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Abstract
This article applies an actor-oriented perspective to the conditions favoring the onset of terrorism in mass mobilization dissident campaigns. I argue that the decision to engage in terrorism follows short-term strategic constraints that participants in mass dissident activities may face in their struggle. Additionally, I argue that violent mass dissident campaigns (large-scale conventional civil wars) and nonviolent mass dissident campaigns (mass civil resistance) are subject to similar strategic constraints on direct mass contentious activities leading to the emergence of terrorism. Mass dissident methods alone have poor prospects with relatively limited participation, leading dissidents to resort to terrorist strategies to propagandize their cause and capitalize relative power. Disillusion over the efficiency of mass dissident actions due to increasing costs of participation over time can lead dissidents to seek cheaper underground strategies such as terrorism. Extreme state repression further limits participation in mass dissident activities, thereby creating similar incentives for terrorism, as non-combatants are less problematic targets than the state coercive apparatus with high capacity of retaliation. Consistent with my claims, I find that longer campaigns duration and higher repression against mass dissent significantly increase the likelihood for dissidents to engage in terrorism. It emerges that the effects of longer campaigns duration and higher repression are not statistically significantly different across mass dissident methods. 
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Introduction

Traditional approaches to the study of terrorism have often imposed a clear separation between terrorism and other forms of extra-institutional contentious collective action such as mass dissident campaigns (Findley and Young 2012, 3). Yet, comparative research indicates that many underground organizations and groups engaging in terrorist actions have their origins during mass dissident campaigns (Della Porta and Tarrow 1986; Della Porta 1995; 2013; Rinehart 2013). 
For example, clandestine radical fringe groups relied on terrorist attacks during the Lebanese Cedar Revolution to pressure the Syrian government to withdraw its military from Lebanon and replace the Syrian-friendly national government with a more autonomous local leadership
. The first terrorist attack occurred on July 12, 2005, when a car bomb detonated in a failed assassination of the pro-Syrian Lebanese Defense Minister, Elias Murr (Washington Post 2005).





 Terrorism was also an explicit choice by the leadership of the Tamil Eelam Movement during the Tamil dissident campaign for independence from Sri Lanka. The founder of movement, S. J. V. Chelvanayagam, shifted around 1975 from calling exclusively for peaceful protests to affirming the need to fight to the end for a Tamil country (Rinehart 2013, 114-120). As of 1975, the group named the Tamil Tigers (LTTE) pursued only terrorist attacks against Tamil civilians and the broader Sri Lankan population. 
While dissident organizations and groups using terrorist strategies often originate from, and operate within broader mass dissident campaigns (Gunning 2009, 156), not all mass dissident campaigns see dissident organizations or fringe groups resorting to terrorism. 
For instance, none of the various regional, ethnic, and economic dissident groups seeking to overthrow the government of Chad (1966-1990) as part of the National Liberation Front resorted to terrorist strategies. 

Similarly, none of the dissident organizations and groups taking part in the campaign against the Kuchma regime in Ukraine, known as the Orange Revolution (2001-2004), or in the dissident campaign against Milosevic in Serbia, known as Optor! (1996-2000), recurred to terrorism as a strategy of political contention. Previous research cannot explain this variation and, in fact, we know little about which circumstances provoke organizations or groups participating in mass dissident campaigns to go underground and resort to terrorism as a useful and perhaps even necessary strategy. 
I argue that the decision to engage in terrorist strategies follows short-term strategic constraints that dissidents may face. Mass dissident methods alone have poor prospects for success with relatively limited participation leading dissidents to resort to terrorism to propagandize their cause and capitalize relative power. Disillusion over the efficiency of mass dissident actions due to increasing costs of participation over time are likely to motivate dissidents to seek cheaper underground strategies such as terrorism. Higher levels of repression against mass dissident activities also constitute a similar constraint for participation in mass dissident actions and can create direct incentives for terrorism if non-combatants are seen as easier targets than hard, highly repressive and well-armed coercive apparatuses. 
One might expect that participation in violent mass dissident campaigns (large-scale conventional civil wars) should entail a higher willingness to use arms against civilians also outside the context of conventional warfare activities
 (see Eck and Hultman 2007). On the contrary, the means and strategic rationale of nonviolent mass dissident campaigns (large scale civil resistance) differs in a notable way from terrorism,
 as the former does not rely on lethal violence. As Chenoweth and Stephan (2013, p16-17) point out there are several good reasons why social scientist have avoided comparing dynamics of violent and nonviolent campaigns. 
 However, mass violent and nonviolent extra-institutional political activities can be regarded as comparable combinations of the same three fields of social life: collective action, contention and politics (Tilly and Tarrow 2007). Dissidents and organizations participating in large-scale conventional civil wars and mass civil resistance may be subject to similar strategic constraints on direct mass contentious activities. In this light, conceiving large-scale conventional civil war and nonviolent mass civil resistance as ‘aligned’ strategies allows a more comprehensive and realistic -going beyond structural variables- analysis on crucial dynamics of government-opposition contention leading to the emergence of terrorism (Findely and Young 2012, p. 286) 
It is well known from existing work that dissidents may complement large-scale conventional armed violence against the government with terrorism. Findley and Young (2012), for example, highlight a considerable overlap between terrorism and civil war. Stanton (2013) finds that dissident groups fighting states in democracies are more likely to choose terrorism. And Polo and Gleditsch (2015) report that rebels in civil war are more likely to use terrorism if they are weak, face repressive regimes, or have more opportunities to disseminate their message through the media. That said the link between mass nonviolent movements and terrorism is less well understood both theoretically and empirically.
Table 1 (below) summarizes how terrorism onsets vary across primarily violent mass dissident campaigns (large-scale conventional civil wars) and primarily nonviolent mass dissident campaigns (mass civil resistance) using newly compiled time-series cross-section data on terrorist campaign onsets in 189 mass dissident campaigns between 1948 and 2006. The contribution of the data herein is that information on terrorism onsets relates to dissident organizations or groups taking part in the broader mass dissident campaigns.




While previous literature finds that terrorist attacks occurrence in civil war is extremely frequent (see Findley and Young 2012; Stanton 2013; Polo and Gleditsch 2015)
, table 1 (below) demonstrates that terrorism is by no means ubiquitous in large-scale conventional civil war (primarily violent mass dissident campaigns). In fact, roughly the 60 percent of large-scale conventional civil wars do not experiencing terrorism at all. By contrast, almost the 15 percent of all mass civil resistance (primarily nonviolent mass dissident campaigns) have seen the onset of terrorist tactics. 
Table 1. Terrorism Onset in Mass Dissident Campaigns by Primary Methods

	Primary Mass Dissident Methods
	Terrorist Attacks Onset

	
	No
	Yes
	Total

	Large-scale Conventional Civil Wars (Violent Mass Dissident Campaigns)
	68
(59.65%)
	46
(40.35%)
	114
(100%)

	Mass Civil Resistance (Nonviolent Mass Dissident Campaigns)
	82
(85.42%)
	14
(14.58%)
	96
(100%)


Note: Table entries are counts; percentages out of row totals in parentheses
I contend that dissident organizations or groups participating in mass mobilization dissident campaigns are more likely to resort to terrorist strategies when facing short-term strategic constraints – such as longer mass dissident campaigns duration, high repression against mass dissident activities, or low levels of participation – irrespective of whether dissidents rely primarily on large-scale conventional armed violent or mass nonviolent dissent methods for two reasons. First, terrorist campaigns are a cheaper strategy to effectively mount than both mass conventional armed violent and mass nonviolent dissident methods at the individual and group levels. Second, terrorists’ strategic rationale is to propagandize dissidents’ political causes rather than win outright the state through mass dissident actions. 

Organizing violence from the underground, dissidents lower the costs of participation in mass dissident activities by maintaining their civil lives and by avoiding state persecutions (Monlar 1966). Additionally, targeting non-combatants implies that rather small organizations or groups with few arms and limited military capabilities can successfully carry out terrorist attacks. Finally, terrorism does not aim at imposing direct costs on governments like large-scale conventional civil wars and mass civil resistance. On the contrary, terrorist campaigns have a function of propaganda and pressure through which dissidents capitalize relative power (Sanchez-Cuenca and de la Calle 2009; Lake 2003). 

My findings suggest that short-term resistance campaigns’ characteristics have a strong influence on dissidents’ decision to engage in terrorism. Longer durations of mass dissident campaigns and extreme state repression against dissidents increase the likelihood of terrorism. Crucially, I find robust evidences that the effects of longer duration and high repression are not statistically significantly different across mass dissident methods. This mirrors Table 1 and it emphasizes that the same short-term strategic constraints on direct mass contentious activities are responsible for dissidents' choice of resorting to terrorism.
Terrorism as a Strategy and the Price of its Alternatives

To begin with, I assume that dissident campaigns constantly evolve as a result of interactions between the state and dissidents, on one hand, and among dissidents themselves (Tilly 2003). Dissidents “use their experiences and observation […] to appraise, accurately, without hysteria or delusion but not necessarily without error, their self-interest, displaying egoistic but not necessarily greedy behavior” (Lichbach 1987, 271). The hypotheses on when dissidents decide engaging in terrorism thus follow from considerations on the actual ‘content of the interactions’ or the dissidents’ strategic context. 
Terrorism is defined as a threatened or actual use of illegal force and violence by clandestine organizations or groups participating in mass mobilization dissident campaigns and sharing mass dissident campaigns’ broad political goals. Conceiving terrorism as a possible repertoire of contentious politics helps contextualizing this form of violence and discussing its rationale as a function of constrains dissidents participating in mass mobilization campaigns may face over their struggle. Motivations and resources for the onset of terrorist campaigns must have developed over struggles in order for dissidents to conceive terrorism as a rational, and perhaps even necessary, tactic to foster their demands.

Dahl et al. (2014) show how mass violent and nonviolent dissent movements rely on different methods of coercion.
 Civil resistance can only impose costs on the government when large numbers of people participate, while large-scale conventional armed violence is effective in imposing costs even with relatively smaller numbers of well-equipped and trained dissidents (Chenoweth and Stephan 2011, Dahl et al. 2014). In contrast, terrorist campaigns are carried out successfully by rather small underground groups and have peculiar symbolic functions differing from mass dissent activities: armed propaganda and pressure (Sánchez-Cuenca and de la Calle 2009, 38). 

Terrorism is not used to defeat the government or to impose material costs, but “to mobilize political power” (Lake 2003, 86). In the words of Tilly (2004, 11), “[i]n addition to whatever harm it inflicts directly, it [terrorism] sends signals – signals that the target is vulnerable, that the perpetrator exist, and that the perpetrator has the capacity to strike again. The signals typically reach three different audiences: the targets themselves, potential allies of the perpetrators, and third parties that might cooperate with one or the other.” Considered as a strategy, terrorism functions as “target communication:”
 it aims at discouraging opponents’ behavior, showing their vulnerability, setting an example that others can follow, and attracting others towards perpetrators’ preferred policies and political outcomes (Sánchez-Cuenca and de la Calle 2009; Marighella 1973; Tilly 2004).

Terrorism decreases the costs of mass dissent activities, because from the underground dissidents are less identifiable by governments and it may be rational when dissidents aim at shifting their distribution of capabilities. A dissident of the campaign against the Brazilian government during the 1970s explains the choice of clandestine violence against non-combatants as follows: “[w]e follow one basic rule: we do not use violence that is not understood by the people. If people don’t understand it, the government can use it against us […]. On the other hand, the army always reacts against us in such a situation. By firing on workers, the army makes the people angry and brings them to the point of understanding action on yet another level – that is, action directed against the military” (Truskier 1970, 32).
When Do Dissidents Choose Terrorism?
The role of mass dissident campaign duration

Recent research (Chenoweth and Stephan 2011; Dahl et al. 2014; Cunningham 2013) argues that recruitment and individual opportunity costs differ across conventional armed violent and nonviolent mass dissident methods (at least initially). Armed violence is more costly to mount than civil resistance, because it requires specialized training, expensive equipment, and involves extreme individual moral and physical commitment. In contrast, participating in nonviolent dissident action does not require specialized equipment and training, physical capabilities, or the overcoming of moral barriers. 









However, any other cost for mass dissident actions being equal,
 participation in mass conventional armed dissent is less costly than participation in nonviolent dissent. In fact, once the military machine is mobilized, command and control structures consolidate, making it easier for armed cadres to exercise influence on other dissidents by mechanisms of reward and punishment. In dissident campaigns, resorting to conventional armed violence dissidents lose civilian functions, determining their complete financial dependence on military structures. These factors decrease the costs of participation in conventional armed actions leading dissidents’ to comply with orders. 









On the other hand, nonviolent mass dissident campaigns rarely have “an incentive structure to reward” (Dahl et al. 2014, 15). Dissidents referring primarily to mass civil resistance methods do not depend financially on the campaign. On the contrary, dissidents’ civilian productive function is the source of power leverage and often also the unique financial resource for mass dissident campaigns resorting to mass nonviolent dissident activities. Due to the faster rate of increase for the cost of participation in nonviolent mass dissent activities, civil dissent campaigns tend to be shorter lived than violent ones.
 
As time lapses, the individual costs of both mass conventional armed violence and mass civil resistance methods appear inefficient to produce dissidents’ desired political goals. In prolonged mass dissident campaigns, underground dissent activities, such as terrorism may appear to dissidents as a less costly and more efficient method. In a study of the undergrounds in seven mass dissident campaigns Monlar (1966) shows that most of the dissidents engaging in clandestine activities worked in everyday jobs “maintaining themselves by performing their ‘normal’ functions within the society” (Monlar 1966, 44). Dissidents engaging in clandestine behaviors aim to cancel the subversive nature of their actions. The underground “strives to make his activities conform to the normal behavior and everyday activities of the society in which he lives” (Monlar 1966, 95). From the underground, dissidents lower the costs of participation in mass dissident activities by maintaining their civil lives and by avoiding persecutions. 

The tactical offensive of the Communist dissidents against the Philippine government (1972-2006) was, at its onset, restricted to state coercive apparatuses (International Crisis Group 2011, 3-4). Over time, dissidents were decimated, support eroded among the base, segments defected, and the dissident campaign splintered over disagreement on strategies and tactics (International Crisis Group 2011, 6; Kerkvliet 1996, 10-11). In the late 1980s, terrorism emerged as a complement of mass conventional armed violence. In contrast, the Khmer Rouge Cambodian dissidents (1970-1975) managed to defeat the government in only five years (Chenoweth 2011, 132). To sum up, disillusion on the efficiency of mass dissident activities due to increasing costs of participation over time motivates dissidents to engage in cheaper dissident underground strategies such as terrorism.

Hypothesis 1. The likelihood of a terrorism onset increases with the duration of a mass dissident campaign. 

The role of repression against dissidents

As mass mobilization over civil resistance and insurgencies develops, states consider the price of repressing the movement vs. accommodating its demands. “Mass political behaviour directed against the state, its police and its practices is generally viewed as being a threat to those in authority” (Davenport 1995, p 685). Davenport (1995) finds that governments respond with repression to any perceived threat in an attempt to neutralize political opponents outright or increase the cost of mass dissent to an extent it is no longer worthwhile strategy of protest. These threats include the use of violence, the variety of strategies used by dissidents and the deviation from culturally accepted level of dissent. The strategic choice of repression cannot be in depth theoretically explored here.
However, endogeneity issues need to be addressed explicitly. In fact, repression against mass dissident campaigns may be consequence of particularly threatening dissident activities or mass dissident activities in the first place. Alternatively, governments that use high levels of repression against mass dissident campaigns may have a low threshold for the perception of threatening political behaviours and, as a result, may be accustomed to repress their political opponents. To rule out endogeneity between repression against mass dissident campaigns and terrorism onsets the empirical analysis includes only non-left censored mass dissident campaigns. This ensures that organizations or groups participating in mass dissident campaigns resort to terrorist strategies only after the onset of the mass dissent itself. 
Additionally, to rule out severe endogeneity problems between repression against developing mass dissident campaigns and occurred mass dissident activities I perform a Kernel-weighted local polynomial smoothing with phases of mass dissident campaign as regressor and levels of state repression against political opponents at t-1 as response. 
 For endogeneity not to constitute a major issue level of repression against political opponents should not have major variation after mass dissident campaigns onset (see ‘Appendix’ Figure 1, Figure 2, and Figure 3.) The Figures show that the expected values of levels of repression against political opponents (t-1) remain fairly stable showing no evidence of severe endogeneity between levels of repression and mass dissident’s campaigns.
In mass dissident campaigns, dissidents openly encounter police and military forces on the ground. Under extreme physical repression against direct mass dissident activities, there is a higher risk of death, injuries, or imprisonment for individual dissidents. 
 Under such a constraint, dissidents may perceive mass activities as inefficient and are likely to adopt a strategy they expect to be less costly to act upon their desired political outcomes (see Lichbach 1987; Moore 1998; Martin 2007). To decrease the risk of being the target of the state’s coercive apparatus repression, dissidents may go underground. Moreover, street-battles and violent confrontations with the state are a training ground for dissidents in mass civil resistance to develop terrorist strategies (Della Porta and Tarrow 1986). 

Police and military forces exhibit high coercive capacity by using extreme repression against dissidents. This makes the state’s coercive apparatus a problematic direct target. Violence aiming at destroying state armed forces with high capacity of retaliation is a more risky and problematic activity compared to attacking non-combatants and other soft targets. To further decrease the costs and risks associated with targeting state police and militaries, dissidents engage in terrorism as a complement to other mass dissident actions. 

During the rise of the mass nonviolent dissident campaign against Suharto in Indonesia, for example, the government engaged dissidents with increasing repression. In particular, the military was deployed in the streets to suppress Muslim students’ mass non-violent marches and demonstrations (Agence France Press 1998; The Ottawa Citizen 1998). As street violence escalated to riots and mobs, a series of more organized terrorist attacks perpetrated by Muslim students against ethnically Chinese Indonesians, blamed for the economic situation, emerged in the central Java region (San Jose Mercury News 1998; South China Morning Post 1999; Associated Press International 1999). I claim that extreme repression against dissidents constrains the use of mass dissent methods and incentivizes terrorist campaigns onsets.
Hypothesis 2. The likelihood of a terrorism onset increases with the level of state repression against mass dissident campaign participants.
The role of mass dissident campaign participation

Levels of participation in large-scale conventional civil war and mass civil resistance signal to dissidents the campaigns’ capability to succeed. As stated above, nonviolent dissident campaigns are more effective with substantially high participation, while relatively smaller participation can be maximized using conventional armed violent methods once resources and capabilities for it are given. When participation in mass dissident campaigns is rather small, both conventional armed violence and civil resistance alone do not maximize dissidents’ relative power. 

Dissidents may recognize that both methods of mass dissent do not have good prospects to succeed with relatively small participation and are likely to complement their activities with strategies to increase participation and capitalize relative power. Here, terrorist armed propaganda and pressure may appear as the appropriate strategic complement to mass dissent actions for maximizing dissidents’ relative power. Additionally, dissidents may find it more acceptable and easier to target non-combatants within the opposition majority. 
Put differently, dissidents update their beliefs on the efficacy of mass dissent methods according to scarce campaigns participation and complement their methods with terrorism to propagandize preferred policies, to pursue political outcomes, and to gain political power in the future. Terrorist strategies take advantage of extremely asymmetric positions with respect to the state to circulate political causes while attempting to inflame supporters.

 
The founder of the Iranian People’s Fadaee, a clandestine organization emerging from the initially nonviolent dissident campaigns against the Shah regime in Iran claimed: “[w]e certainly do not expect the direct support of the people immediately; they cannot be expected to rise up all at once. (…) The important thing is that (…) groups survive to witness the results of their action, to exploit its effects, and to transform the moral support which this action has created into material support through organizational work.” (Ahmad-Zadeh 1971, 2).
Hypothesis 3.
The likelihood of terrorism onset increases with smaller levels of participation in a mass dissident campaign.
Research Design

Data

Building on the Nonviolent and Violent Campaigns and Outcomes (NAVCO) data (Chenoweth and Lewis 2013a), I compiled new time-series cross-section data on terrorism occurrence in 189 mass dissident campaigns between 1948 and 2006. Data on terrorism code information on terrorist attacks by dissident organizations or groups participating in mass dissident campaigns and sharing the same broad political goal of mass dissident campaigns (see section “Dependent Variable” below for further details on how the variable has been obtained and on the use that has been done for this study). 
 NAVCO 2.0’s unit of analysis is the mass dissident-campaign-year. 
Mass dissident campaigns are defined as a “series of observable, continuous, purposive mass tactics or events in pursuit of a political objective” (Chenoweth and Lewis 2013b: 416), take place outside the institutional realm of politics, and are confrontational in nature (Chenoweth and Stephan 2011, 12). NAVCO2.0’s dissident campaigns have shared maximalist goals (e.g., regime change, institutional reform, policy change, territorial secession, greater autonomy and anti-occupation) and at least 1,000 observed participants with evidence of coordination among them. As a result, the findings refer only to “campaigns with maximalist goals and a high level of sustained mobilization over time” (Chenoweth and Lewis 2013b, 420).
Mass dissident campaigns are considered principally nonviolent based on the primacy of nonviolent resistance methods
 and the type of participation in that form of resistance: unarmed civilians (Chenoweth and Lewis 2013b, 418). In contrast, mass dissident campaigns are characterized as primarily violent when dissidents use primarily physical force through the use of arms and have sustained at least 1,000 battle-related deaths. These are ideal categorizations and do not exclude the simultaneous employment of other dissident methods (Chenoweth and Stephan 2011, 12).
The battle-related deaths accounted for in violent mass dissident campaigns are “occur in what can be described as ‘normal’ warfare involving (…) traditional battlefield fighting” (Uppsala University). In other words, battle-deaths do not include indirect deaths due to attacks deliberately directed against civilians only or, more generally, one-sided violence (UCDP). Additionally, while battle-related deaths include collateral damage in the form of civilians killed in crossfire, terrorist attacks data refer only to occurrences of deliberate target directed against non-combatants. 
I make only a major change in the NAVCO2.0 dataset on mass nonviolent dissident campaigns: I drop the nonviolent campaign named after the CPN-M/UPF against the Nepalese autocratic regime of in 2006. In depth qualitative research reveals that the CPN-M/UPF contributed to coordinate, sustain and participated in the nonviolent campaigns named ‘Democratic Movement’ against the autocratic regime in Nepal the same year (2006) (Gobyn 2009; Bindra and Banerjii 2006). Despite evidences of coordination among actors, and identity between political goals and organizations, the Nepalese ‘Democratic Movement’ is coded as separate campaign from CPN-M/UPF in NAVCO2.0
Dependent variable
The dependent variable is a dummy variable indicating terrorism onsets. The variable Terrorism onset takes the value of 1 in the first year of a mass dissident campaign that sees the systematic use of terrorist tactics. I relay on Global Terrorism Database’s (GTD) three basic coding rules and three additional criteria to identify terrorist events (National Consortium for the Study of Terrorism and to Terrorism 2012, 6). Additionally, to be included in my dataset organizations or groups taking part in mass dissident campaigns and sharing mass dissident campaign broad political goal must enact terrorist attacks. The coding rules reflect the definition of terrorism provided at page 7.
GTD coding rules and additional criteria are the following:

 1) Attacks must be intentional; 
2) Attacks entail use of violence or the threat of violence;
3) Perpetrators are non-state actors; 

4) Attacks must be aimed at political, economic or social goals (the exclusive pursuit of economic profit does not satisfy this criterion);  

 5) Attacks must have intention to coerce, intimidate or transmit same message to a larger audience then the immediate victims;

 6) Attacks must be outside the context of legitimate warfare activities. That is, attacks violate the international humanitarian law’s prohibition to target civilians or non-combatants. 

 
I obtain detailed information on the systematic use of terrorism in mass dissident campaigns from GTD as of the 1970s. Prior to 1970 I coded the data on terrorism in mass dissident campaigns according to the above coding rules extracting news report information from Lexis Nexis. To obtain the data on terrorism in mass dissident campaigns with domestic political goals, I followed Enders et al.’s (2011) protocol to extract domestic terrorist attacks from the GTD. Terrorist strategies must have direct consequences for the venue country only, its institutions, citizens, property, and policies. 
 In addition, some mass dissident campaigns target foreign states and the use of terrorist attacks falls under Enders et al.’s (2011) definition of transnational terrorism.
 I manually coded these as domestic attacks so as to retain them in the final data when clearly related to an ongoing domestic campaign in the relevant territory. For example, a terrorist attack perpetrated by Palestinian nationals targeting Israeli or Palestinians nationals in Israel during the mass dissident campaign for the liberation of Palestinians’ territories is counted as a domestic terrorist attack. However, a terrorist attack perpetrated by Palestinians against US nationals abroad is considered a transitional attack and thus dropped from the data, even if carried on the context of the mass dissident campaign for the liberation of the Palestinians.
Finally, I verify that systematic use of terrorist strategies emerges from mass dissident campaigns on a case-by-case basis after combining the two sources in one observation per campaign year.  Basing on terrorist attacks event summary on GTD advance search on-line tool I verify that terrorism is related to the mass dissident campaign according with its location and verifying that perpetrators are organizations or groups participating in the mass dissident campaign. In case of unreported perpetrators, I verify the nature of the targets (political or ethnic affiliation) and possible audiences of the attack. If the political affiliation of the targets is not clear, I identify the existence of organizations or groups participating in the mass dissident campaign and pursuing its broad political goal using terrorist strategies the subsequent year. When evidence of this is found I undertake further qualitative research using news reports from Lexis Nexis and case studies to confirm or dismiss the existence of terrorist tactics.
The obtained dataset contains 1,486 campaign-year observations. Terrorist attacks occurred in 276 of these observations (18.57 percent). Finally, to restrict attention to terrorism onsets or first use only I drop subsequent years where terrorism is used in a mass dissident campaign from the sample.
Core explanatory variables

I extract the core explanatory variables from NAVCO 2.0 (Chenoweth and Lewis 2013a). The first mass dissident campaign characteristic of my interest is duration. I created this by counting the years elapsed since the beginning of a mass dissident campaign. The second variable of interest is state repression against dissidents: Repression. This item captures “the most repressive episode or activity perpetrated by the state” to suppress dissidents’ mass activities (Chenoweth and Lewis 2013a, 13) in a given year. The variable is based on a four-point scale ranging from no repression to use of violence with intention to kill.

The third core variable of interest is the level of participation in dissident campaigns: Campaign Size. This item estimates the overall size of participation relying on scholarly articles and news reports on the maximum size of dissident campaigns in a given year. Information on the size incorporates the total number of people mobilized towards a certain campaign from active organizing to popular participation in large scale street protests and other mass actions. It is coded on an order of magnitude scale, ranging as follows: 0: 1-999; 1: 1,000-9,999; 2: 10,000-99,999; 3: 100,000-499,999; 4=500,000 - 1 million; 5 > 1 million (Chenoweth and Lewis 2013a, 9). 
Control variables

The core explanatory variables emphasized here – mass dissident campaigns duration, government repression, and participation – are likely to differ by primary methods of mass dissident activities. To ensure that effects reflect core features rather than just the primary method of mass dissent itself, I include a binary variable on the primary campaign method of mass resistance “Primary Method of Mass Dissent”. As stated above, mass dissident campaigns are considered primarily nonviolent (1) based on the primacy of nonviolent resistance methods and the participation of unarmed civilians (Chenoweth and Lewis 2013b, 418) and primarily violent (0) when dissidents use primarily physical force through the use of arms and have sustained at least 1,000 battle-related deaths.

Research on the structure of political opportunity and resource mobilization suggests that democracies are a favorable environment for the development of terrorist strategies (Eubank and Weinberg 1994, 1998, 2001; Eyerman 1998; Schmid 1992; Li 2005). Democratic regimes may also be better equipped to absorb challenging extra-institutional political demands into regular political procedures, thereby reducing the duration and participation of mass dissident campaigns. I thus control for democracy in the previous year and I operationalize this via a dichotomous item that receives the value of 1 for the values of +6 or higher on the polity2 score from the Polity IV Project (0 otherwise) (Marshall et al. 2014). 
Widespread poverty and economic underdevelopment may create grievances and a large pool of potential recruits for dissident activities. Low income tends to make large-scale conventional armed conflict more feasible (Collier 2006), thereby increasing violent mass dissident campaign duration and levels of participation. Such grievances may also affect the resort to terrorism (Crenshaw 1981). I thus control for a country’s logged GDP per-capita using data from Gleditsch (2002). 

Lastly, I include a measure of total population (logged) from Gleditsch (2002). Savun and Philipps (2009) find that countries with a larger population experience more domestic terrorism. For states with a large population size, the implementation of effective security measure is more difficult and this, in turn, makes the state vulnerable to terrorism. Demographic conditions also play a role with respect to levels of repression. Larger populations increase the severity of state repression by raising the frequency on which coercive acts can occur (Poe et al. 1999).
 
Empirical Analysis
I estimate logistic regression models on terrorist onset in campaigns or the first new year in which terrorism occurs during mass dissident campaigns. I drop subsequent years of terrorism from the sample because the incentives for and constraints on continuing or ending terrorist campaigns may be different from the incentives for avoiding terrorism before it begins and constraints which may lead to its onset. Therefore, including on-going terrorism years introduces irrelevant information in the analysis (see Bennett and Stam 2000, 661-662). I also include cubic splines to correct for time dependence in the occurrence of terrorism, since terrorist campaigns are more likely to recur when there is a recent history of terrorism (see Carter and Signorino 2010). Finally, I cluster standard errors by country, since the variance may differ systematically across mass dissident campaigns and countries.


Table 2 presents three model specifications accounting for terrorist campaigns onsets. Model 1 includes only the three main explanatory variables, Model 2 accounts for the effect of different primary methods of mass dissident (violent vs. nonviolent), while Model 3 adds the control variables to the analysis. Sixty observations are dropped in Model 3 due to real GDP per capita missing values. All three models in Table 2 show that the effect of campaign duration is positive and statistically significant at the 1 percent level. 
More substantively, the results in Model 3 indicates every additional year of mass dissident activities increases probability of terrorist campaigns onset by 0.03, holding the other variables at their means. The effect of repression against dissidents on terrorist campaigns onsets is also positive and significant at the 1 percent level in all of the three models.  The estimates from Model 3 imply that a one-unit increase in repression against mass dissident campaigns increases the probability of terrorist campaigns onsets by almost 0.07 holding other variables at their mean. 
Table 2. The Determinants of Terrorist Campaigns Onset
	
	Model 1)
	Model 2)
	Model 3)

	VARIABLES
	Terrorism Onset
	Terrorism Onset
	Terrorism Onset

	
	
	
	

	Dissident Campaign Participation
	-0.0794
(0.169)
	-0.0956
(0.167)
	0.124
(0.154)

	Repression Against Dissidents
	0.896***
(0.270)
	0.929***
(0.269)
	1.084***
(0.336)

	Dissident Campaign Duration 
	0.0844***
(0.0153)
	0.0850***
(0.0155)
	0.0471***
(0.0177)

	Primary Method of Mass Dissent
	
	0.175
(0.388)
	-0.0178
(0.480)

	Tot. Population (log)
	
	
	-0.410**

	
	
	
	(0.162)

	Real GDP per-capita (log)
	
	
	0.419**
(0.197)

	Democracy (lag)
	
	
	0.987***

	
	
	
	(0.345)

	Years Without Terrorism
	-0.639**
(0.263)
	-0.632**
(0.263)
	-0.561*
(0.309)

	Spline1
	-5.23e-05
	-5.22e-05
	-6.70e-05

	
	(0.000102)
	(0.000102)
	(9.13e-05)

	Spline2
	-0.0229*
	-0.0227*
	-0.0237*

	
	(0.0118)
	(0.0118)
	(0.0131)

	Spline3
	0.00692*
	0.00687*
	0.00730*

	
	(0.00379)
	(0.00379)
	(0.00415)

	Constant
	-4.387***
	-4.501***
	-6.125***

	
	(1.093)
	(1.118)
	(1.583)

	
	
	
	

	Observations
	949
	949
	882


Robust standard errors in parentheses

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1

The effect of the participation in dissident campaign is not significant in any of the three models reported in Table 2. This may be due to problems with the distribution of the scale. About 88 percent of the observations in my data have participation levels with the 0-2 range of the scale while very few observations (N=160; about 12 percent) have dissident campaign participation in the very high range of the scale (see Appendix Table 3). To make sure that the distribution of the values do does influence my results I consider alternative participation measures; grouping together the three and two higher values on the Dissident Campaign Participation as well as a simpler ordinal variable from NAVCO 2.0: Estimated campaign size. 










 The results of these alternative measures (reported in the Appendix in Tables 4-6) in general do not look dramatically different. The results for the core variables on Repression against Dissident and Dissident Campaign Duration remain unchanged in terms of the substantive implications and significance. However, the recoded positive coefficient for Dissident Campaign Participation variable now reached conventional levels of statistical significance in some of the full model specifications, but with the wrong sign, suggesting that larger campaigns see more terrorism onsets. As this seems to depend on model specifications and is not robust to including or dropping control variables, I report the more conservative models in the main text and I conclude that the core results for duration and repression do not changed.
 Figure 1 (below) displays the predicted probabilities of terrorist campaigns onset and how they increase for every additional year of resistance campaigns. This is consistent with the argument that increasing disillusion on the efficiency of mass dissident methods, due to increasing costs of individual participation in mass dissident activities over time, makes dissidents more likely to engaging in terrorism. The 95% confidence intervals (blue area) get larger as duration of mass dissident campaigns increases and the number of observations for on-going mass dissident campaigns decreases. 


Figure 1. Predicted probability of terrorist campaigns onsets by duration

(Model 3, Table 2)
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Figure 2 (below) displays how the predicted probability of terrorist campaigns onset increases with higher repression against dissidents holding all other covariates at their mean. Figure 2 shows that the increase in probability of terrorism onsets is particularly dramatic from state repression without intention to kill (2) to state repression-exhibiting intent to kill and violently silence opponents, torture or mass violence (3). With extreme repression (3) against dissidents, the probability of terrorism onset increases by .088. This confirms the expectation that high repression constitutes a major constraint for engaging in mass dissident activities and creates direct incentives to resort to terrorist strategies because non-combatants are less problematic targets than state coercive apparatuses with high capacity of retaliation.

Figure 2. Predicted probability of terrorist campaigns onsets by repression levels (Model3, Table2)
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In Model 3 Table 2 the coefficient for total logged population size is significant and negatively associated with the likelihood of terrorism onset. Democracy lagged by one year is positively associated with terrorism onset and statistically significant. The findings remain consistent when substituting the ‘regular’ polity2 score lagged by one year to the dichotomized indicator of democracy used in Table 2 Models 3 (see Appendix Table 8, Model 1). Real GDP per capita log is positively associated with the terrorism onset and statistically significant. Most importantly, while the effects of all principal parameters are consistent with the first model, primary method of mass dissent is not significant (Table 2, Model 2 and 3). 






Model 1 assumes that there is no difference in the parameter's effect across primary method of mass dissent (mass civil resistance/ large-scale conventional armed violence). To allow the intercepts to differ by this, a dummy variable for primary mass dissident methods is added in Models 2 and 3. The results show that the intercept of primarily nonviolent mass dissent does not differ from the intercept of primarily violent mass dissent in both Model 2 and Model 3. To test whether the effect of the core explanatory variables differs across different primary methods of mass dissent, I created nested models for Models 2 and 3 in Table 2 with interaction terms between primary mass dissident methods and significant core explanatory variables (see ‘Appendix’, Table 9). 
In this specification, the coefficients of each parameter indicates the effect for primary violent mass dissent activities, while the coefficient of the interaction terms between primary mass dissident methods and the other significant parameter is the effect of the parameter tested on primary nonviolent mass dissent activities. I then proceed to test whether the effect of each parameter for primary nonviolent mass dissident activities differs from the effect of the same parameter for primary violent mass dissident activities. The results (see ‘Appendix’ Test 3, Test 4, Test 5, and Test 6, and Figure 4, Figure 5, Figure 6 and Figure 7) indicate that I cannot reject the null hypotheses of no difference between the two coefficients. 
The effect of mass dissident campaigns duration on terrorism onset does not statistically significantly differ across violent and nonviolent methods of mass dissent activities (Appendix, Figures 3 and 4). The 95% confidence intervals get larger as duration of mass dissident campaigns increases and the number of observations for on-going mass dissident campaigns decreases. The effect of repression against mass dissident activities on terrorism onset does not statistically significantly differ across primarily violent and nonviolent methods of mass dissident activities (Appendix, Figure 5 and 6).

Since the estimates may in fact be unreliable and uncertain due to variation in the data and there exist uncertainty in the model, I simulate 10000 draws based on the estimates of Models 1, 2,3,4 Table 9 (Appendix) as robustness check. Figure 8, Figure 9, Figure 10 and Figure 11 (Appendix) show that the distribution of the results across violent and nonviolent methods of mass dissent activities is virtually identical.
As additional robustness check, I repeated the entire empirical analysis excluding from the sample mass dissident campaigns that contains 1970 eliminating all self-coded coded terrorism onsets (See Appendix, section ‘Additional Empirics’, Table 1, Figure 1 and Figure 2; Table 2, Test 1, Test 2, Test 3, and Test 4). The findings remain consistent also to this latter robustness check. In summary, the effects of the core covariates of interest do not change depending on control variables and model specification.


To conclude, the empirics confirm the basic claim that short-term mass dissident campaigns’ characteristics affect participants in mass dissident activities’ decision of resort to terrorist attacks. I find robust evidence that longer mass dissident campaign duration and higher levels of repression against mass dissent increase the likelihood of terrorism onset.  Additionally, I find not statistically significant evidence that core mechanisms leading to the decision of resorting to terrorism differ across large-scale conventional civil war or mass civil resistance. Thus, there is no evidence that resorting to terrorist campaigns is not a consistent strategic decision across different mass mobilization dissident activities. 





Conclusion
This paper has examined a series of propositions to explain why organizations or groups participating in mass dissident campaigns may come to see terrorist strategies as a useful, and perhaps, even necessary strategy to advance political goals. I claimed that terrorism can lower individual and organizational costs of dissent and that the strategic rationale of terrorism makes it a more likely response to short-term strategic constraints on mass dissident activities. The propositions developed relate constraints on mass dissident activities to terrorism initiation. In particular, mass dissident campaigns’ duration, level of repression against mass dissent, and level of participation in mass dissident campaigns are regarded as the cause of terrorism onset irrespective of whether dissidents relay primarily on large-scale conventional armed violent or mass nonviolent dissident methods.

 The empirical findings provide strong and robust support for the hypotheses that dissidents are more likely to initiate terrorist campaigns when mass dissident campaigns are prolonged and when mass dissident activities face higher levels of repression. The findings hold also irrespective of regime type, economic development and total size of the population. Additionally, the short-term conditions that foster terrorism onsets are not satirically significantly different irrespective of whether mass dissent is carried using large-scale conventional armed violence or mass civil resistance methods (also when controlling for model uncertainty). 
In other words, the effect of high repression against mass dissident activities and prolonged duration of mass dissident campaigns do not statistically significantly differ whether dissidents engage primarily in large-scale conventional civil war or mass civil resistance. This suggests that large-scale conventional civil war and mass civil resistance are subject to similar strategic constraints on direct mass contentious activities. In summary, the findings confirm the basic claim that the short-term characteristics of mass dissident campaigns affect the decision to resort to terrorist tactics and that the strategic constraints leading to this decision are the same whether dissidents resort primarily to large-scale conventional civil wars (violent mass dissident campaigns) or mass civil resistance (nonviolent mass dissident campaigns). 
The theoretical framework and corresponding empirical results in this paper offer three main contributions. First, from the perspective of terrorism studies, this paper locates terrorism onsets within the escalation of mass dissent activities, thereby answering to the call of Findley and Young (2012, p. 286) for a more comprehensive and realistic analysis on the crucial dynamics of government-opposition contention that lead to the emergence of terrorist strategies. Second, I demonstrate that different types of violent and nonviolent actions may co-exist and appear as complements rather than substitutes, once we go below the level of large-scale conventional civil war. Additionally, by pairing up terrorism onsets with mass dissident campaigns’ broad political goals, the paper proposes an alternative strategy to overcome the problematic analytical dichotomy between domestic and transnational terrorism (see Sanchez-Cuenca and de la Calle 2009).





Although mass dissident activities and terrorism are by no means the only choices available to dissidents, an integrated approach to these provides a starting point for understanding the dynamics and emergence of different contentious political behaviors. Future research may focus for example on other type dissident activities such as riots and mobs: more spontaneous and less organized contentious collective action. Alternatively one could investigate whether and under which conditions dissident campaigns in which terrorism and mass non-violent methods of contentious collective action complement each other are more or less likely to succeed then ‘pure’ mass nonviolent dissident campaigns. 
The Case of the Madagascan Active Forces (1991-1993)
In 1975, a military dictatorship under then Lieutenant- Commander Didier Ratsiraka seized power in Madagascar. President Ratsiraka economical and political reforms towards a socialist model of the state were coupled by censorship and government repression since his first term (Global Nonviolent Action Database). In 1989 Ratsiraka re-election were regarded as fraudulent and motivated widespread anger from the population.  Riots broke out and state coercive apparatuses killed 75 people during the unrest. The umbrella organization ‘Active Forces’ emerged in 1990s, comprising 16 political opposition parties and social professional organizations with the goal of organizing mass protests and forces the Ratsiraka out of office and establish a new regime (ibid).
By May 1998 Active forces had organized its first mass general strike. By the 10th of July 1991, large-scale civil resistance in the form of general strikes and mass demonstrations demanding president resignation, new constitution and free elections were carried out daily (Xinhua General News 1991; Libération 1991). “The unrest was widespread and apparent, taking hold among the working class citizens of Madagascar, the politicians, and soon the military” (Global Nonviolent Action Database). Initially the mass dissident campaign involved exclusively non-violent methods. Neither the state nor the dissidents engage with violence or appeared to want an escalation of violence (Xinhua General News 1991; Agence France Press 1991a). 
However, one month after the onset of the mass nonviolent dissident campaign against the military dictatorship, the government started to repress dissidents participating in general strikes demonstrations. In August 1991 the presidential guard fired with guns and grenades indiscriminately into the demonstrators provoking several deaths and injured (Agence France Press 1991b). Active Forces and local groups and now the National Council of Christian Churches coordinated additional massive strike and demonstrations across the country as a reaction to the killings and managed to maintain widespread mass civil resistance activities through August.    

Despite the government encountered mass nonviolent strikes and demonstrations with increasing repression, nonviolent discipline was respected during the following months (see for example Agence France Press 1991f). However government violence was gradually radicalizing long-standing participants (Agence France Press 1991d). For example, a long-term activist claimed that the Active Forces had no weapons but if the opposition had abandoned its policy of non-violence, she would have been ready to march on Ratsiraka’s residence (Agence France Press 1991c). 
The crisis stalemated in a deadlock with the failure of reaching a political agreement between the governments and the mobilized opposition (Agence France Press 1991e). A consensus government was established only at the end of 1991 (Africa News 1991). Despite accepting to scheduled multiparty elections, Ratsiraka kept the presidency and power until November 1992 repressing opposition activists and demonstrating crowds (USDOS 1992). The first organized terrorist attack against a government figure occurred the 30th January 1992, seven months form the outbreak of the mass nonviolent civil resistance campaign a grenade was exploded against the Congress of Malagasy Independence in Antanarivo (Madagascar capital).

 The target, Paul Rabemanjara -which held several government posts with Ratsiraka- and its political Bureau, played an influential role on the government political decision - (GTD-199201300012). In July an opposition group seized a state run radio staging a coup and claiming that they were heavily armed and prepared to blow up hydroelectric dams (The New York Times 1992; The Toronto Star 1992). In August 1992 an armed assault against the Malagasy High Constitutional Court heavily under control of Ratsiraka dictatorship occurred in the capital Antanarivo (GTD-199208310007). 
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Appendix
Figure1. Expected value of levels of repression against political opponents t-1 given current phase of mass dissident campaigns
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Figure2. Expected value of levels of repression against political opponents t-1 given current phase of nonviolent mass dissident campaigns
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Figure 3. Expected value of levels of repression against political opponents t-1 given current phase of violent mass dissident campaigns
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Table 1. Extended List of Nonviolent Mass Dissident Campaigns - Year and terrorism. N.B. In text empirics account for only terrorism onsets, i.e. the first year that organizations or groups participating in the broader mass dissident campaigns according to broad political goals resort to terrorism as a tactic of political contention. 
	Country
	Campaign
	Year
	Identity of Groups/Organizations and Campaigns Political Goal 
When perpetrator is unreported specific IDs of terrorist attacks are specified so that the incident summary may be verified on GTD website.

	
	
	
	Reported Perpetrator
	Unreported perpetrator:

GTD IDs of terrorist attacks related to campaigns for targets and broad political goal.

	Algeria
	Islamic Salvation Front

Campaign Against military and government
	1992
	-Islamic Salvation Front

-Armed Islamic Movement

-Muslim Militants

-Islamic Liberation Front

-Muslim Fundamentalists

-Algerian Mujahedeen for Moslems

-Islamist Extremists
	

	Timor Leste / Indonesia
	Campaign for the Independence from Indonesia
	1998
	
	-199802100003



	Timor Leste/ Indonesia
	Campaign for the Independence from Indonesia
	1999
	-Pro-independence group

- Timor Socialist Party

-Unidentified assailants from East Timor

-Rebels 
	-199906170004 

-199907170005 

-199907260002



	 Indonesia
	Anti-Suharto

Against Suharto regime
	1998
	-Muslim youth


	-Additional Evidences of terrorist strategies from Nexis



	Lebanon
	Cedar Revolution:

Campaign Against Syrian forces and Hezbollah Syrian-friendly Government
	2005
	
	-200512090004 

-200507120006

-200602110001



	Madagascar
	Active Forces
Campaign Against Military Regime 
	1992
	
	-199201300012

-199208310007

	Mexico
	Anti-Pri

Campaign against Regime
	1988
	-Popular Revolutionary Army
	

	Mexico
	Anti-Pri
	1998
	-Popular Revolutionary Army
	

	Mexico
	Anti-Pri
	2000
	-Popular Revolutionary Army

-Villagers 
	

	Mexico
	Anti-Calderon

Campaign against Regime
	2006
	-Popular revolutionary Army active also in 2007
	-200307020015

-200611060005

-200604070019

	Nepal 
	Nepalese anti government 

CPN-M/UPF campaign shares the broad political goal and participate in the organization and coordination of the civil resistance (Gobyn 2009, Bindra et al. 2006)
	2006
	-Communist Party of Nepal (CPN-M)

-Maoists
	-200601020005

(See also: http://www.start.umd.edu/gtd/search/Results.aspx?page=4&casualties_type=b&casualties_max=&start_yearonly=2005&end_yearonly=2006&dtp2=all&country=141&expanded=no&charttype=line&chart=overtime&ob=GTDID&od=desc#results-table ) 

	Northern Ireland/England


	Northern Ireland Separatist Movement


	1968


	
	Evidences of terrorism strategies from Nexis (tot. 62 civilian deaths)

	Northern Ireland/England
	Northern Ireland Separatist Movement
	1999
	-Ulster Freedom Fighters (suspected)

-Irish Republican Army

-Red Hand Defenders

-Orange Volunteers

-Continuity Orange Republican Army (suspected)
	

	Northern Ireland/England
	Northern Ireland Separatist 
	2000
	-Ulster Freedom Fighters 

-Real Irish Republican Army (suspected)

-Irish Republican Army (suspected)

-Protestant Extremist 

-Irish Republican Army 

-Ulster Volunteer Force

-Continuity Irish Republican Army 
	

	Northern Ireland/England
	Northern Ireland Separatist 
	2001
	-Red Hand Defenders 

-Continuity Irish Republican Army

-Ulster Freedom Fighters

-Real Irish Republican Army (suspected)

-Dissidents

-Protestants Extremists
	

	Northern Ireland/England
	Northern Ireland Separatist 
	2002
	-Continuity Irish Republican Army

-Irish Republican Army

- Real Irish Republican Army

-Ulster Volunteer Force

-Red Hand Defenders 
	

	Northern Ireland/England
	Northern Ireland Separatist 
	2003
	-Irish Republican Army 

-Real Irish Republican Army 

-Continuity Irish Republican Army 

-Ulster Freedom Fighters 

-Irish Republican Extremists
	

	Northern Ireland/England
	Northern Ireland Separatist 
	2004
	-Real Irish Republican Army

-Ulster Freedom Fighters
	

	Northern Ireland/England
	Northern Ireland Separatist 
	2005
	-Orange Volunteers

-Ulster Volunteers Force

-Irish Republican Army (suspected)
	

	Northern Ireland/England
	Northern Ireland Separatist 
	2006
	-Oglaigh na Heireann
-Irish Republican Army (suspected)


	

	Peru
	Anti-Fujimori

Campaign Against Regime


	2000
	-Rebel Military Unit
	-200010290003 
http://wn.com/peru_group_of_soldiers_stage_a_revolt 
(See also http://wn.com/peru_group_of_soldiers_stage_a_revolt and
http://wn.com/peru_group_of_soldiers_stage_a_revolt )

	Palestinian Territories
	Palestinian Liberation
	1988
	-Palestinians
	

	Palestinian Territories
	Palestinian Liberation
	1990
	-Palestinians

-Popular Front for the Liberation of Palestine (PLF)

-Palestinians Black Tigers 
	

	Philippines
	Second People Power Movement 

Against Estrada Regime

New People’s Army campaign has the same broad political goal and participates in the organization and coordination of the civil resistance (ICG 2011, 8).
	2001
	-New People Army


	-200108290017

-200109260003

-200104210001

-200104280005

-200106120001 



	Sri Lanka
	Campaign for the independence of Ealam
	1975
	-Liberation Tigers of Tamil Eelam
	-197507270002

	West Papua/ Indonesia
	Campaign against Indonesia occupation
	2000
	-Free Papua Movement 
	

	West Papua/ Indonesia
	Campaign against Indonesia occupation
	2001
	-Free Papua Movement
	

	West Papua/ Indonesia
	Campaign against Indonesia occupation
	2002
	
	-200207270003 

	West Papua/ Indonesia
	Campaign against Indonesia occupation
	2003
	-Free Papua Movement
	

	West Papua/ Indonesia
	Campaign against Indonesia occupation
	2004
	-Free Papua Movement
	

	West Papua/ Indonesia
	Campaign against Indonesia occupation
	2005
	
	-200505160001 

	West Papua/ Indonesia
	Campaign against Indonesia occupation
	2006
	-Free Papua Movement
	


Table 2) Descriptive Statistics
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       dem2l        1486    .3149394    .4646481          0          1
log_realgd~G        1378    10.89608    1.761906   5.679216   14.94938
  log_popKSG        1378    10.09991    1.448511   5.658332   13.96137
                                                                      
 prim_method        1486    .1890983    .3917185          0          1
    duration        1486    10.56258    10.35945          1         59
  repression        1463    2.699248    .7870659          0          3
   camp_size        1342    1.592399    1.033388          0          5
          DT        1486    .1857335    .3890224          0          1
                                                                      
    Variable         Obs        Mean    Std. Dev.       Min        Max











Table 3) Tabulation of Dissident Campaign Participation
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      Total        1,343      100.00
                                                
          5           38        2.83      100.00
          4           28        2.08       97.17
          3           94        7.00       95.09
          2          520       38.72       88.09
          1          515       38.35       49.37
          0          148       11.02       11.02
                                                
  camp_size        Freq.     Percent        Cum.











Table 4. The Determinants of Terrorist Campaigns Onset with Dissident Campaign Participation variable grouping together the three highest values 
	
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3

	VARIABLES
	Terrorism Onset
	Terrorism Onset
	Terrorism Onset

	Dissident Campaign Participation
	0.0494

(0.165)
	0.0819

(0.176)
	0.304**

(0.137)

	Repression against Dissidents
	0.397**

(0.181)
	0.335*

(0.191)
	0.435**

(0.178)

	Dissident Campaign Duration
	0.0874***

(0.0175)
	0.0851***

(0.0174)
	0.0484***

(0.0177)

	Primary Method of Mass Dissent
	
	         -0.383
(0.435)

	-0.415
(0.452)

	Tot. Population (log)
	
	
	        -0.374***

	
	
	
	(0.133)

	Real GDP per-capita (log)
	
	
	0.329**
(0.149)

	Democracy (lag)
	
	
	1.256***

	
	
	
	(0.344)

	Years Without Terrorism
	-0.723***
	-0.732***
	-0.686**

	
	(0.246)
	(0.247)
	(0.295)

	Spline 1
	-4.91e-05
	-4.85e-05
	-6.23e-05

	
	(0.000104)
	(0.000104)
	(9.20e-05)

	Spline 2
	-0.0262**
	-0.0264**
	-0.0284**

	
	(0.0111)
	(0.0111)
	(0.0126)

	Spline 3
	0.00789**
	0.00794**
	0.00865**

	
	(0.00360)
	(0.00360)
	(0.00398)

	Constant
	-2.992***
	-2.767***
	-3.738***

	
	(0.799)
	(0.831)
	(1.119)

	
	
	
	

	Observations
	1,036
	1,036
	963


Robust standard errors in parentheses

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1

Table 5. The Determinants of Terrorist Campaigns Onset with Dissident Campaign Participation variable grouping together the two highest values
	
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3

	VARIABLES
	Terrorism Onset
	Terrorism Onset
	Terrorism Onset

	Dissident Campaign Participation
	0.0350
	0.0657
	0.213**

	
	(0.133)
	(0.147)
	(0.0997)

	Repression against Dissidents
	0.401**
	0.341*
	0.455**

	
	(0.178)
	(0.188)
	(0.183)

	Dissident Campaign Duration
	0.0873***
	0.0848***
	0.0485***

	
	(0.0173)
	(0.0172)
	(0.0178)

	Primary Method of Mass Dissent
	
	-0.392
	-0.410

	
	
	(0.463)
	(0.455)

	Tot. Population (log)
	
	
	-0.363***

	
	
	
	(0.136)

	Real GDP per-capita (log)
	
	
	0.319**

	
	
	
	(0.148)

	Democracy (lag)
	
	
	1.230***

	
	
	
	(0.339)

	Years Without Terrorism
	-0.724***
	-0.733***
	-0.692**

	
	(0.246)
	(0.246)
	(0.291)

	Spline 1
	-4.90e-05
	-4.83e-05
	-6.08e-05

	
	(0.000104)
	(0.000104)
	(9.20e-05)

	Spline 2
	-0.0263**
	-0.0264**
	-0.0285**

	
	(0.0111)
	(0.0111)
	(0.0125)

	Spline 3
	0.00790**
	0.00795**
	0.00867**

	
	(0.00360)
	(0.00360)
	(0.00395)

	Constant
	-2.980***
	-2.761***
	-3.641***

	
	(0.799)
	(0.822)
	(1.100)

	Observations
	1,036
	1,036
	963


Robust standard errors in parentheses

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1

Table 6. The Determinants of Terrorist Campaigns Onset Using Estimated Campaign Size
	
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3

	VARIABLES
	Terrorism Onset
	Terrorism Onset
	Terrorism Onset

	Estimated Dissident Campaign Participation
	-0.0551
(0.242)
	-0.0464
(0.239)
	0.230
(0.224)

	Repression against Dissidents
	0.872***
	0.859***
	1.083***

	
	(0.267)
	(0.262)
	(0.349)

	Dissident Campaign Duration
	0.0866***
	0.0864***
	0.0482***

	
	(0.0155)
	(0.0156)
	(0.0176)

	Primary Method of Mass Dissent
	
	-0.0742
	-0.249

	
	
	(0.387)
	(0.463)

	Tot. Population (log)
	
	
	-0.409**

	
	
	
	(0.162)

	Real GDP per-capita (log)
	
	
	0.427**

	
	
	
	(0.197)

	Democracy (lag)
	
	
	0.991***

	
	
	
	(0.356)

	Years Without Terrorism
	-0.675***
	-0.678***
	-0.608**

	
	(0.262)
	(0.260)
	(0.307)

	Spline 1
	-5.63e-05
	-5.63e-05
	-7.04e-05

	
	(0.000102)
	(0.000102)
	(9.19e-05)

	Spline 2
	-0.0245**
	-0.0246**
	-0.0255*

	
	(0.0117)
	(0.0117)
	(0.0131)

	Spline 3
	0.00742**
	0.00744**
	0.00785*

	
	(0.00378)
	(0.00375)
	(0.00415)

	Constant
	-4.388***
	-4.340***
	-6.095***

	
	(1.084)
	(1.079)
	(1.680)

	Observations
	951
	951
	884


Robust standard errors in parentheses

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1

Table 8) The Determinants of Terrorist Campaigns Onset Using polity2 score lagged one year.

N.B. 
Model 1: Full Model 
Model 2 and Model 3: Nested Models with interaction terms between terrorist campaigns on-sets and main explanatory variables for group comparison (see section ‘Empirical Analysis’ p. 26)
	
	Model 1)
	Model 2)
	Model 3)

	VARIABLES
	Terrorism Onset
	Terrorism Onset
	Terrorism Onset

	
	
	
	

	Estimated Dissident Campaign Participation
	0.156
(0.152)
	0.138
(0.144)
	0.153
(0.153)

	Repression against Dissidents
	1.096***
	1.195***
	1.123***

	
	(0.345)
	(0.373)
	(0.371)

	Dissident Campaign Duration
	0.0455**
	0.0506***
	0.0457**

	
	(0.0187)
	(0.0190)
	(0.0189)

	Primary Method of Mass Dissent
	0.0186
(0.487)
	0.654
(0.681)
	0.278
(2.403)

	Primary Method of Mass Dissent # Dissident Campaign Duration
	
	-0.0712
(0.0436)
	

	Tot. Population (log)
	-0.390**
	-0.409**
	-0.391**

	
	(0.161)
	(0.160)
	(0.162)

	Real GDP Per Capita (log)
	0.407**
	0.404**
	0.407**

	
	(0.199)
	(0.197)
	(0.199)

	Polity2 Score (lag)
	0.0786***
	0.0833***
	0.0787***

	
	(0.0231)
	(0.0242)
	(0.0231)

	Year Without Terrorism
	-0.545*
	-0.547*
	-0.545*

	
	(0.318)
	(0.313)
	(0.318)

	Spline1
	-6.34e-05
	-6.51e-05
	-6.34e-05

	
	(9.11e-05)
	(9.08e-05)
	(9.10e-05)

	Spline2
	-0.0230*
	-0.0233*
	-0.0230*

	
	(0.0135)
	(0.0134)
	(0.0135)

	Spline3
	0.00708*
	0.00719*
	0.00707*

	
	(0.00427)
	(0.00422)
	(0.00427)

	Primary Method of Mass Dissent # Repression Against Dissidents
	
	
	-0.0895
(0.808)

	Constant
	-5.903***
	-6.037***
	-5.977***

	
	(1.617)
	(1.682)
	(1.741)

	
	
	
	

	Observations
	841
	841
	841


Robust standard errors in parentheses

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1

Test 1) Nested model 2: difference of the effect of duration across methods of mass dissent: not statistically different

Test Primary Method of Mass Dissent    Primary Method of Mass Dissent # Dissident Campaign Duration
 (1)  [Terrorism Onset] Primary Method of Mass Dissent = 0

 (2)  [Terrorism Onset] Primary Method of Mass Dissent # Dissident Campaign Duration = 0
           chi2 (2) =    3.26

         Prob > chi2 =    0.1958
Test 2) Nested model 3: difference of the effect of repression across methods of mass dissent: not statistically different

Test Primary Method of Mass Dissent   Primary Method of Mass Dissent # Repression against Dissidents

 (1)  [Terrorism Onset] Primary Method of Mass Dissent = 0

 (2)  [Terrorism Onset] Primary Method of Mass Dissent # Repression against Dissidents = 0

           chi2 (2) =    0.01

         Prob > chi2 =    0.9933

Table 9) Nested Models with interaction terms between terrorist campaigns on-sets and main explanatory variables for group comparison

	
	Model 1)
	Model 2)
	Model 3)
	Model 4)

	VARIABLES
	Terrorism Onset
	Terrorism Onset
	Terrorism Onset
	Terrorism Onset

	Dissident Campaign Participation 
	-0.1000

(0.168)
	0.113

(0.150)
	-0.0883

(0.164)
	0.126

(0.154)

	Repression against Dissidents 
	0.942***

(0.269)
	1.163***

(0.361)
	0.797***

(0.251)
	1.057***

(0.358)

	Dissident Campaign Duration 
	0.0859***

(0.0159)
	0.0508***

(0.0182)
	0.0844***

(0.0155)
	0.0470***

(0.0180)

	Primary Method of Mass Dissent 
	0.260

(0.597)
	0.459

(0.691)
	-0.924

(2.091)
	-0.261

(2.442)

	Primary Method of Mass Dissent # Dissident Campaign Duration
	-0.0102

(0.0405)
	-0.0560

(0.0449)
	
	

	Tot. Population (log)
	
	-0.426***
	
	-0.410**

	
	
	(0.163)
	
	(0.163)

	GDP per-capita (log)
	
	0.420**
	
	0.419**

	
	
	(0.195)
	
	(0.197)

	Democracy (lag)
	
	1.024***
	
	0.986***

	
	
	(0.352)
	
	(0.344)

	Years Without Terrorism 
	-0.634**
	-0.562*
	-0.630**
	-0.561*

	
	(0.264)
	(0.306)
	(0.264)
	(0.309)

	Spline 1
	-5.26e-05
	-6.84e-05
	-5.21e-05
	-6.69e-05

	
	(0.000102)
	(9.11e-05)
	(0.000102)
	(9.13e-05)

	Spline 2
	-0.0227*
	-0.0239*
	-0.0226*
	-0.0237*

	
	(0.0118)
	(0.0130)
	(0.0118)
	(0.0131)

	Spline 3
	0.00689*
	0.00737*
	0.00685*
	0.00729*

	
	(0.00379)
	(0.00411)
	(0.00379)
	(0.00415)

	Primary Method of Mass Dissent # Repression against Dissidents 
	
	
	0.382

(0.700)
	0.0844

(0.827)

	Constant
	-4.544***
	-6.263***
	-4.120***
	-6.050***

	
	(1.123)
	(1.636)
	(1.095)
	(1.703)

	
	
	
	
	

	Observations
	949
	882
	949
	882


Robust standard errors in parentheses

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1

Test 3) Nested model 1: difference of the effect of duration across methods of mass dissent: not statistically different

Test Primary Method of Mass Dissent    Primary Method of Mass Dissent # Dissident Campaign Duration

 (1)  [Terrorism Onset] Primary Method of Mass Dissent = 0

 (2)  [Terrorism Onset] Primary Method of Mass Dissent # Dissident Campaign Duration = 0

          chi2 (2) =    0.22

         Prob > chi2 =    0.8966

Test 4) Nested model 2: difference of the effect of duration across methods of mass dissent: not statistically different

Test Primary Method of Mass Dissent    Primary Method of Mass Dissent # Dissident Campaign Duration

 (1)  [Terrorism Onset] Primary Method of Mass Dissent = 0

 (2)  [Terrorism Onset] Primary Method of Mass Dissent # Dissident Campaign Duration = 0

          chi2 (2) =    2.08

         Prob > chi2 =    0.3528

Test 5) Nested model 3: difference of the effect of repression against dissidents across methods of mass dissent: not statistically different 

Test Primary Method of Mass Dissent   Primary Method of Mass Dissent # Repression against Dissidents

 (1)  [Terrorism Onset] Primary Method of Mass Dissent = 0

 (2)  [Terrorism Onset] Primary Method of Mass Dissent # Repression against Dissidents = 0

          chi2 (2) =    0.57

         Prob > chi2 =    0.7534

Test 6) Nested model 4: difference of the effect of repression against dissidents across methods of mass dissent: not statistically different
Test Primary Method of Mass Dissent   Primary Method of Mass Dissent # Repression against Dissidents

 (1)  [Terrorism Onset] Primary Method of Mass Dissent = 0

 (2)  [Terrorism Onset] Primary Method of Mass Dissent # Repression against Dissidents = 0

         chi2 (2) =    0.01

         Prob > chi2 =    0.9942

Figure 4 Predicted probabilities of terrorist campaigns onsets by mass dissident campaigns’ duration for different primary method of mass dissent (Appendix, Table 9, Model 1)
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Figure 5 Predicted probabilities of terrorist campaigns onsets by mass dissident campaigns’ duration for different primary method of mass dissent (Appendix, Table 9, Model 2)
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Figure 6 Predicted probabilities of terrorist campaigns onsets by repression on mass dissident activities for different primary method of mass dissent (Appendix, Table 9, Model 3)
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Figure 7 Predicted probabilities of terrorist campaigns onsets by repression on mass dissident activities for different primary method of mass dissent (Appendix, Table 9, Model 4)
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Figure 8. Montecarlo Simulation, 10000 draws based on Model 1 Table 9
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Figure 9. Montecarlo Simulation, 10000 draws based on Model 2 Table 9
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Figure 10. Montecarlo Simulation, 10000 draws based on Model 3 Table 9
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Figure 11. Montecarlo Simulation, 10000 draws based on Model 4 Table 9
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Additional Empirics

Table 1. The Determinants of Terrorist Campaigns Onset excluding self-coded terrorist data
	
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3

	VARIABLES
	Terrorism Onset
	Terrorism Onset
	Terrorism Onset

	Dissident Campaign Participants
	-0.00147

(0.186)
	0.0163

(0.185)
	0.139

(0.177)

	Repression against Dissidents
	1.049**

(0.437)
	1.015**

(0.435)
	0.925**

(0.459)

	Dissident Campaign Duration
	0.118***

(0.0176)
	0.117***

(0.0177)
	0.0671**

(0.0293)

	Primary Method of Mass Dissent
	
	-0.143

(0.446)
	-0.282

(0.550)

	Tot. Population (log)
	
	
	-0.330**

	
	
	
	(0.155)

	Real GDP per-capita (log)
	
	
	0.216

	
	
	
	(0.163)

	Democracy (lag)
	
	
	0.963*

	
	
	
	(0.498)

	Years Without Terrorism
	0.150

(0.716)
	0.145

(0.716)
	-0.0714

(0.752)

	Spline 1
	0.000310
	0.000307
	0.000116

	
	(0.000594)
	(0.000593)
	(0.000593)

	Spline 2
	0.0730
	0.0727
	0.0240

	
	(0.0967)
	(0.0968)
	(0.0990)

	Spline 3
	-0.0228
	-0.0227
	-0.00894

	
	(0.0265)
	(0.0266)
	(0.0269)

	Constant
	-5.777***
	-5.668***
	-4.647**

	
	(2.028)
	(2.042)
	(2.171)

	Observations
	560
	560
	529


Robust standard errors in parentheses

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1

Figure 2. Predicted probability of terrorist campaigns onsets by duration (Model3, Table3)
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Figure 2. Predicted probability of terrorist campaigns onsets by repression levels (Model3, Table2)
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Table 2) Nested Models with interaction terms between terrorist campaigns on-sets and main explanatory variables for group comparison excluding self-coded terrorist data
	
	Model 5)
	Model 6)
	Model 7)
	Model 8)

	VARIABLES
	Terrorism Onset
	Terrorism Onset
	Terrorism Onset
	Terrorism Onset

	
	
	
	
	

	Dissident Campaign Participation 
	0.0172
(0.185)
	0.134
(0.168)
	0.0163
(0.186)
	0.140
(0.178)

	Repression against Dissidents 
	1.009**
(0.442)
	1.018**
(0.499)
	0.825
(0.525)
	0.758
(0.492)

	Dissident Campaign Duration 
	0.117***
(0.0201)
	0.0732**
(0.0308)
	0.117***
(0.0178)
	0.0669**
(0.0295)

	Primary Method of Mass Dissent 
	-0.182
(0.682)
	0.193
(0.747)
	-1.183
(2.515)
	-1.236
(2.739)

	Primary Method of Mass Dissent # Dissident Campaign Duration 
	0.00535
(0.0519)
	-0.0609
(0.0551)
	
	

	Tot. Population (log)
	
	-0.355**
	
	-0.330**

	
	
	(0.150)
	
	(0.155)

	GDP per-capita (log)
	
	0.224
	
	0.219

	
	
	(0.158)
	
	(0.166)

	Democracy (lag)
	
	0.990**
	
	0.960*

	
	
	(0.495)
	
	(0.496)

	Years Without Terrorism 
	0.143
	-0.0706
	0.148
	-0.0655

	
	(0.717)
	(0.744)
	(0.714)
	(0.752)

	Spline 1
	0.000306
	0.000109
	0.000308
	0.000119

	
	(0.000590)
	(0.000599)
	(0.000593)
	(0.000596)

	Spline 2
	0.0725
	0.0237
	0.0730
	0.0247

	
	(0.0969)
	(0.0983)
	(0.0966)
	(0.0991)

	Spline 3
	-0.0227
	-0.00879
	-0.0228
	-0.00913

	
	(0.0265)
	(0.0268)
	(0.0265)
	(0.0270)

	Primary Method of Mass Dissent # Repression against Dissidents 
	
	
	0.359
	0.330

	Constant
	-5.644***
	-4.824**
	-5.105**
	-4.185**

	
	(2.068)
	(2.298)
	(2.294)
	(2.117)

	Observations
	560
	529
	560
	529


Robust standard errors in parentheses

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1

Test 1) Nested model 1: difference of the effect of duration across methods of mass dissent: not statistically different

Test Primary Method of Mass Dissent    Primary Method of Mass Dissent # Dissident Campaign Duration

 (1)  [Terrorism Onset] Primary Method of Mass Dissent = 0

 (2)  [Terrorism Onset] Primary Method of Mass Dissent # Dissident Campaign Duration = 0

          chi2 (2) =    0.10

         Prob > chi2 =    0.9510

Test 2) Nested model 2: difference of the effect of duration across methods of mass dissent: not statistically different

Test Primary Method of Mass Dissent    Primary Method of Mass Dissent # Dissident Campaign Duration

 (1)  [Terrorism Onset] Primary Method of Mass Dissent = 0

 (2)  [Terrorism Onset] Primary Method of Mass Dissent # Dissident Campaign Duration = 0

          chi2 (2) =    2.23

         Prob > chi2 =    0.3274

Test 3) Nested model 3: difference of the effect of repression against dissidents across methods of mass dissent: not statistically different 

Test Primary Method of Mass Dissent   Primary Method of Mass Dissent # Repression against Dissidents

 (1)  [Terrorism Onset] Primary Method of Mass Dissent = 0

 (2)  [Terrorism Onset] Primary Method of Mass Dissent # Repression against Dissidents = 0

          chi2 (2) =    0.30
         Prob > chi2 =    0.8602
Test 4) Nested model 4: difference of the effect of repression against dissidents across methods of mass dissent: not statistically different
Test Primary Method of Mass Dissent   Primary Method of Mass Dissent # Repression against Dissidents

 (1)  [Terrorism Onset] Primary Method of Mass Dissent = 0

 (2)  [Terrorism Onset] Primary Method of Mass Dissent # Repression against Dissidents = 0

         chi2 (2) =    0.42
         Prob > chi2 =    0.8113
Notes
� In-text examples of mass dissident campaigns are draw from the dataset in use here. 


� There was a second case of terrorism on September 12, 2005, when an official Hezbollah car was bombed in Baalbek (Beijing Xinhua 2005). The Cedar Revolution fringe terrorist campaign lasted until early 2006.


� Dissidents in civil wars by definition are willing to use violence and are not averse to methods that generate casualties.


�Civil resistance requires unarmed participants to drain directly power and legitimacy from the state making it difficult for the latter to obtain resources or implement policies (Dahl et al. 2014, 10), while terrorism seeks to coerce the government through violence against indirect targets or civilians. However, in contrast to conventional military actions, which aim at imposing direct material costs to the state (Schock 2013; Chenoweth and Stephan 2011), terrorist attacks are typically symbolic in nature (Sanchez-Cuenca and de la Calle 2009; Tilly 2004). Underground organizations engage in attacks against soft targets “to coerce the enemy rather than to weaken him military” (Schelling 1966, 17). 


� See the research design section for more details on how the data have been obtained.


� 73 percent found in the sample limited to Argentina, El Salvador, Lebanon, Mozambique, and Peru considered by Findley and Young (2012, p. 291), the 79 percent found in Stanton’s (2013, p. 1015) sample of 19 rebel groups, or the 62 percent cited by Polo and Gleditsch (2015, p. 16) in their data comprising 394 rebel groups.


� “Violence works like a hammer, while non-violence works more like a lever” (Schock 2013, 283). Nonviolent collective action can be effective as it drains directly power and legitimacy from the state through disobedience, making it difficult for the latter to obtain resources or implement policies (Dahl et al. 2014, 10). Armed violent collective action, instead, physically imposes costs on the state (Schock 2013).


� The aim of target communication is to change public opinion, habits, and behaviours in relation to a political issue. For a practical explanation of the function of target communication over civil resistance, see Popovic at al. (2006).


� For example death, injury, or imprisonment.


� In the sample of campaigns from 1948 to 2006 used in this research, the average length of civil resistance campaigns is 5.7 years, while the average length of violent campaigns is 10.3 years.


� Additional details: to rule out severe endogeneity problems between repression against developing mass dissident campaigns and occurred mass dissident activities I perform a Kernel-weighted local polynomial smoothing with phases of mass dissident campaign as regressor. Campaigns’ phases are coded as follow. 


0: Campaigns’ on-set year;


1: Campaigns’ on-going years;


2: Campaigns’ end year;


3: One year after campaigns’ end.


 Levels of state repression against political opponents t-1 is used as response variable. I use the “Amnesty” form the Political Terror Scale (PTS) (Gibney et. al. 2013) as a measure of state repression against political opponents. “Amnesty” codes states’ repressive practices against political opponents not specific repressive responses to mass dissident activities. Amnesty is coded as follow (see � HYPERLINK "http://www.politicalterrorscale.org/Data/Documentation.html" ��http://www.politicalterrorscale.org/Data/Documentation.html�).


1: Countries under a secure rule of law, people are not imprisoned for their views, and torture is rare or exceptional;


2: There is a limited amount of imprisonment for nonviolent political activity. However, few persons are affected, torture and beatings are exceptional. Political murder is rare;


 3: There is extensive political imprisonment, or a recent history of such imprisonment. Execution or other political murders and brutality may be common. Unlimited detention, with or without a trial, for political views is accepted. Political murders are extremely rare;


 4: Civil and political rights violations have expanded to large numbers of the population. Murders, disappearances, and torture are a common part of life. In spite of its generality, on this level terror affects those who interest themselves in politics or ideas;


 5: Terror has expanded to the whole population. The leaders of these societies place no limits on the means or thoroughness with which they pursue personal or ideological goals. 


For endogeneity not to constitute a major issue level of repression against political opponents should not have major variation before and after mass dissident campaigns’ onsets. In other words, even if state response very repressively against mass dissident campaigns there should not be a significant increase Amnesty t-1 for the interval between the onset and continuation of mass dissent (0 and 2). The results (see ‘Appendix’ Figure 1., Figure 2., and Figure 3.) disclose that the expected values of levels of repression remain fairly stable showing no evidence of severe endogeneity between levels of repression and mass dissidents campaigns taken as a whole and both nonviolent and violent separately.


� The literature displays a near consensus that government responses to extra-institutional dissent are an important factor accounting for the growth or extinction of political mobilization. However, the literature on the effect of repression on subsequent level of mass dissident activities presents a myriad of contradictory findings. The focus of this article is exclusively related to the effect of repression against mass dissident campaigns on the likelihood of the onset of a specific repertoire of contentious politics: terrorism, and not on level of mass dissidents’ activities in general. 


� Table 1 in the appendix shows the extended list of nonviolent mass dissident campaigns-year in which dissidents engaged in terrorism. The list is organized by campaign-year and it reflects the panel data structure of NAVCO 2.0. The analysis of this study accounts for only terrorism onsets, i.e. the first year that organizations or groups participating in the broader mass dissident campaigns and sharing mass dissident campaigns’ broad political goals resort to terrorism as a tactic of political contention.


� Such as those identified by Sharp (1973).


� “Through its victims, targets, supporters, or perpetrators, transnational terrorism concerns more than a single country. If the nationality of the perpetrators differs from that of one or more of the victims, then the terrorist attack is transnational. In addition, a terrorist attack is transnational when the nationality of a victim differs from the venue country. If terrorists transit an international border to perpetrate their attack, then the incident is transnational” (Enders et al. 2011, 321).


� The four-point scale measuring levels of repression is coded as follow: 0 (none): few or no action taken on the part of the state, appeasing or surrendering to campaign, making full concessions according to opponents’ demands, making material concessions, taking actions that signal intention to cooperate or negotiate with opponents, expressing intention to cooperate or showing support; 1(mild repression): verbal or threatening action short of physical action, expressing intent to engage in conflict or threaten, use of economic fees and levies to increase costs on oppositions, decline to cease on-going conflict, maintain the status quo during conflict; 2 (moderate repression): physical or violent action aimed at coercing opponent, harassment or imprisonment of campaigns’ members, no apparent intention to kill; 3 (extreme repression): physical action exhibiting intent to kill and violently silence opponents, torture or severe violence (such as severe beatings), which could easily kill someone, mass violence


� See Appendix Table 2 for variables descriptive statistics 


� Estimated campaign size ranges from 0 (small, hundreds to thousands) to 3 (extremely large, above one million) (Chenoweth and Lewis 2013a, 6)





