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George Bush’s Global War on Terror has prompted much debate about how best the United States and its allies can “fight” terrorism, reducing the number and lethality of attacks across the globe. Among the list of candidate countermeasures, economic aid and overtures to vulnerable foreign societies have often ranked highly, along with intelligence and defensive measures within one’s home country. Even more ambitious, however, is the concept of promoting democracy as a tool for battling extremist movements. In fact, to date George W. Bush’s foreign policy, especially in the Middle East, has been largely based on this simple assumption: if one expands political opportunities in a state, militant groups will give up their arms and societies will no longer tolerate groups that use violence to achieve their goals. More simply, promoting democracy will end terrorism. 

Yet, does democracy reduce terrorist violence? If one expands the political opportunities available to militant groups, will they give up their arms and stop engaging in attacks against civilians? Or, in fact, might democracy in some cases increase the incentives for groups to invest in terrorist acts, or alternatively to split into hybrid organizations with dual political and military wings?
Intended as a theory building exercise, this paper addresses these questions. It attempts to unpack the causal relationship between democracy and terrorism, focusing in particular on the “supply-side” of terrorism—that is, the willingness of militant groups to supply terrorist activity, or to choose terror over alternative means to achieve their goals. It first examines the reasons why democracy and expanding political opportunities might be consequential for militant movements’ strategic choices and presents a range of alternative strategies they can pursue. The paper then looks to existing bodies of theory to see what this scholarship predicts more specifically about how democracy might affect group strategy. Here the analysis focuses on five schools of theorizing about terrorist motivation: social structure, psychology, ideology, strategic choice, and organizational theory. In particular, it emphasizes the latter, which arguably has been least developed and investigated by scholars. The goal of this paper is to help identify some fruitful lines of inquiry, as a starting point to more focused analytical research on the determinants of militant group strategy. 
Demand versus Supply-side Terrorism 
There are two causal pathways whereby democracy might affect terrorism.  The first we might refer to as the demand side of terrorism: the willingness of societies to tolerate, if not support, groups engaging in terrorist violence. Demand for terror, I argue, is evident in two trends in society, including (a) the degree to which the population provides material and moral support to groups whose preferences over an issue are more extreme than the median or average member of that society or the relevant constituency within it. In other words, demand is high when some segment of the population is willing to support a group in the hope of advancing its priorities, despite the fact that the militant group’s ultimate goals actually diverge and are more extreme than its own—a fundamentalist religious state, a Marxist revolution and overturn of social order, or cultural purification.
 By demand side I also mean (b) the willingness to tolerate, if not sanctify, the use of otherwise abhorrent armed tactics—namely violence against civilians. Some subset of society or the referential constituency within it justify or condone the violence.
 In short demand is high where societies who might otherwise oppose a group’s political or ideological agenda and method tolerate and support its activities. 
There are good reasons to expect that the presence or absence of representative political institutions in the state might, in turn, affect the level of social tolerance for terrorism. Citizens living in nondemocratic countries might see few options in achieving desired objectives, whether that involves fighting a repressive state, addressing social inequities or promoting nationalist or revolutionary agendas.  They might support more militant groups employing violent strategies out of the sense that there are few alternatives. The introduction of representative institutions, accordingly, might reduce the demand for terrorism by undermining tolerance for the disruptive and violent tools of terrorism. 
The second pathway through which democracy might affect the incidence of terrorism is through its effect on the supply side: on the incentives of groups to engage in terrorism in order to achieve their objectives. If we conceptualize terrorism as a choice among different options, then the question is how do increased opportunities to participate within a political process affect group incentives to pursue terrorist violence over other strategies, especially peaceful alternatives?  In other words, does democracy alter the incentives to maintain violent outside-the-system versus political inside-the-system activity?  Can we domesticate terrorist groups by giving them chances to be politicians? 
In the paper below, I focus on this supply-side, examining how political opportunities affect militant group strategy.
 I focus on the militant group itself, disaggregating it consistent with the assumptions posited by different theories of terrorist motivation. For example, some theories emphasize the individual emotional or personality profiles of group members or the social-psychological dynamics of their interactions. Others focus on the structural features of the organization (e.g., nature of functional differentiation; degree of hierarchy versus decentralization). Still others discount internal dynamics, treating the group as a rational, unitary actor responsive to external stimuli. Drawing on these diverse conceptualizations of terror groups, below I analyze why they might (or might not) modify their strategies in response to changes in the political opportunities available to them. 
The Significance of Terror Groups 

Why study terror groups apart from other insurgencies or armed movements? Obviously, there are good practical reasons to do so. Groups that target civilians constitute an especially alarming sort of threat to society and governance. But there are also good analytical reasons why these groups represent a distinctive subject for study. They exhibit several features that set them apart from other armed movements. 

First, these groups are generally small with a tight knit leadership cadre. In most cases they constitute no more than dozens of people, rather than hundreds or thousands as we might observe in broader insurgent movements (at least in active members, versus recruit pools). Second, the tools they employ—surprise attacks on civilian installations and populations—require secrecy. Terror groups are by definition clandestine organizations: this is a functional requirement of operating without having their personnel apprehended, or attacks foiled. Therefore the group is apt to be more insulated from external forces and the environment in order to protect itself from law enforcement or intelligence operations against it.  Both of these features mean that intra-group dynamics are likely to be especially pronounced and important for understanding these movements’ strategic choices. They also make the puzzle of how they respond to external stimuli—such as expanding political opportunities—all the more intriguing.

Third they have chosen socially controversial methods—killing individuals who are not directly implicated in the conflict between their group and governing authorities. Normative proscriptions against killing non-combatants require some radicalization of the group and on-going efforts to justify the methods within the membership. Given the investment that is made to sustain group support for these tactics, we might expect these entities to face significant constraints in abandoning them and turning instead to political action; terror groups are “hard cases” for advocates of democracy as a tool for fighting militancy. If these groups do respond, it is important to understand why and how. 
The Significance of Democracy

If studying terror groups is analytically and practically important, why in turn might democracy induce these organizations to abandon terrorism? Democratic institutions expand opportunities for political participation, decreasing the potential costs of choosing political activity over violence in pursuit of group goals (Schmid, 1992; Ross, 1993; Eyerman, 1998). Democracy legalizes and institutionalizes mechanisms for political action, making alternative channels for influencing state policy available.  Opposition movements can organize political parties, civic organizations and interest groups.  Democracy also lessens the costs of protest and opposition. Therefore civil disobedience and non-violent action are more feasible. In general, the relative costs of political action decline, conceivably making it a more palatable strategy for militant groups in pursuit of their objectives.  
While democracy may facilitate political action, it is important to note, nonetheless, that it is neither necessary nor sufficient for the expansion of these political opportunities. 
First, note that even where democracy is in place, political opportunities may be limited for some subset of the population within the state. Democracy can coexist with significant restrictions on free expression and political organization against discriminated minorities. Historical experience, social polarization, and weak central authority may all contribute to the state engaging in on-going campaigns to suppress a particular segment of its population. In other instances, a state may be in transition from authoritarianism and the newly democratizing regime may lack the ability to credibly commit to end repression of suppressed minorities (Crenshaw, 2005: 15). In Spain, for example, despite democratization in the post-Franco era, Basque nationalists remained highly skeptical about whether the physical and symbolic repression they had endured would end; indeed incidences of anti-Basque repression and violence persisted in the early period of democratization (Shabad and Ramo, 1995: 420). 
Moreover, even where outright repression of a particular group is not taking place, the efficacy of political action within democratic institutions may be in doubt.  In some cases long-standing social cleavages, discrimination of minorities by elected majorities or the historical development and institutional basis of the party system may make it difficult to enter the political system, such that the capacity to gain representation may be in question. As we saw in the July 2005 bombings of Britain’s public transport system by citizens of Pakistani descent, the presence of democratic institutions at large may mean little for a group that has minimal opportunities within them to address their particular social or ideological concerns because of tensions, stratifications or prevailing beliefs within broader society (Fallows, 2006). In another context, Crenshaw notes (1981: 384) that many terror movements in Western democracies—such as the Red Army Faction (Baader Meinhof Gang) in Germany, Red Brigades in Italy, and Weather Underground in the United States—emerged from student movements or young professionals who, despite their privileged backgrounds, viewed institutions as unresponsive and saw little hope in changing society through them. 
Second, even where in principle political opportunities are available in democracies and reduce the costs of political action, other factors may undermine the feasibility of political action. Crucially, a group may lack a support base within civilian society-- a constituency that would provide a social base for its operation in politics and help ensure it access to votes, funding, and membership. Without a social base both the capacity for and benefits of political action are seriously in question. Little can be gained by investing in political activity. 

For a variety of reasons—the nature of their message and rhetoric, their goals, prior acts, and historical reasons—a group may appeal only to a very narrow constituency and therefore lack a broader support base in society.  This is likely, for example, for those groups pursuing a radical, anti-mainstream agenda, as in the case of the aforementioned groups of the 1960s such as the Red Army Faction, Red Brigades, and Weather Underground and others operating in Europe and the United States; these groups espoused (loosely interpreted) Marxist ideals and advocated leftwing revolution and an overturn of the existing order in their respective countries.  Other groups may be marginal because of their extreme ethno-nationalist, separatist, religious or rightwing positions. In addition, because of tactical mistakes (e.g., killing civilian members of the group’s allied community or using egregiously violent tactics) the terror group may have alienated the social constituency with which it would otherwise naturally coalesce and have a hard time making a credible claim to represent its interests.  
Note that this concept of a social base is different than the demand side of terrorism. Here what is crucial is not just the willingness of society to abide a group despite its having more extreme preferences and using violence, but whether within society a constituency exists whose preferences actually align with the group’s and who provide a natural, if latent political base for the group as it enters politics. In this sense there can be a demand for terrorism even when there is no true social base for the group: a willingness to support a militant group in the absence of a significant constituency from which to build a peaceful movement. Alternatively, there can be no demand for terrorism, but a constituency within society whose preferences align with the group’s and who might be mobilized for political action. In fact, the latter set of conditions can generate a great deal of uncertainty for militant groups: where there is no demand for terror and therefore a terror group is unpopular in society, it may be difficult for the militant group to anticipate whether a social base would be available should it convert to politics.
     
In short, in measuring the political opportunities available to a group one has to look not just at formal institutions and governmental security practices but the disposition of society and the availability of a reservoir of social support that could be mobilized for political activity. While the availability of democratic institutions may reduce the costs of political action, they are not necessarily sufficient to ensure that there are benefits to political action as well.
Moreover, not only are democratic institutions not sufficient, they are not necessary for political opportunities to increase.  Even in non-democratic regimes, which otherwise restrict opportunities for political organization, political leaders might make specific allowances for a targeted group in an effort to co-opt its leadership and weaken the movement.  They may be more tolerant of its activities or grant concessions, including some representation in the political system, through a negotiated process. Political opportunities therefore may be available even in a non-democracy, as a result of the strategies of governmental authorities.  Similar dynamics could be observed within a democracy that has a history of repression and exclusion of a particular group (such that in practice political opportunities have been limited); authorities there may initiate a negotiated peace or reconciliation process with that group.  Therefore, with little change in the overall status of the regime--whether autocratic or democratic--we might see an expansion (or restriction) of the political opportunities available to a particular constituency within society.

In sum, democracy may be a useful shorthand for trying to understand how the political environment affects group strategy, but analytically it is insufficient to capture the range of factors that influence the actual openings for participation in the political system. Hence a more useful variable of interest, and the one I will employ in this paper, is the concept of “political opportunity.”  Political opportunities may increase under any of the following conditions: (a) change in regime type (e.g., liberalization or democratization) such that representative institutions are introduced and all social groups can participate without formal or informal restrictions; (b) a decrease in the repressive tactics or restrictive regulations imposed by governments on the social group with which militant groups identify within an established democracy; (c) the initiation of targeted negotiations and political concessions to militant organizations independent of a broader change in regime type; (d) an increase in popular support for the militant group and its goals independent of regime type (i.e., the emergence or identification of a sizable constituency within society whose preferences are aligned with the group’s). In each circumstance a constraint on political activity is eliminated. In the first three cases, the change is in the security or institutional environment which permits political organization; a more permissive institutional or security environment emerges, which decreases the costs of political action. In the fourth case, opportunities increase because of a change in society and the revelation of a constituency whose preferences or goals coincide with the militant group; a more permissive social environment is observed, which increases the benefits of political action. In fact, political opportunities are arguably maximized when a permissive security and institutional environment coincide with a permissive social environment; here the costs of political action decline, while its benefits increase. Regardless, with change in any of the four dimensions, the incentives for a group to engage in political action should also vary. Below I investigate how these incentives might affect group strategy. 

Defining the Outcome of Interest: Militant Group Strategy
It has become cliché to observe that defining terrorism is difficult, if not impossible.
 One reason rests in prevailing normative beliefs about the legitimacy of engaging in violence against civilians. Because the tactic is normatively questionable--targeting civilians to coerce policy or governmental change-- the term terrorist has become pejorative. Disapprobation of terrorists’ means undercuts the legitimacy of their ends: in condemning the act one implicitly condemns the actor. Consequently militant groups and their sympathizers often resist universal definitions under which their movements might be implicated.  Terrorism is often in the eye of the beholder.
Nevertheless, it is possible to identify a number of features commonly associated with terrorism. First, it is violence by a small, clandestine group against civilians, government officials or unarmed military personnel and installations in pursuit of some political, ideological or social objective. Second, it aims not to achieve those goals not through actual physical action (e.g., a military coup, destruction of the government, capturing key resources or territory), but through coercion. The goal is: (1) to either alter government leaders calculations of the costs of pursuing a particular policy through the actual damage to the populations and societies they govern or damage to their psychological state (i.e., terrorizing them); (2) by provoking from the government extreme, repressive counter reactions to terror attacks or by demonstrating its inability to protect the population (and therefore generating doubt about its efficacy), to undermine citizens’ support for the government and therefore force the government’s downfall, or concessions to the terrorists (to stay the tide of attacks).

As such, terrorism as a strategic choice refers to decisions by a group to employ these tactics of armed conflict in pursuit of their objectives. While the objectives terrorists seek may vary from promoting regime change, territorial change, policy change, social control or the status quo (Kydd and Walter, 2006), the violent tactics remain the same. 
Specifically, in this paper I am interested in four strategies
 available to groups who currently employ terrorism: 

(1) Group maintains incidence of terrorist attacks at a status quo level (i.e., the group engages in generally the same number of attacks, toward similar targets with similar lethality) 
(2) Group changes the intensity of violence. On the one hand it decreases or increases the number of attacks, engaging more provocative targets, which potentially result in more civilian deaths. Alternatively, it engages in ceasefires or lengthy periods of unilateral self-restraint.
(3) Group abandons terrorist tactics in favor of political activity.  It develops an organization which negotiates or interacts with other political entities; establishes a full-blown political party; engages in interest group activity or civil disobedience, all while explicitly forgoing the use of violence. The group essentially gives up its operational arm and devotes its energies toward participating in a political process. 
(4) Group splits or undergoes hybridization into dual movements, one of which continues to pursue terrorist violence and another that emerges as a political movement that organizes for non-violent action or as a political party.

There are many ways we might disaggregate the strategies of terrorist groups. We might for example break up the tactic into different military means (explosives versus hijacking, as was common in terrorist studies in the 1970s) or according to other features of the targets and specific coercive logic involved as does Pape (2005) when he distinguishes suicide bombing from other demonstrative uses of terror.
 The conceptualization here seeks to capture shifts on a continuum of violence to political activity in order to assess the effects of expanding political opportunities on those strategies—that is, in order to assess the question of whether and when expanding political opportunities will actually convert a militant group into a political movement, or in fact produce little change or even an intensification of violence. 
One obvious and key distinction in the typology above is between the status quo use of violence and changes in the intensity with which it is employed. I include this because I anticipate that some theories might actually predict not only no transition to a non-violent movement or political party, but increasing violence and retrenchment by the militant group in the face of growing political opportunities. In other cases, the theory might predict a decrease in violence (a ceasefire) but not a concerted effort to organize politically. Even though these are not the ultimate outcome we might as scholars or practitioners care about—the end of terror by the group—these fluctuations in the intensity of violence are significant indicators of changes in strategy and may provide clues to the process of radicalization and de-radicalization. They expand the empirical universe by allowing us to observe more subtle shifts in strategy over time and not just the dichotomous violence/political party division. The goal is to look at trends and changes in group strategy over time and especially the effects of changing political opportunities upon it.

 A second key distinction is between a strategy in which the group splits and either part of it defects to a preexisting political movement or it forms a new political party—a phenomenon I refer to as hybridization. When hybridization occurs, in effect there exists a “a division of labour between more conventional political participation by parties and social movements and the employment of violent means by other groups in the same domain” (Gurr, 2005: 20).  Often the political wings originate in splits from the militant wings (or vice versa) and retain some ties to the violent movement, if not common leaders and personnel. These hybrids appear to be surprisingly common. One study shows that of 399 contemporary terrorist groups, 124 are affiliates with or splits from political parties (study cited in Gurr, 2005: 20). In fact, several contemporary and historical militant groups have affiliated political parties. These include groups like ETA, the Provisional IRA, Hamas, and, more recently, the political party and militia movement in Iraq under the leadership of Moqtada al-Sadr. 
There may be, in fact, significant advantages in operating as hybrids: the actions of the political and violent wings can complement one another. For an allied political wing, the selective use of violence by the terror wing underscores the group’s capabilities and therefore the costs of defying its agenda, potentially enhancing the politicians’ bargaining power in state governance. For this reason, we might expect hybrids to endure unless and until severe conflicts of interest put the wings in competition with one another; if one side’s pursuit of violence or politics impinges on the other’s resources or efficacy we might see tensions emerge between them that could catalyze the unraveling of the dual system. So, although I code it as a distinct strategy, a hybrid may be an intermediate step between terror and full-bore political action (or in fact it may be a stable equilibrium).
THEORIZING TERRORISTS’ STRATEGIC CHOICES
How then does the expansion of political opportunities affect group tendencies to adopt one of these strategies? Does democracy end terrorism?
In order to answer this question I look to existing theories—or proto-theories in many cases—that seek to explain terror group motivation and strategy: why they choose violence, why they forgo it and the reasons for both decisions.  Within the literature, one can identify five general schools of thought on terrorist motivation.  Below I extrapolate from each hypotheses about how and when the expansion of political opportunities affect group strategy. See Table 1-1 (at end of paper) for a summary of predictions.
SOCIAL STRUCTURE
The first “school” of explanations for terrorist motivation I refer to as social-structural.  These approaches tend to focus on societies as the unit of analysis, looking at the intensity of cleavages and inequalities in order to evaluate their dispositions toward developing and maintaining terrorist groups.  As conventionally argued, these root causes perspectives suggest that economic and educational deprivation, and the sense of humiliation and desperation they engender,
 provide a breeding ground for terrorism.  

Social structural arguments in general may be best suited to explaining the effects of limited political opportunities on the demand side of terrorism: that is, the degree to which societies tolerate or support extremist, violent movements.
 Especially in societies with a mismatch of education and job opportunities, where one sees few alternative means for redressing social and economic inequities, individuals within the referent constituency in society might be more willing to look past differences with groups whose preferences are extreme and diverge significantly from their own (a fundamentalist religious, nationalist or Marxist regime) and to tolerate the abhorrent uses of violence often associated with terrorism in protest of the status quo.
 In other words, the “root causes,” of social inequality may help justify grievances against the state in the first place (Crenshaw, 2005: 13), while the absence of democracy justifies a more extreme and violent approach to addressing them.
The demand side, in turn, may feed into the supply side by creating an easier environment in which the militant group can operate. Social tolerance of this kind is an important facilitator of terrorist activity. It lowers the costs of engaging in terrorism by creating safe havens within local communities, rendering it easier to operate and carry out successful operations without falling prey to the law enforcement and intelligence activities of authorities. In the absence of such social tolerance, in contrast, individuals within the community might be more sympathetic to authorities’ efforts to rout the terrorist movement and willing to volunteer damaging information about the group’s activities. Where demand is high, there is also more likely to be a reservoir of supporters who might join the organization, as well as more widespread funding sources.
 Consequently the costs of organizing a terror group are considerably lower than in a less tolerant social setting. This affects the supply side through its influence on the calculations of political entrepreneurs or aspiring leaders of militant groups. They have greater incentive to organize new or maintain existing terrorist groups because it is cheaper and easier to do so.
The establishment of democratic institutions that might better represent the disadvantaged constituency or facilitate reform and the easing of social stratification might in turn decrease social tolerance for groups who employ violence against civilians. The demand side of terrorism declines. As one recent study characterizes the effects of political concessions along these lines, “if governments follow strategies of accommodation in response to political challenges . . . they are likely to undermine support for [the militant group] in the larger population—who no longer see a rationale for terrorism. Just as provocative actions by governments can cause a backlash that precipitates terrorism, accommodation by governments can cause a public backlash against terrorists” (Gurr, 2005: 21). Following the logic above, in general the decline in demand should decrease incentives for aspiring militant leaders to organize and invest in terrorist activities. It is more expensive and complicated to do so. At first cut, then, social structural approaches suggest that increasing political opportunities, through their effects on declining demand for terror in highly stratified societies and therefore increasing costs for engaging in it, should reduce militant group’s incentives to pursue terrorist tactics.

Yet, in fact, how more specifically the decline is social tolerance for terror affects group strategy likely hinges on other factors as well. Essential is whether the militant group has a natural social base it can mobilize as it engages in political action—that is, whether it can count on the allegiance of the disadvantaged group in society it professes to represent as it transforms into a political party. Where a militant group’s preferences mirror their purported social constituency, the presence of this social base in combination with the decline in demand of terror, generates significant incentives for the movement to parlay its violent activities into politics. The establishment of functional democratic institutions should generate powerful pressures in favor of political action. 
However, for groups with more extreme preferences than the social constituency on whose behalf they allegedly are battling authorities, and therefore who do not have a natural constituency within society at large, democracy may have considerably less appeal. Those groups have much less little incentive to abandon terrorist activity.  As a result of the declining demand for terror, they may not flourish because they lack the social complicity and recruits that  provide protection and resources. But they will not necessarily go out of business.   

This argument suggests the following hypothesis: 
Hypothesis 1: When political opportunities increase in the form of the establishment of democratic institutions and end of repressive practices, terror groups representing socially or culturally disadvantaged groups have significant incentives to “go political” if they perceive a ready social base is available to them. More extreme groups have considerably fewer incentives because, despite the absence of constraints on organizing politically, they lack political opportunity in the form of a social base they could be mobilized to support them in politics.  Groups with radical ideologies in highly stratified societies should be little affected by democracy.  At most, we might see a hybridization, with a militant wing continuing to engage in violence. 
PSYCHOLOGICAL APPROACHES
Psychological approaches to terrorism operate on two levels of analysis. The first is the individual. Analysts study the propensity of individuals to join terrorist movements and the psychological traits of those who do.  One central debate has been about the degree to which individuals in these movements exhibit some psychopathology or particular psychological tendencies. Post (1990/1998), for example, argues that individuals attracted to terror groups may often exhibit damaged self-concepts and tendencies to “split out” and externalize their insecurities, blaming outsiders for their troubles. Others contest whether any clear pattern emerges about the psychological tendencies of terrorists.

Similarly, analysts examine how participation in a terrorist group feeds individuals’ psychological needs.  In this view, individuals are attracted to these militant movements in part, because, not despite, the fact that they are action oriented and violent.  The violence itself becomes an end in itself. “Apart from its political function, [the terrorist act] also serve[s] the individual and collective psychological needs of the terrorists themselves. The resort to terrorism [is] an existential choice” (McCormick, 2003: 477).  From this perspective terrorism is best explained by its expressive function, rather than its instrumental role—a contrast between “those who employ terrorism on behalf of an external goal and those whose goal is to carry out acts of terror” (McCormick, 2003: 480). In the former case, the tactic becomes detached from the group’s actual strategic environment and the costs and benefits of employing it. McCormick (2003: 480) cites a number of groups as motivated by this need to act violently: the defunct terrorist group, November 17, the Popular Force of 25 April (FP-25), and the Justice Commandos of the Armenian Genocide. In contrast, he cites several groups as being more instrumental in their use of terror; among them he includes the IRA, al Qaeda, Hamas and the Tamil Tigers.
 

Potentially reinforcing the impulse to seek opportunities for violence and extreme action are the psychological investment individuals have in participating in a group.  Members have important needs met through their involvement in the terror organization: they get a sense of purpose, belonging, friendship and meaning in their lives (Stern, 2004).  Consequently, for individuals within the group over time terrorism “may become an identity for them as much as a strategy” (Crenshaw, 2005: 13). Hence, survival of the group may trump other goals, even the attainment of the political or ideological ends for which it was purportedly formed. Membership in the violent movement becomes the objective, not a means to end. 
A second level of analysis in the psychological school focuses on the group, employing organizational and social psychology in order to evaluate group decision-making, interactions, motivation and action (Post, 2005: 7). Especially relevant in this approach is the clandestine nature of militant groups, which renders them vulnerable to isolation and introversion in decision-making processes and therefore appropriate to analyze from a psychological perspective (McCormick, 2003). 
One illustration of psychological theorizing of group decision-making is Janis and Mann’s concept of group think (1977). Applied to terrorist groups, for example, McCormick (2003: 486) argues that the exigencies of maintaining secrecy and their insularity render these movements prone to the symptoms of groupthink: an illusion of invulnerability in how they evaluate information; unquestioning belief in the morality of the in-group; rapid application of pressure against group members who express even momentary doubts about virtually any illusions the group shares and so forth. Consequently, how the group processes information and makes decisions becomes distorted. By implication, it becomes ill equipped to evaluate the costs and benefits of using violence in a calculated, rational assessment process. 
Both sets of psychological theories imply similar things for how democracy should affect group strategy.  In short, the expansion of political opportunities should have little effect.  On one hand, internal routines and pre-existing assumptions about the world, via the dynamics of group think, are likely to cause the group to dismiss the rising political opportunities and discount the possibility that other strategies might better bring about their goals.  From the alternative perspective, which emphasizes the individual psychological needs in sustaining the group, expanding political opportunities might even heighten incentives to use violence.  These opportunities challenge the raison d'etre of the group and subvert its cohesion by raising question about whether violent means remain the best approach. Individuals might consequently become more violent in order to reassure themselves of the efficacy and necessity of the group.

Hypothesis 2: Democracy or other forms of political opportunity should have little effect on militant strategy due to the psychological dynamics associated with decision-making in insular groups.  Far from promoting the transition to political activity, extremist groups might become even more violent in order to reinforce group cohesion.
IDEOLOGY
Another approach to explaining terrorist motivation emphasizes the doctrine or belief system of the group: the nature of its ideology.  Specifically, scholars in this tradition tend to focus on two questions.  First, they analyze the process by which political entrepreneurs or leaders appropriate and distort ideologies for recruitment and motivational purposes.  Second, analysts consider whether particular ideologies lend themselves to violence.  This is especially apparent in themes about whether religion in general, and some religions in particular, are especially conducive to mobilizing violent activity. 

In regards to the link between democracy and terrorism, the ideology school suggests focusing on the particular doctrine to which the group subscribes: how does it conceptualize violence and the possibility of political activity? Religion, for example, can provide a powerful set of organizing principles for action: appropriated by leaders, it provides a natural starting point for developing a critique of current conditions, outlining goals and providing a theory for action, which are all essential features of ideology (Heywood, 2003). Moreover, it may be possible in principle to find within any religious doctrine support for and opposition to political action or violence. Yet, still, there may be constraints on a leader’s efforts to reinterpret that doctrine in favor of new strategies. We might expect, for example, some path dependence in how leaders have employed the messages in the past and perhaps some limitations on how an issue is viewed given the source material. This could undermine the ability to cast the pursuit of political action favorably. Alternatively, some ideologies might allow more space for re-interpretation.  Regardless, from this perspective, the tenets of group doctrine or ideology should influence the means employed, not just the goals (Crenshaw, 2005: 15). 

Hypothesis 3: How a group responds to increasing political opportunities depends on the specific content of its ideology and the presence of leaders willing and able to reinterpret guiding principles and justify participation in politics. Path dependence, however, acts as a powerful check on such reinterpretations, reinforcing the status quo.
STRATEGIC CHOICE
A strategic choice approach to explaining terrorist activity views terrorism as a means to an end—a strategy chosen from among many to achieve a group’s stated objectives—versus a form of expression with intrinsic value. As such the strategic choice approach implies three distinct things about terrorist group strategizing. First, it posits a model of decision-making based on the rationality or goal-seeking nature of the group and its ability to make cost benefit calculations in choosing strategies best suited to attaining its goals. “Terrorist organizations attempt to either maximize their expected political returns for any given level of effort or minimize the expected costs necessary to achieve a specified set of political objectives” (McCormick, 2003: 481).
 Second, it assumes militant groups are strategic in the true sense of the term: they condition their strategies on the anticipated reactions of their opponents, and in light of those expectations choose strategies with the greatest possibility of helping them attain their goals at lowest cost. Third, because this approach assumes internal rationality and decision-making procedures and some stable preferences over outcomes, to explain shifts in strategy the emphasis lies on external stimuli.  Events outside the group—political opportunities, access to technology, new military capabilities, changes in the nature of the adversary and its preferences—heavily influence the group’s strategic choices. The key to understanding a group’s strategic choices therefore is looking at these environmental and contextual factors. Changes in the external situation precipitate internal shifts in group strategy. 
Given these assumptions, militant groups should be highly attuned to increases in political opportunities, especially those that encompass broad changes in the institutional, security and social environment in which they operate. These expanding opportunities should significantly influence assessments of the utility of terrorism through their effects on the costs of using terror (associated with declining demand) and the benefits of political action (that accompanies the revelation of a social base). Although other factors will still affect the ultimate strategic calculus, at the least, changes of this magnitude should prompt a major re-think in strategy; the nature of the political environment and the availability of alternative mechanisms for influencing governmental policy should be a major factor in the decision-making calculus.
Hypothesis 4a: The expansion of political opportunities should have a powerful effect on group strategy by lessening the costs and increasing the benefits of organizing politically rather than violently.  Holding constant other factors affecting the utility of terrorism, strategically minded groups should face substantial incentives shift to politics when the opportunities are available (i.e., when a permissive institutional, security and social environment is present). 
Uncertainty and Strategic Choice

Recently Kydd and Walter (2006) have developed a theory for terror group motivation within the general strategic choice tradition. Assuming terror movements are goal oriented and pursue a variety of objectives, yet operate under conditions of uncertainty, Walter and Kydd analyze these groups’ strategies as a form of costly signaling. Within their approach, violent action aims to demonstrate the intensity of a group’s resolve and the magnitude of its capabilities: groups employ terrorism to persuade government and societal audiences to make concessions by altering their beliefs about the group’s commitment to its cause and ability to impose significant costs if its demands are not met. Depending on the specific objective of the movement and the audience in question a variety of tactics within the repertoire of terrorism are available.
 Each of these tactics exhibits a distinctive strategic logic and helps to overcome the obstacles posed by uncertainty, which limits the capacity to attain some settlement of the dispute with the government in question. Especially relevant in the current context are three strategies: terror groups’ efforts to influence members of society either by: (1) coercing them into behaving as terrorists wish (intimidation); (2) eliciting a repressive reaction by the target government and therefore heightening sympathy for the terrorist cause (provocation); or (3) demonstrating their efficacy over competing groups and therefore winning the allegiance of members of society (outbidding). The objective in each case is to influence the population, inducing it to provide resources and safe haven to the militant group or to comply with its social and political demands. 

The expansion of political opportunities, in turn, might magnify incentives to employ these three tactics in order to bolster social support. Assume as above that increasing political opportunities decreases the demand for terror (because the society at large observes that alternative means for achieving objectives are available). Terror groups consequently may try to compensate for declining social support, and signal their ongoing commitment to their objectives, with the tactics outlined by Walter and Kydd.  The group may resort to intimidation, engaging in ever more lethal forms of violence in order to demonstrate to society the costs of disobeying its edicts. They may try and regain the upper hand by taking more provocative actions, which elicit repressive countermeasures by the government and in turn cast doubt on the government’s commitment to political accommodation. In addition, the necessity of outperforming one’s competitors increases as skepticism within the pool of former supporters takes root; following the logic of outbidding, militant groups may become ever more violent in order to demonstrate their efficacy relative to their competitors. Regardless of which tactic is employed, by increasing the need to win support or compliance from an increasingly skeptical and doubtful society, in each case we would expect the intensity of violence to increase.
Hypothesis 4b: The expansion of political opportunities increases the need for terror groups to engage in costly signaling to demonstrate to an increasingly skeptical public their capabilities and commitment to the cause. Through tactics of intimidation, provocation and out-bidding the intensity of violence increases. 
ORGANIZATIONAL THEORY
Research in organizational theory encompasses a variety of traditions and approaches. However, despite the richness of the academic discipline, of the five schools of scholarship discussed here it has been least applied to the study of terrorist groups.
  To the extent that scholars do look at terrorist groups through an organizational lens they tend to do so in two ways.  First, they may focus on factionalism and the prospect of groups splintering (Bueno de Mesquita, 2007); this is an important phenomenon, no doubt, but represents just one small dimension of theorizing about terror groups. A second approach analyzes the structure of terrorist movements, drawing from social network theory. Once again, this approach may generate useful insights. Yet, a variety of other dimensions of intra-group dynamics remain to be addressed.  

In general, the approaches discussed below share the assumption that looking at intra-group complexities is crucial to understanding militant strategy (although they conceptualize the axes of variation in the group quite differently). My goal below therefore is to analyze how changes in the group's external environment are filtered through organizational dynamics—to understand how the changes in the costs of terror and the benefits of political action, which are induced by increased political opportunities, interact with, and are influenced by, the properties of the organization. 
Organizational Culture


The first approach emphasizes a group’s organizational culture. This perspective presumes that different militant movements will have unique cultures dependent on their historical experiences, beliefs and doctrines and development over time.  That culture might be defined in terms shared world-views or beliefs or as a tool kit that prescribes alternative courses of action.
  In either case, culture filters external stimuli and affects members understandings of their appropriate responses to changes in their social and political environment.  Distinctive about this approach is that every group should have its own organizational culture depending on its history and other experiences.  There is no universal organizational culture.

The implications of this perspective for how democracy or expanding political opportunities affect strategy is similar in some ways to an ideological approach: it suggests that in order to understand how the group will respond to expanding political opportunities, one must understand how its organizational culture influences the interpretation of that stimuli.  If the culture, for example, reflects a belief that political activity is reasonable, but has been out of the question because the opportunities have not been available, then the expansion of these opportunities might be favorably received.
  Alternatively if the group culture is reflexively suspicious of political activity and those that advocate it, these opportunities should have little influence on its strategy.
 For example, as one analyst characterizes the Basque nationalist group, ETA, the understanding of violence and its role in promoting Basque identity became core features of the group’s organizational culture over time, such that any “change in attitudes [would be] tantamount to an epistemological change affecting the very premises on which political order and personal identity are founded”
 If an organizational culture perspective correct (and this characterization of ETA is accurate), we would expect ETA to be extremely resistant to increasing political opportunities. 
McCormick’s characterization of the late nineteenth century anarchist movement is also intriguing in this regard. In his view violence was deeply embedded in the culture of the movement, not just as a means to an end, but as a form of expressive activity. Terrorist violence as he frames it was characterized as the “Archetypical form of human resistance . . .and the medium through which heroic values can most fully be expressed” (Carter, 1978: 339; quoted in McCormick, 2003: 478). In addition, the movement opposed hierarchical organization, including any essential to constituting an organized political party or movement, viewing it as antithetical to its principles and “theory of victory” (in which regime collapse would be achieved through a spontaneous popular uprising catalyzed by protest and violent action, not by takeover by a parallel organized opposition). From the stance of an organizational culture perspective, the cultural salience of violence and the principles espoused by the late nineteenth century anarchists would render changes in strategy in favor of traditional political activity exceedingly unlikely. 
Hypothesis 5: How a group responds to increasing political opportunities depends on the specific content of its organizational culture and the presence of leaders willing and able to reinterpret that culture in order to encourage participation in politics. 
Bureaucratic Politics
A bureaucratic politics perspective posits that organizations are governed by a universal culture (as opposed to a particular, historically bounded culture) in which protecting the well-being of the group is paramount: organizational strategy is heavily influenced by the need to maintain the autonomy, prestige and resources of the entity.  Members of a group in turn will internalize the need to protect the organization; they will also be socialized by their participation within it and therefore will view problems and issues from the lens of their institutional position.
  The health of the organization and its priorities heavily color the evaluation of strategic alternatives.
The bureaucratic politics approach can be applied at several levels of analysis.  First, we can examine how different subunits within the terrorist group interact with one another and how the politics of those relations affect overall strategic choices; that is, adopt an intra-group organizational focus, taking the interactions of functionally differentiated subunits (such as those associated with various tasks, such as strategic planning, media relations, operations, internal security, procurement of equipment, fundraising, communications and so forth) as the unit of analysis.
  Second, we can treat the group as a unitary actor operating in a relatively closed field of competitors, and examine its interactions with the target government and society in which operates.  Third, we can also treat the group as a unitary actor, but adopt an inter-organizational approach, examining its interactions with different terrorist groups and how each entity’s desire to protect its organizational interests is influenced by competition among them. Regardless, distinctive about theses approach is that they incorporate in group preferences not just the desire to achieve a particular objective, but to protect and maximize bureaucratic interests, in the assessment of the utility of alternative strategies. Hence while a strategic choice approach emphasizes the attainment of a specified goal as defining group preferences, a bureaucratic politics approach also incorporates the need to protect the health and resources of the organization.
 
In turn, the effect of expanding political opportunities on group strategy might vary depending on the level of analysis with which we begin.  Take, for example, what it implies for an intra-group approach. A more permissive institutional or security environment might be more appealing to some sub-units than to others. Political figureheads might find it appealing; they can easily see how political activity might enhance the health of the organization and given their positions are more likely to recognize the opportunities potentially available through political action. In contrast, those in charge of operations might worry that their subunits would suffer and that the prestige and resources available to them would diminish over time; they may also be less apt to recognize the opportunities available through political action given their daily technical/tactical focus. Expanding political opportunities may then lead to intra-group friction, splintering and potentially hybridization. 
If we begin instead with the group as a unified whole and examine how expanding political opportunities interact with organizational preferences (i.e., the desire to maximize autonomy, prestige, resources for the group as a whole) we might predict a different process and outcome of strategic evaluation. To the extent the potential opportunity of engaging in political activity enhances organizational prerogatives and resources, as well as providing a means for attaining the group's objective, it should be received favorably.  On the one hand we might expect this to be the case.  To the extent new avenues of funding, opportunities for public visibility and international or domestic legitimacy is enhanced by political participation, increasing opportunities should be appealing to the group and over time influence it strategic choices. 
Similarly, as leaders of the terrorist movement begin to participate in politics, they should increasingly reflect that experience in how they interpret problems and opportunities facing the group.  They become socialized to politics and begin to reflect the institutional position of politicians, not just that of the leaders of militant groups.

On the other hand, it is also possible that expanding political opportunities could undermine organizational interests and therefore reduce incentives to abandon violence.  Participation in the political system could threaten the autonomy of the group by increasing uncertainty about its future and making its fate more dependent on events within society and politics outside its immediate control; participating in a broader political system introduces uncertainty in ways that an insular terrorist group might be uncomfortable with (and since the main goal of organizations, from within this analytical perspective, is minimizing uncertainty about their futures, this should be a major issue for terror groups). Participation in political processes might also result in the defection of hard-core adherents committed to violence, lessening the membership of the organization.  Fundraising could also suffer because outside supporters of the movement may be less inclined to fund an unproven political entity. In sum, anticipating how the militant group responds to increasing political opportunities depends on how more specifically participation in political processes will affect parochial bureaucratic interests. Where it serves them, we should see transition to a political movement; where it challenges them, we should observe much more recalcitrance and maintenance of the status quo.
The third level of analysis—inter-group competition-- has in fact received some attention in the literature.
 Although not framed in terms of organizational theory, Bloom (2005) for example argues that the desire to maximize visibility and social acclaim will produce "outbidding” among militant groups. In order to bolster resources (recruits, funding) enhance organizational prestige and ensure the sustainability of the group, they will engage in ever more violent acts in order to demonstrate their efficacy and superiority over their competitors.
  
An increase in the political opportunities available to militant groups might increase the stakes of this game. Not only do groups want to increase support for their terror activities within society by demonstrating their discipline and capacity to execute ambitious operations, but doing so now also potentially enhances their bargaining power and influence within politics: those that successfully overshadow their competitors in the terror realm, may also be more visible, secure more resources and win the most votes in elections or in other political activities.  Consequently, incentives to outbid one’s competitors increase, sparking more violence.  
Hypothesis 6a (bureaucratic politics-intragroup): increasing political opportunities will result in splintering of the militant group and potential hybridization. 
Hypothesis 6b (bureaucratic politics-unitary actor): the effects of increasing political opportunities will depend on how the group weighs the growing visibility, enhanced legitimacy and prestige, access to new bases of support and resource pools won through engaging in political action against the autonomy, sponsors and recruits lost from doing so.
Hypothesis 6c (bureaucratic politics-unitary actor/intergroup competition): increasing political opportunities will increase incentives to engage in outbidding among competing militant groups.  Violence will intensify.
Organizational Structure
A third set of arguments might be grouped under the rubric of organizational structure. Structure can reflect formal, institutional design and divisions of labor within the organization or it can be induced by informal patterns of preferences and distributions of preferences among constituent members. Below I analyze both approaches.

Formal Structure

Two traditions of organizational theory are especially relevant to how we analyze the formal structure of groups.  The first, sometimes referred to as "modern" structural organizational theory, focuses on the internal structure of an organization and tries to conceive the "best" structure given its objective and environmental constraints (Shafritz, et. al., 2005). This tradition focuses on issues of specialization, departmental divisions, span of control and coordination of subunits.  The second school, organizational economics, exhibits a similar emphasis on institutional features but instead examines questions related to why organizations assume alternative structures, given the existence of costs associated with uncertainty, transaction costs and other factors. 
One prominent study within organizational economics by Oliver Williamson (1975), for example, looks at how market conditions affect organizational structure-- hierarchy versus decentralization. In turn we might extrapolate from Williamson and examine how variation in this dimension of militant group organizations might affect group leaders’ incentives to respond to growing political opportunities.  For example, a more hierarchical organization—that is, one that has clearly demarcated lines of authority with a concentration of decision-making power at the apex, followed by a pyramid of subordinate sub-organizations—may have better "command and control” and be better capable of ensuring that subordinates implement changes in strategy. It may also better be equipped to guard against defections. This in turn could affect its leaders’ incentives to engage in political activity-- they know they can bring the organization along with them and therefore not sacrifice their control in the event of a major shift in strategy. In fact, we might anticipate that leaders contemplating major strategic reorientation would try and establish mechanisms of vertical integration and control. In short, the probability of successfully converting the movement into a political entity might be higher for hierarchically organized terror movements, which makes it more enticing to consider in the first place.
Conversely, the expansion of political opportunities might have different effects on a decentralized organization.  Social network theory may be helpful in thinking through these dynamics.  Applied to terrorist groups, these approaches emphasize the complex relationships among individuals that operate within networks in order to evaluate issues associated with recruitment, evolution and communication of ideas and information.  Accordingly, leaders of a more decentralized organization-- one that resembles a network versus a traditional hierarchy-- will face many more obstacles in enforcing strategic changes within and across nodes, potentially creating disincentives to try and promote such dramatic change in the first place.  
In addition, converting to political action may be especially threatening to the endurance of networked organizations. The perpetuation of these loose affiliations depends upon their radical ideologies; the ideology provides essential organizational glue, connecting what otherwise might be very dispersed membership communities (Stern, 2004). In turn, contemplating political action requires questioning or delegitimizing particular components of that ideology, which risks undermining support for the movement and its objectives as a whole. Moreover, the reduction in the demand for terror and consequent decline in societal tolerance for militant movements that accompanies expanded political opportunities might be especially worrisome for networked organizations; it undermines the readiness of new recruits to volunteer and self organize in coordination with a decentralized entity. In sum, the very existence of a networked organization may be undermined by efforts of its leaders to mobilize supporters in favor of political activity.
Hypothesis 7a (formal structure): more hierarchical organizations will be more responsive to increasing political opportunities and more likely to abandon terror in favor of political action. Highly networked organizations should be resistant to change.  Violence should continue at status quo level.

Informal Structure

One could also moved beyond formal institutional structure and look at other features of organizations: not just to the allocation of responsibilities and nature of authority relations, but the constellation of preferences within the organization. In other words, organizations may vary not only according to the differentiation of units and how they are organized in relation with one another, but in the configuration and relative power of members with different sensitivities to costs and risks and preferences over the goals of the group. Borrowing from the democratization literature in comparative politics,
 we might, for example, conceptualize militant groups as being composed of moderates and hard-liners. Moderates might be those more sensitized to some of the human costs of terror, more risk acceptant in trying new approaches and more prone to compromise solutions in achieving their goals; hardliners are wary of risky and uncertain prospects of abandoning familiar methods and extreme in their preferred outcomes. 

The effect of political opportunities on strategy, in turn, might depend on these internal configurations of members’ power and preferences. A divided organization with heterogeneous membership preferences may be vulnerable to hybridization. Increasing political opportunities may induce the defection of moderates who might already be predisposed toward political activity, or more willing to risk it. As a result, hard-liners might actually further radicalize to consolidate support among their constituents within the organization. Operating in a more permissive political environment may therefore pry apart a militant organization.  One faction continues to employ terror, while and one increasingly inclined toward political action emerges.
 More homogenous organizations and those in which power is concentrated with in one faction will provide less points of access for change.  They should be less receptive to political opportunities, holding all else equal.
Hypothesis 7b (informal structure): organizations whose leaders exhibit heterogeneous preferences and a balance of power are likely to form hybrids in the face of growing political opportunities.  More homogenous organizations are more likely to maintain violence at the status quo level. 
Organizational Learning


A fourth category of organizational theory can be grouped under the rubric of organizational learning. Jackson et. al. (2005) develops an approach to organizational learning applied to terrorist groups that emphasizes four components: the acquisition of new information and technology by the group; the interpretation or evaluation of that information; the distribution of that analyzed information within the group; and the capacity for storage or the retention of institutional memory about that information.  In turn, the acquisition, interpretation, distribution and storage of new information can facilitate improvements is strategic decision-making, tactical planning or operational activities.  An organization’s capacity for engaging in these essential tasks determines its capacity for learning in these various areas.
What might an organizational learning perspective suggest about how political opportunities affect terrorist strategy?  One possibility is that organizations that are better equipped to learn more quickly are also better positioned to evaluate and respond to change in their external environments-- to evaluate new information about political opportunities, to assess their implications, to communicate these and compare them with historical experiences and other relevant information within institutional memory.  These organizations therefore may be better able to learn and grow in response to the new stimulus.  Hence, good learners should readily incorporate an assessment of their new environment and modify strategy accordingly; once again holding all other factors equal, this likely means movement toward increased political activity and a decline in violence. Poor learners (those that exhibit weak capacities in acquisition, interpretation, distribution and storage) in contrast should have difficulty accessing and evaluating accurate information about the new opportunities.  These groups will be less likely to respond to change in their political environment; violence will continue at a status quo level.
Hypothesis 8: Groups that exhibit high levels of learning capacity will have better strategic assessment and are more likely to respond to changes in their external environment, including increasing political opportunities. They are more likely to convert to political action. Poor learners will be less capable of comprehending the implications of increasing political opportunities and may be more inclined to maintain their terror activities at a status quo level

Collective action and selective incentives/private benefits

A final conceptual category of organizational theory I analyze might be referred to as the collective action school.  Collective action focuses on the incentives for individuals to participate in group action.
  Key to the theory is the idea that in order to overcome free rider problems (the capacity to benefit from an organization's activities without contributing to it) groups must provide selective incentives to members to encourage participation.  These might include any range of private benefits: wages and other material perquisites, social prestige, authority over others.
  Over time, in turn, we might expect members of the organization to develop vested interest in its perpetuation because of these private benefits.
  
Key, then, is how expanding political opportunities affects these private benefits and therefore the likelihood of strategic change.  This might in part depend on one’s position or job in the organization. The leaders of the militant group might be able to parlay their influence within it into political stature. There are numerous examples of former terror leaders emerging as conventional political leaders, including former leader of the Irgun and Israeli Prime Minister, Menachem Begin, Michael Collins, the Irish Revolutionary and Martin McGuinness and Gerry Adams, both former leaders of the IRA (Oberschall, 2004: 30). Yet, the effects of increasing political opportunities on middle-management (those in charge of day to day operations, who run various sub-units of the organization in charge of recruitment, fundraising, training, etc) are likely to be somewhat less auspicious. They may lose their jobs if the group abandons its terrorist activity and their roles are no longer essential to its perpetuation. Hence, they may be overtly suspicious about the prospect of converting the movement into political activity.  
Stern’s (2004) characterization of Jihadi movements in Pakistan is suggestive in this regard.
 As she describes it, so great are the private benefits to middle managers in these organizations, that their salaries and perquisites over time begin to overtake the original ideological cause in motivating the perpetuation of the terrorist group; by implication we might expect that even if these groups could achieve their goals through political action, large sections of the organization would reject abandoning their lucrative positions and support going out of the terror business. In sum, we might expect hybridization with top leaders of the movement pushing for political action, especially where the perquisites of office-holding are significant. Alternatively from within the cadre of middle managers political entrepreneurs will emerge to capitalize on their disaffection and assume leadership of a slightly reconfigured terror wing. 
Hypothesis 9: The potential loss of private benefits by middle-managers within hierarchical terror organizations, and the potential access to new benefits for top political leaders may lead to hybridization of a militant group when faced with growing political opportunities. Violence may increase as new leaders of the terror wing consolidate their authority.
Table 1-1

Increasing Political Opportunities and Group Strategy

	Analytical 

School
	
	Contingency
	Violence at SQ level 
	Violence
Increases


	Shift to Political Action
	Form

Hybrid

	Social 

Structural
	H1
	Group has social base ………

Group lacks social base ….…
	X
	
	X
	

	Psychology
	H2
	Group Level…………………

Individual Level…………….
	X
	X
	
	

	Ideology
	H3
	Depends on content of ideology, but path dependence likely
	X
	
	
	

	Strategic Choice
	H4a
	Other factors matter in utility calculation, but increasing costs of terror and benefits of political action generate strong push in favor of the latter
	
	
	X
	

	Strategic Choice-uncertainty variant
	H4b
	Results from increased use of 
intimidation, provocation and outbidding
	
	X
	
	

	Org Theory

(OT) Org Culture Variant


	H5
	Depends on content of ideology, but path dependence likely
	X
	
	
	

	(OT)

BureacraticPolitics (BP)- intragroup
	H6a
	
	
	
	
	X

	OT/BP

unitary actor


	H6b
	Depends on variable consequences for org. interests in autonomy, resources, prestige. 

Where pol. opp. enhance…....

Where pol. opp. undermine....
	X
	
	X
	

	OT/BP

Intergroup
	H6c
	
	
	X
	
	

	OT-Structure

(formal)
	H7a
	Hierarchical………………..

Networked………………….
	X
	
	X
	

	OT-Structure

(informal)
	H7b
	Heterogeneous prefs/BOP …

Homogenous/one faction dominant……………………
	
	
	X
	X

	OT-

Learning
	H8
	Good learners………………

Poor Learners………………
	X
	
	X
	

	OT collective action
	H9
	
	
	
	
	X


CONCLUSION
In this paper I attempt to analyze different ways that terror groups might respond to increasing political opportunities in their domestic environments. Intended as the foundation for further study, the paper suggests a variety of hypotheses that might be refined and analyzed in a future, fully developed research project. 
Despite the preliminary nature of this paper, one implication is striking: if the inferences above from existing bodies of theory are correct, in only a few circumstances should democracy (or expanding political opportunities, more broadly) clearly result in a decline in the incidence of terrorism. Most theories, in fact, predict an alternative outcome. For example, approaches to studying terrorist motivation that include psychology (individual level), ideology, and organizational culture, suggest there may be major obstacles to strategic change in militant groups. Terror groups are deeply wedded to violence. Increasing political opportunities should do little to bolster their chances of abandoning it. 
In other cases we might expect violence to actually increase when political opportunities are introduced. The dynamics of group psychology, efforts to mitigate uncertainty (within the parameters of the strategic choice tradition), and to outbid one’s competitors when bureaucratic parochialism motivates these organizations all predict increasing violence. Democracy is not only ineffective in ending terrorism in these cases, it can exacerbate it.
Only in specific cases does a shift toward political action, and the abandonment of violence by terror groups, seem a clear possibility: under a social structural approach when the militant group can claim representation of its allied social group in politics; in the utility calculations made by a group when they operate as a pure strategic choice approach might predict; when an organization, not immersed in intra-group or inter-group competition, can clearly enhance its resources and prestige in doing so; when the organization is hierarchical, its membership homogenous in preferences and when it is a good learner. 
In many cases, perhaps the best we hope for in place of a wholesale shift to politics is the formation of a hybrid entity with a political and terror wing (in which the political wing could someday prevail). That likely occurs when some components of an organization or set of individuals within it split away in hopes of attaining bureaucratic or private benefits through political action, and leave a re-organized terror wing behind. 
In short, despite the promise of democracy for stunting the growth of terror movements, a review of the theory of terrorist motivation, if not the empirics, suggests far less cause for optimism. 
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� Ideologies differ, but share common characteristics (Heywood, 2003). Also see Gurr, 2005: 21). 


� In fact the effort to maintain or enhance the demand for terrorism may figure greatly in the specific choice of weapons and targets chosen by terrorists. Where demand is low and the group needs to maintain social tolerance within key constituencies, it may try and target political officials and provide warning to the media and law enforcement. In so doing, it demonstrates its efficacy without risking social outrage. This was a common strategy employed by the IRA (Oberschall, 2004: 30). The warnings however are not always timely or sufficient and civilians may still die in significant numbers. 


� Of course, the demand side can affect the supply side. Below this point becomes relevant and I discuss it there. 


�  Alternatively the identification of such a social base, for example, might affect the group’s calculations through its perception of the benefit of political action. Take for example the case of the Provisional IRA in the early 1980s. In April 1981, Bobby Sands, a member of the IRA, then imprisoned and on hunger strike, succeeded in winning election in local elections Northern Ireland in April (and in that same year t the Republic of Ireland Dail). This marked an important turning point for the PIRA leadership, which realized that it could win mass support, and helped produce the “Armalite and Ballot Box strategy” whereby the movement would devote increasing energies to contesting elections and engaging in peaceful politics (but also continue its armed struggle).


� Note that I focus here on the effects on one environmental change: the expansion of political opportunities. There are other factors that could affect group incentives and promote a change in strategy. For example, a change in the mechanisms or effectiveness of law enforcement could affect internal group cohesion and therefore its capacity to carry out terrorist acts (and therefore its incentives to do so) (Crenshaw 1991). Alternatively the availability of new technologies that facilitate the use of terrorist tactics-such as technologies associated with suicide bombing or access to new explosives—could alter the decision-making calculus. Some argue that the invention of dynamite in the 186os increased incentives to employ terrorism (McCormick, 2003: 476; Crenshaw, 1981: 382). Groups might also have incentive to mutate into guerilla movements, depending on changes in their resources and capabilities. In short, other factors can affect group strategy. This paper examines the effects on strategy of expanding political opportunities assuming all else is held equal.


� See Silke (2004); Vanaik.


� Note that I do not include other obvious alternatives, such as organizing as a guerilla movement or a conventional army. These choices strike me as more about limitations on capabilities, in which changes in the types of technologies or equipment available could affect group strategy. In any case, it is less clear to me how expanding political opportunities might affect the choice to rely on terrorist tactics versus organize as a guerilla movement or conventional military. On the latter choice see Kurth Cronin (2006: 31). 


� The question of the relationship between hybridization and abandonment of terror by the militant side of the movement is intriguing. On the one hand these hybrids might be fairly stable, however over time, and given the strategic circumstance, conflicts of interest between them might emerge. McCormick, for example, suggests that conflict between the clandestine terror group and its political counterparts is inevitable (McCormick, 2003: 487). 


� Kydd and Walter (2006) make other distinctions in the substrategies of terrorism, distinguishing among different tactics and the strategic logics which motivate their adoption. See below. 


� This sense of humiliation may be the essential step, which distinguishes merely impoverished societies from those who feel a sense of injustice and hopelessness. It is this potential consequence of social inequality that some suggest is the real cause of social tolerance for terrorism (see Crenshaw, 1981: 383; Stern, 2004). As many observe studies show that poverty in a country is not correlated with the incidence of terrorism. (Pape, 2005; Abadie, 2005)


� As noted above, demand is high when society supports groups whose preferences over governmental structure or social order are more radical than its median member and who employ terrorism.


� Aside from social structure, Crenshaw (1981: 382) following Gurr suggests that “social habits and historical traditions that sanction the use of violence against the government” may also be a determinant of social tolerance. In other words, societies may have historical experiences or understandings of the role of violence in social order that could also affect attitudes toward terrorism. 


� On the importance of societal tolerance and its role in facilitating terrorist activity see Kurth Cronin (2006: 27); and Pape (2005:81).


�This idea that democracy (expanding political opportunities) increases the cost of terrorism, through its effect on social demand and therefore support for terror, may be counterintuitive to some.  In fact, at first glance we might expect that democracy would actually lower the cost of terrorism by making it overall easier to organize and evade apprehension by government authorities than in a more repressive state.  In fact, building on that logic, one set of studies in the 1990s found that transnational terrorism is much more likely to occur in democracies (Eubank and Weinberg, 1994, 1998, 2001). Two observations are relevant here.  First, that study does not distinguish between competing trends: the possibility that increased opportunities for political participation in democracy will lower societal demand for terror (and therefore increase costs) and the possibility that open institutions and civil liberties will make it easier to operate (and therefore lower costs) (on this distinction see Eyerman, 1998).  Both factors arguably matter in assessing the utility of terrorism. Second, it should not be surprising that the incidence of transnational terrorism increases against democracies.  Foreign operatives engaging in violence against an opposing democratic state should be little affected by political opportunities within that state; they are by definition outside its political system. Moreover, as Pape (2005) suggests, there must maybe specific benefits for using terrorist tactics against an opposing foreign power that is democratic. When the effects are differentiated, as in Li (2005), scholars find support for the idea that democracy does reduce terror through its affects on alternative forms of protest (specifically, Li finds that increasing democratic participation reduces the number of transnational terror attacks).  


Another study (Abadie, 2005) finds that domestic terrorism exhibits a non-linear relationship with the amount of political freedoms in a state. This finding may in fact be consistent with the argument here. In the most democratic states, the costs of using terror are high (because demand is low) and in the most autocratic states it is also high (because of aggressive security practices) therefore we expect the incidence of terror to decline. In the middle case of a semi-autocratic or democratizing state, the costs of using terror are much more moderate, both because demand is higher and because security practices are not quite as effective or comprehensive as in an autocratic state; therefore the incidence of terror might be higher.


� There is in fact a large literature in this area that examines a variety of ways that personality and other psychological dimensions affect attitudes toward and participation in a terror group, as well as aspects of group decision-making. For a nice review see McCormick, 2003. 


� If we accept this categorization, notable is that the instrumental groups have been more resilient and more successful than those motivated by the expressive content of violence.


� This assumption of rationality is extreme. One could also assume bounded rationality (see Cyert and March 1992). 


� Kydd and Walter (2006) term these different strategies because they each follow a different logic whereby they influence calculations of capabilities and resolve. Within the parameters of this paper in which I compare the choice to use terrorism over other options, these might be described as tactics within the general strategy of terrorism.


� Crenshaw (2001) is an exception.


� Katzenstein (1996:6) employs a fairly traditional definition of the concept of culture in political science. Ann Swidler’s concept of culture might also be usefully employed, as it is in Elizabeth Kier’s Imagining War (1997). As Swidler  (1986: 273) characterizes it, culture, is a “ ‘ tool kit ‘ of habits, skills and styles from which people construct ‘strategies of action’  .” Culture shapes behavior by defining possible alternative course of action and helping them to solve problems, not by defining people’s goals or the values they place on different ends. 


� For examples of this approach as applied to military organizations see Legro (1995) and Kier (1997). 


� One problem here, of course, is measuring what in group discourse and belief systems is a reflection of a persistent organizational culture versus what is a reflection of its strategic circumstances. Observance of a reflexive opposition to political action in group doctrine and statements may be a reflection of, and reinforced by, the absence of political opportunities. Some independent measures of organizational culture are essential.


� Given, the need to sustain group support for killing innocents, we might expect organizational cultures of terror groups to be more prone to reflect themes of resistance to political activity and the justification of violence.  


� Zulakia (1998: 424). 


� Posen (1984), Snyder (1991) and Van Evera (1991) have all applied this approach to understanding military organizations’ preferences. In their studies, military leaders are heavily motivated to protect the prestige, autonomy and organizational well-being of their organizations; they also exhibit particular perspectives on foreign policy and security issues, which reflect their jobs as chiefs in the armed forces.  Similarly, in his classic study of the Cuban Missile Crisis, Graham Allison examines how one's bureaucratic position influences his or her policy preferences.


� For examples of these sorts of differentiated functions see Gunarantna (2003); Stern (2004), Shapiro (2005). 


� This is a rationalist interpretation of a bureaucratic politics approach in which the key distinction is that different factors enter the utility calculation beyond attainment of the group’s stated goals. One could also view bureaucratic politics from a psychological or cognitive perspective, assuming that bureaucratic dynamics not only shape the content of one’s utility function but also color the interpretation of new information. The latter view might be more consistent with Lebow (1981). 


� See EBDM, Bloom. Kydd and Walter (2006); McCormick (2003: 488).


� Cites on organizational competition appear in). 


� See, for example, O’Donnell, et. al. (1986), Przeworski (1991). For an example applied to terror groups see Bueno de Mesquita (2005). 


� Note that this suggests that efforts to end terror by “producing dissention in the group” must be handled with care (Post, 2005: 11). While this may facilitate splitting and potential domestication of some factions, it may provoke the radicalization of others and more violence as the split off group consolidates power.


� See Olson (1971).


� For specific lists of incentives and discussion of their importance see Barnard (1938). 


� In some ways conceptually analogous to a bureaucratic politics approach, what is different here is that members of the organization are considering not just the implications of strategy for the organizations autonomy, restores his and prestige but for their own private benefits—personal prestige, social stature, salaries and accompanying perquisites


�  Similarly, Shapiro (2005) describes a conflict of interest between middle managers and leaders.
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