Terrorism and democracy: the possible factors of rising vulnerability to becoming a target
Терроризм и демократия: возможные факторы становления целью
Summary. Democracy became one of the most common political regimes that governments of many countries use. It is often being considered as peaceful and encourages freedom and legal means of expression of discontent. Thereby, it is surprising that some democracies turn out to have more terrorist attacks than other democratic countries. If democracies encourage terrorism by their natures, then why do other democracies not have such a strong struggle with this phenomenon as well? This research is concerned with the latter tendency of rising of terrorism in some democratic countries and possible factors that may account for it. The missing connection between democracy and terrorism creates an empirical puzzle that is the main question of this paper: why are some democracies are more targeted by terrorists while other democratic countries do not have particular problems with it. Thereby, the main goal of this paper is to understand what factors influence on the rise of terrorist incidents in some democracies (the case of EU countries).
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Nowadays it is common knowledge that terrorism is a phenomenon that can spread fast and reach long destinations. Such phenomena may be explained by the fact that now the means of modern technologies are appeared which spread all over the world, especially in developed democratic countries. As one could notice, democracy became one of the most common political regimes that governments of many countries use. It became so truly widespread that many scholars started to do researches on it and some of them even spoke about the end of the history when there will be no other regimes but democracy [3]. Although terrorism is always seen as a manifestation of cruelty and massacres and connected with ‘cave times’ [7], it is a new phenomenon that exists as a consequence of modernity and post-modernity, not as a back turn. 

Some researchers argue that democracy should reduce terrorism because ‘democracies offer avenues for interest articulation among citizens and endorse nonviolent resolutions of conflicts’[6]. If so, it is interesting, why it spreads in some democracies, while the latter, as was said, is often being considered as peaceful and encourages freedom and legal means of expression of discontent. Such contradiction has become a reason why some of other researchers hold the second position, which explain it by competing effects of democracy’s different elements [1], or the third position, which states that the relationships between democracy and terrorism are non-linear at all [4]. Although this paper does not consider or test these positions directly, it is significant to be familiar with the common scholarship opinions about the connection between democracy as a regime and terrorism. Thereby, it is surprising that some democracies turn out to have more terrorist attacks than other democratic countries. If democracies encourage terrorism by their natures, then why do other democracies not have such a strong struggle with this phenomenon as well? Thus, this research is concerned with the latter tendency of rising of terrorism in some democratic countries and possible factors that may account for it. In other words, the missing connection between democracy and terrorism creates an empirical puzzle that is the main question of this paper: why are some democracies are more targeted by terrorists while other democratic countries do not have particular problems with it. 

Thereby, the main goal of this paper is to understand what influences on the rise of terrorist incidents in some democracies if it does not connect straightly with the regime type.

In the beginning, it is important to emphasize important definitions that constrain the theme. 

The word "terrorism" can have many different meanings and there is a debate about how to define this term. The need for a universal scientific and legal definition of international terrorism emerged a long time ago, but it was particularly acute in the 21st century. Even during the days of the current organization of the League of Nations, the international community attempted to develop an agreement on the elimination of the phenomenon of terrorism and its suppression, but failed to achieve its goal due to the difficulty of reaching consensus among member states.

The disagreement of some countries is still one of the main problems and obstacles to the establishment of universal peace and the elimination of terrorism. The United Nations did not get rid of contradictions and, despite the debate that lasted for more than six decades, could not agree on definition of terrorism. The consequence of this development was the forced exclusion from its practice of international terrorism by the International Criminal Court.

The difficulties associated with formulating a generally accepted definition of terrorism are best explained by Alex Schmid, one of the leading scientists in the field of counter-terrorism [5]. The author called terrorism a disputed concept. The well-known phrase represents the author’s thought: ‘A fighter for the freedom of one person, for another is a terrorist.’ Since it is rather difficult to distinguish separatism from the national liberation movement, as it is to determine the difference in their goals and permissible means, a situation of ‘double standards’ is created in their assessment, which is often used by some political actors. He also pointed that not all countries consider it necessary and correct to delegitimize the actions of certain groups and define them as terrorist due to the fact that the ultimate goals of these groups meet the interests of the governments of these states. Thus, terrorism is a multidimensional phenomenon, it includes a huge number of manifestations, which follows from the long history of its existence and transformation. Despite all said above, it is important to create united definition for better understanding of the phenomena and more efficient cooperation between countries in addressing it.
The hypothesis that is analyzed in this paper is:

H: The more a democratic country being ready to accept migrants from other countries, the more it is targeted by terrorists.

As for the time period, the paper studies recent tendencies regarding terrorism in democratic countries, which is why I will do my research from 2008 until 2018 (10 years). For my research, I am going to use primary as well as secondary literature. 

A main method is a comparative case study with two cases for each independent variable compared. These are extreme cases for each IV (Independent variable) – the lowest and the highest average. Case universe is the countries of the European Union (EU) because, according to the EIU Democracy Index, most of countries who have ‘full’ of ‘flawed’ democracy are European [9]. 

The hypothesis is connected to migration because of the previous tendency settled by:

1) media, when ,for instance, two of the suicide bombers in the November 2015 Paris attack were found to have traveled into Europe among refugees through [14]; 

2) right wing populists, which consider it as one of the main factors of rising the number of terrorist attacks in the country (for example, Hungarian Prime Minister Viktor Orbán told that ‘all the terrorists are migrants’, Marine Le Pen stated that ‘behind mass immigration, there is terrorism’, etc. [13]);

3) stories, spread in different resources (such as BuzzFeed report that mentioned a Turkish people smuggler who claimed to have sent at least ten Islamic State fighters to Greece [12]).

The link between terrorist organizations and migration has now become the focus of attention due to the likelihood that violent extremists have infiltrated refugee routes in order to cross into Europe. Moreover, migration flows are the target for right wing parties that undermine ideas of established institutions and democratic procedures, especially those connected to parties, parliament and state itself. 

Dependent variable is terrorism in democratic countries (a democratic country is determined in this research paper by its appropriateness to criterions
 in accordance with the 2018 The EIU Democracy Index [9]). Indicator is the number of terrorist acts (incidents) in a democratic country. Measurement is the number of terrorist acts measured by Global Terrorism Database [11]. IV or the independent variable is migration. Indicator is total amount of migrants in a democratic country. Measurement is the number of migrants measured by Eurostat [10]. 

To analyze this, I take data from Eurostat to calculate the highest and the lowest average to define extreme cases for this IV (the results are given in Attachment 1). 

Calculation showed that Germany has always had a significant number of migrants and Liechtenstein has had the lowest average of migrant population throughout the whole period of 10 years. Thus, Germany and Liechtenstein have to be the extreme cases for the IV.

Unfortunately, it was impossible to find any data about terrorist incidents in Liechtenstein. It is excluded from terrorist databases (such as GTD, Global Terrorism Index, and others), thus, it is necessary to exclude it from the case universe and it cannot be used as the extreme case for the IV. Now the extreme lowest case is Slovakia. The analysis for immigrant situation in Slovakia is given below in the graphic form (the data is in the table form in Attachment 1).
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The line graph shows that in Slovakia the situation also does not have a big change as well as in Liechtenstein - from 8765 immigrants in 2008 to 7188 thousand in 2017. Although, the lowest point was in 2011 (4829), it remained quite the same.

Table 1
	 
	2008
	2009
	2010
	2011
	2012
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Germany 
	682 146
	346 216
	404 055
	489 422
	592 175
	692 713
	884 893
	1543848
	1029852
	917 109

	Slovakia
	8 765
	6 346
	5 272
	4 829
	5 419
	5 149
	5 357
	6 997
	7 686
	7 188


In the next line graph and in the table above, the results on both countries are showed. The numbers are also given for better understanding, it is important as the big distance in the quantity makes the tendency between both cases less visible. 

Graph 2
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Before getting into Global Terrorism Database for future analysis, one should what were the reasons of such a difference in migration flows of both countries. Why Germany has the biggest number and Liechtenstein – the smallest? 

Shortly, Germany’s history of ‘hostility’ began from the establishing of the DDR (East Germany). It was a kind of ‘inner’ migration (emigration); the government of the DDR was even forced to build a border because of losing the population (citizens) who were migrating to the West part where the level of life was quite higher. After the border was built, the number reduced a lot as it was hard to move. After the collapse of the DDR and reunification, the situation changed again. From 2010s, not only the quantity of migrants changed, but also the quality such as citizenship – same amount of European citizens and citizens from developed countries, and more citizens from the Third World. Thus, in many West European countries proportion of West European foreigners has remained stable, while the number of the non-European population has increased a lot due to the rise of conflicts in the Middle East, poor level of life in Africa, and terrorism’s rise [2]. Besides, the part of new migrants were from new EU member states such as Poland, Romania, Bulgaria and Croatia. The majority of them were difficult to push for assimilation; they were forced by extraordinary circumstances and were sure about temporality of the situation. However, small amount of them returned to their countries and stayed aside from political and social life of Germany, some of them joined criminal groups because they could not find a job as they were lacking either employable skills or knowledge of the language.

The Slovak Republic and the Czech Republic went their separate ways after 1993 (after so-called ‘the Velvet Divorce’). Slovakia became a member of NATO on in 2004 and of the European Union in 2004. The population in this country consists mostly from Slovaks, Hungarians, Roma, Czechs, Rusyns, Ukrainians, Germans and Poles that is explained by the geographic factor. It has really low level of migration, especially migrants from the Third World countries. 

After reviewing the migrant’s history of both countries, it is necessary to calculate and combine the number of terrorist incidents that happened in them from 2008 till 2018. 

GTD shows that Slovakia did not have any incidents at all until 2011. The 2011 McDonald's bombing was a partially successful terrorist attack. The perpetrator, Ladislav Kuc, was convicted on 8 counts of terrorism, 1 count of attempted terrorism and 1 count of unlawful possession of weapons. It was the first time that anyone had been convicted on terrorism charges in Slovakia. So this case was not connected to migration, he was born in Czechoslovakia. He also has a history of mental illness and said that all was done to promote animal rights [8]. After this case, two more attacks appeared in 2013 as well as in 2016. Those attacks were performed by right wing extremists. 

Germany’s situation is different as the number of incidents started dramatically rising since 2013 and falling after 2015. In 2015, the number of migrants was the highest as well as the number of terrorist incidents. 

Table 2

	 
	2008
	2009
	2010
	2011
	2012
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Germany 
	3
	4
	1
	8
	5
	0
	13
	65
	44
	27

	Slovakia
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	2
	0
	0
	2
	0


This does not mean that migrants made all of these attacks but it could mean that the procedure of hostility of them was not fine as terrorists were able to enter into the country pretending refugees or asylums. 
Graph 3
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To make it more visible, the graphic was made. Here is a clear difference – Germany has a bigger number of terrorist incidents with the time, while Slovakia has had only a few that actually were caused by right wing or eco-extremists.

To analyze the causality of DV (dependent variable) and this IV, data of numbers of incidents and the quantity of immigrants during all 10 years were combined. The data of Slovakia is easy to analyze – there has been a small number of immigrants, which did not change pretty much over time, and the number of terrorist incidents has been also very low. 

Table 3

	 Slovakia
	2008
	2009
	2010
	2011
	2012
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Immigrants
	8 765
	6 346
	5 272
	4 829
	5 419
	5 149
	5 357
	6 997
	7 686
	7 188

	Terrorist incidents
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	2
	0
	0
	2
	0


On the line graph 7, the line of trend shows that the quantity of immigrants has been staying almost the same, while the number of incidents has risen. However, it is important to notice that in 2016, what the number of immigrants grew again (although in a small proportion), two terrorist attacks appeared.
Graph 4
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To find out if there is any correlation between this data and its quality (positive or negative), it is necessary to calculate the correlation coefficient. To do this, Excel program was used, function correlation where 2 data arrays from the table 3 were put in. The hypothesis will be the same – the more immigrants enter the country, the more terrorist incidents appear (IV – immigration, DV-terrorist incidents).

Graph 5
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The result coefficient value is -0,100175269 or 10% that means that correlation is very weak and negative. This analysis proves that attacks are not much connected to immigration (as they were made by right wing extremists as was said) and negative means the more migrants were in this period, less attacks happened (that also makes sense because the quantity of migrants was still low and it could not influent or change the situation a lot).

When the data of Germany was taken, it showed that since 2012 the number of immigrants was rising as well as the number of terrorist incidents. The biggest number (65) was in 2016 when about 1,3 million of immigrants crossed the country’s border. 
Table 4

	 Germany
	2008
	2009
	2010
	2011
	2012
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Immigrants
	682 146
	346 216
	404 055
	489 422
	592 175
	692 713
	884 893
	1543848
	1029852
	917 109

	Terrorist incidents
	3
	4
	1
	8
	5
	0
	13
	65
	44
	27


These visible graphics show that the number of immigrants in Germany was increasing and the line of trend prove this tendency, while the number of terrorist incidents also was growing at the same time and started falling after 2015. 
Graph 6
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To prove that between this data there is any correlation, it is necessary to calculate the correlation coefficient. To do this, I use Excel program, function correlation where I put 2 data arrays from the table 4. The hypothesis will be the same – the more immigrants enter the country, the more terrorist incidents appear (IV – immigration, DV-terrorist incidents).

Graph 7
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The coefficient of correlation is 0,913130967 that means 91% (coefficient value varies from 0 to 1; to 0.2 - very weak correlation, to 0.5- weak correlation, to 0.7 - average correlation, to 0.9 – high correlation, over 0.9 - very high correlation). Consequently, correlation (91%) in our case is very high and positive.

Thus, there is a definite connection between this data – between ill-conceived friendly immigrant politics and terrorist attacks possibility – as it becomes easier to enter into the country without much notice. Although, this connection should not be mixed with hostility itself and immigrants, the latter are still being victims of the situation and often being rejected to enter with the help of right wing populists’ policies. 

In conclusion, the hypothesis was partly proved. The hypothesis (H) - the more a democratic country being ready to accept migrants from other (mostly non-democratic) countries, the more it is targeted by terrorists – was proved with the case of Germany which had the highest number of immigrants in this period of time and its correlation coefficient was high and positive, the problem was caused by migration crisis which helped many terrorists went to the country unnoticed. Thus, the high number of migrants by itself does not cause the rise of terrorism, ill-conceived migrant politics that cannot detect the hypothetic perpetrators among migrants is the reason. A common mistake is to believe that migrants are the cause of the problem, which is often used by right-wing populists to strengthen their political position, using people's ignorance or unawareness. 

Undoubtedly, it is not the only possible factor that can cause the vulnerability of a democratic country to becoming a target of terrorism. Thereby, the more detailed research is needed to consider, for example, how the engagement in armed or political conflicts (towards non-democracies) can influence on becoming more targeted by terrorists. 
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Attachments

Attachment 1

	GEO/TIME
	2008
	2009
	2010
	2011
	2012
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017
	Average 

	Germany 
	682 146
	346 216
	404 055
	489 422
	592 175
	692 713
	884 893
	1 543 848
	1 029 852
	917 109
	758 243

	United Kingdom
	590 242
	566 514
	590 950
	566 044
	498 040
	526 046
	631 991
	631 452
	588 993
	644 209
	583 448

	Spain
	599 075
	392 962
	360 705
	371 331
	304 053
	280 772
	305 454
	342 114
	414 746
	532 132
	390 334

	France
	296 608
	296 970
	307 111
	319 816
	327 431
	338 752
	340 383
	364 221
	378 115
	369 964
	333 937

	Italy
	534 712
	442 940
	458 856
	385 793
	350 772
	307 454
	277 631
	280 078
	300 823
	343 440
	368 250

	Poland
	15 275
	189 166
	155 131
	157 059
	217 546
	220 311
	222 275
	218 147
	208 302
	209 353
	181 257

	Netherlands
	143 516
	122 917
	126 776
	130 118
	124 566
	129 428
	145 323
	166 872
	189 232
	189 646
	146 839

	Romania
	138 929
	135 844
	149 885
	147 685
	167 266
	153 646
	136 035
	132 795
	137 455
	177 435
	147 698

	Sweden
	101 171
	102 280
	98 801
	96 467
	103 059
	115 845
	126 966
	134 240
	163 005
	144 489
	118 632

	Switzerland
	184 297
	160 623
	161 778
	148 799
	149 051
	160 157
	156 282
	153 627
	149 305
	143 377
	156 730

	Belgium
	 
	 
	135 281
	147 377
	129 477
	120 078
	123 158
	146 626
	123 702
	126 703
	131550,3

	Greece
	66 529
	58 613
	60 462
	60 089
	58 200
	57 946
	59 013
	64 446
	116 867
	112 247
	71 441

	Austria
	73 772
	69 295
	70 978
	82 230
	91 557
	101 866
	116 262
	166 323
	129 509
	111 801
	101 359

	Ireland
	82 592
	50 604
	52 339
	57 292
	61 324
	65 539
	73 519
	80 792
	85 185
	78 499
	68 769

	Denmark
	57 357
	51 800
	52 236
	52 833
	54 409
	60 312
	68 388
	78 492
	74 383
	68 579
	61 879

	Hungary
	37 652
	27 894
	25 519
	28 018
	33 702
	38 968
	54 581
	58 344
	53 618
	68 070
	42 637

	Norway
	58 123
	55 953
	69 214
	70 337
	69 908
	68 313
	66 903
	60 816
	61 460
	53 351
	63 438

	Czechia
	108 267
	75 620
	48 317
	27 114
	34 337
	30 124
	29 897
	29 602
	64 083
	51 847
	49 921

	Portugal
	29 718
	32 307
	27 575
	19 667
	14 606
	17 554
	19 516
	29 896
	29 925
	36 639
	25 740

	Finland
	29 114
	26 699
	25 636
	29 481
	31 278
	31 941
	31 507
	28 746
	34 905
	31 797
	30 110

	Bulgaria
	 
	 
	 
	 
	14 103
	18 570
	26 615
	25 223
	21 241
	25 597
	21891,5

	Luxembourg
	17 758
	15 751
	16 962
	20 268
	20 478
	21 098
	22 332
	23 803
	22 888
	24 379
	20 572

	Malta
	6 043
	6 161
	4 275
	5 465
	8 256
	10 897
	14 454
	16 936
	17 051
	21 676
	11 121

	Cyprus
	21 060
	22 581
	20 206
	23 037
	17 476
	13 149
	9 212
	15 183
	17 391
	21 306
	18 060

	Lithuania
	9 297
	6 487
	5 213
	15 685
	19 843
	22 011
	24 294
	22 130
	20 162
	20 368
	16 549

	Slovenia
	30 693
	30 296
	15 416
	14 083
	15 022
	13 871
	13 846
	15 420
	16 623
	18 808
	18 408

	Estonia
	3 671
	3 884
	2 810
	3 709
	2 639
	4 109
	3 904
	15 413
	14 822
	17 616
	7 258

	Croatia
	16 883
	13 213
	8 846
	8 534
	8 959
	10 378
	10 638
	11 706
	13 985
	15 553
	11 870

	Iceland
	10 288
	3 921
	3 948
	4 073
	4 960
	6 406
	5 368
	5 635
	8 710
	12 116
	6 543

	Latvia
	4 678
	3 731
	4 011
	10 234
	13 303
	8 299
	10 365
	9 479
	8 345
	9 916
	8 236

	Slovakia
	8 765
	6 346
	5 272
	4 829
	5 419
	5 149
	5 357
	6 997
	7 686
	7 188
	6 301

	Liechtenstein
	578
	584
	591
	650
	671
	696
	615
	657
	607
	645
	629


Source of data - Eurostat (CITIZEN - Total, AGEDEF - Age reached during the year, AGE – Total, UNIT- Number, SEX – Total).

� Democracy Index is based on five categories: electoral process and pluralism; civil liberties; the functioning of government; political participation; and political culture. Based on their scores on 60 indicators within these categories, each country is then itself classified as one of four types of regime: full democracy; flawed democracy; hybrid regime; and authoritarian regime.





