ongoing war with religiously related violence Std. Dev.  = 0.849 

N = 196 

Range = 0 – 6 

Mean = 2.694 

Discrimination and Aggression Toward Other Brands (OPENRL01) 
According to the Report, to what extent are societal attitude open to 
all religious brands? 
0 = benign or equal to all; 1 = inadvertent insensitivity to other 
religious brands; 2 = instances of discrimination towards other 
religious brands; 3 = prejudices toward other religious brands that are 
real but hard to document; 4 = instances of aggression towards other 
religious brands; 5  = instances of fatal aggression to other religious 
brands; 6 = open warfare or ongoing violent conflict along religious 
lines or between religious brands 

Std. Dev.  = 1.856 

N = 196 

Range = 0 – 4 

Mean = 1.311 

Violence Within Social Movements (SOCMOV01) 
According to the Report, what is the situation regarding social 
movements in relation to religious brands in the nation? 
0 = such movements are amicable and do not intimidate people from 
(other) religious brands; 1 = such movements are generally amicable 
but try to influence people from (other) religious brands through acts 
of charity or mercy; 2 = such movements try to influence people from 
(other) religious brands through proselytizing or other such 
propagation methods, but they do so peacefully and without physical 
or social intimidation; 3 = such movements are confrontative and try 
to influence or intimidate people from (other) religious brands, but 
stop short of physical violence to persons (e.g., they may cause 
property damage); 4 = such movements are militant and try to 

Std. Dev.  = 1.754 
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influence or intimidate people from (other) religious brands using 
physical violence to persons and property. 

N = 196 

Range = 0 – 3 

Mean = 1.041 

Relations Among Religious Communities (RELATE01) 
According to the Report, relations between various religious 
communities are reported to be: 
0 = generally amicable; 1 = sometimes strained; 2 = negative just in 
certain regions or just towards certain religious brands; 3 = hostile 

Std. Dev.  = 1.100 

N = 196 

Range = 0 – 1 

Mean = 0.393 

Religious Motive of Social Movements (MVID401) 
If the Report indicates that there are social movements that have 
religious agendas, what is the motivating force or identity of social 
movements: religious? 
0 = no; 1 = yes 

Std. Dev.  = 0.490 
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Appendix 3: Values for indices of religious freedom 

Country 
Government 
Regulation 

Government 
Favoritism 

Social 
Regulation 

Afghanistan 7.8 8.3 9.3 
Albania 0 1.3 2 
Algeria 6.9 9.3 8.7 
Andorra 2.2 6.3 0 
Angola 0.6 0.7 0.7 
Antigua and 
Barbuda 0 0 0 
Argentina 3.1 8 3.3 
Armenia 7.8 9.3 7.3 
Australia 0.6 0 2.7 
Austria 0.6 6.6 5.3 
Azerbaijan 8.6 6.3 9.3 
Bahamas, The 0 0 0 
Bahrain 6.9 9.3 8 
Bangladesh 6.4 7.4 6 
Barbados 0 0 0 
Belgium 0.8 7.9 4.7 
Belize 0 3.7 0 
Benin 0 0.3 0 
Bhutan 6.9 7.9 8.7 
Bolivia 0 8.3 2 
Bosnia and 
Herzegovina 4.4 6.6 4.7 
Botswana 0.8 0 0 
Brazil 0.8 0 4 
Brunei 9.4 4 5.3 
Bulgaria 6.1 8 4.7 
Burkina Faso 0 0 2 
Burma (Myanmar) 10 8.7 7.3 
Burundi 0 0.7 0 
Cambodia 0 7.3 0 
Cameroon 3.9 0 8.7 
Cape Verde 0 4 0.7 
Central African 
Republic 5.3 3.9 3.3 
Chad 5.6 8.7 8.7 
Chile 1.4 4.8 2.7 
China-Hong Kong 0.8 6.5 0 
China-Macau 0 0.7 0 
China-Taiwan 0 0 0 
China-Tibet 9.2 8.3 5.3 
China 9.2 6.9 4.7 
Colombia 4.7 7.6 4 
Comoros 8.6 4 8.7 
Congo, Democratic 
Republic of the 5.3 0 3.3 



 54 

Congo, Republic of 
the 0 0 0.7 
Costa Rica 0 6 0 
Cote d'Ivoire 4.4 6.9 4.7 
Cuba 6.1 4.5 4.7 
Cyprus 6.1 8 8 
Czech Republic 0 7.6 3.3 
Denmark 0.8 6.7 0 
Djibouti 5.6 4 4.7 
Dominica 0 0 0 
Dominican 
Republic 0 7.7 0 
East Timor 0.6 2 6.7 
Ecuador 0 2 0 
Egypt 7.8 8.9 9.3 
El Salvador 0.8 2 0 
Equatorial Guinea 5.3 4.5 3.3 
Eritrea 8.6 2.9 6.7 
Estonia 0 1.5 0 
Ethiopia 4.7 5.9 8.7 
Finland 0.8 6.9 2.7 
France 3.9 5.9 4 
Gabon 1.7 0 0 
Gambia, The 0 2.8 0 
Georgia 6.9 8.3 8.7 
Germany 2.2 5.1 2 
Ghana 2.2 5.9 1.3 
Greece 6.1 7.9 6.7 
Grenada 0 0 0 
Guatemala 1.4 8.3 4 
Guinea-Bissau 0 0 0 
Guinea 3.9 7.3 6 
Guyana 0.8 0 0.7 
Haiti 0 6.8 0.7 
Honduras 0 2.8 0 
Iceland 0.6 7.9 2 
India 5.6 7.6 10 
Indonesia 6.1 8 9.3 
Iran 7.8 9.3 10 
Iraq 7.8 9.3 9.3 
Ireland 0 1.8 0 
Israel 2.2 8.3 8 
Israeli Occupied 
Territories 
(Palestine) 2.2 7.9 10 
Italy 2.2 5.9 5.3 
Jamaica 3.1 0 4 
Japan 3.1 4.6 3.3 
Jordan 7.8 9 8.7 
Kazakhstan 6.4 2.4 0 
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Kenya 3.9 7.3 5.3 
Kiribati 0 0 0 
Korea, (South) 
Republic of 0 3.8 0 
Kuwait 7.8 7.3 8.7 
Kyrgystan 4.7 3.2 3.3 
Laos 9.4 2.8 5.3 
Latvia 3.9 6.6 0 
Lebanon 4.7 6.6 6.7 
Lesotho 0 3.8 0 
Liberia 3.9 5.3 2.7 
Libya 6.1 9 5.3 
Liechtenstein 0 5.3 0 
Lithuania 2.2 6.6 2.7 
Luxembourgh 0 7.6 0 
Macedonia 4.7 1.3 4 
Madagascar 0.8 4.9 0.7 
Malawi 0 4.2 6 
Maldives 10 9 9.3 
Mali 0 0.7 1.3 
Malta 0 8.7 0 
Marshall Islands 0 0 0 
Mauritania 6.9 8.3 6 
Mauritius 0.8 4.9 4 
Mexico 3.1 5.1 6.7 
Micronesia, 
Federated States of 0 0 0 
Moldova 3.1 7.3 0.7 
Monaco 6.4 3.6 5.3 
Mongolia 5.6 2.1 6 
Morocco 4.7 6.5 8.7 
Mozambique 0.8 0 0 
Namibia 0 0.7 0 
Nauru 7.8 1.3 6 
Netherlands 0 3 2.7 
New Zealand 0 2.9 0 
Nicaragua 0 7.7 1.3 
Niger 4.4 6.6 6 
Nigeria 6.4 9 6.7 
Norway 0.8 5.3 4 
Oman 6.9 7.3 5.3 
Pakistan 8.6 8.7 10 
Palau 0.6 4.3 5.3 
Panama 2.2 3.8 0 
Papua New 
Guinea 0 3.9 4.7 
Paraguay 0 2 2 
Peru 3.1 9.3 0.7 
Philippines 0.8 0 4 
Poland 0 3.3 4 
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Qatar 6.9 8.3 8 
Romania 4.7 6.6 6.7 
Russia 4.7 3.6 7.3 
Rwanda 4.7 0 0.7 
Saint Kitts and 
Nevis 0 0 0 
Saint Lucia 0 0 3.3 
Saint Vincent and 
the Grenadines 0 0 3.3 
Samoa 0.6 1.3 5.3 
San Marino 0 6.1 0 
Sao Tome and 
Principe 0 0 0 
Saudi Arabia 10 9.3 10 
Senegal 0 5.6 0 
Serbia and 
Montenegro 3.1 6.3 2.7 
Seychelles 0 6.5 0 
Sierra Leone 0 0 0 
Slovakia 1.4 5.9 2 
Slovenia 1.4 5.5 5.3 
Solomon Islands 0.8 2.9 3.3 
Somalia 6.1 4 8.7 
South Africa 0 3.1 2.7 
Spain 1.7 8.3 4 
Sri Lanka 2.5 2.8 8 
Sudan 8.6 2 8 
Surinam 0 4.9 2 
Swaziland 2.2 2.5 0 
Sweden 0 3.1 2 
Switzerland 0 6.3 2 
Syria 4.7 2.7 8.7 
Tajikistan 4.7 0 1.3 
Tanzania 5.6 5.3 2.7 
Togo 0.8 1.3 0 
Tonga 0.8 2.5 0 
Trinidad and 
Tobago 0.8 2.5 0.7 
Tunisia 6.1 8.9 8.7 
Turkey 3.9 7.6 8.7 
Turkmenistan 6.9 7.7 4 
Tuvalu 1.4 2 4 
Uganda 3.9 0 5.3 
Ukraine 6.4 5.8 6.7 
United Arab 
Emirates 5.3 7.9 8.7 
United Kingdom 0 1.3 2 
Uruguay 0 0 0.7 
Uzbekistan 8.6 7.3 8.7 
Vanuatu 1.4 6.5 4 
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Venezuela 0 8.6 2.7 
Western Sahara 5.6 5.5 8.7 
Yemen 6.1 2 8.7 
Zambia 0.6 4.3 0 
Zimbabwe 4.7 5.8 2 

 


