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ABSTRACT
Why do foreign militaries attack some insurgencies and not others? 
Although foreign involvement in civil conflicts is on the rise, many 
insurgencies are not targeted militarily by external powers. Current 
research suggests organizations that are lethal or that attack democ-
racies should be targeted more often. We argue that organizations 
that have vital markers of capabilities, such as alliances with other 
violent non-state actors (VNSAs) and territorial control, and the ability 
to attack members of a powerful country, in this case, U.S. citizens 
at home or abroad, are more likely to be targeted. Our empirical 
analysis supports this contention: we use a logistic regression model 
and, in post-estimation, predicted probabilities and a Classification 
and Regression Tree (CART) model to understand the effect of poten-
tial factors on international military interventions.

The Yemeni government has fought the Al-Shabaab Al-Mu’Minin, or the Houthis, on 
and off since 2004.1 Houthis sought regional autonomy for the religious Zaidi minority 
in northern Yemen. Their conflict took a turn in 2014, when the insurgents gained 
significant territory in Sana’a and subsequently overthrew the Hadi regime the following 
year.2 From there, the Houthis advanced into Aden.3 In response, in 2015, a military 
coalition of Arab states led by Saudi Arabia formed to counter the insurgency and 
successfully reinstated the Hadi government.4

Like the conflict in Yemen, when considering recent, ongoing civil conflicts, it seems 
that many local conflicts receive violent foreign interference. Using the International 
Military Intervention (IMI) dataset, Pickering and Kisangani5 found a general increase 
in post–Cold War era foreign military interventions. Relatedly, in the Syrian conflict 
alone, the United States, Turkey, Russia, Iran, and several other states intervened mil-
itarily to target6 a variety of violent non-state actors (VNSAs)7 involved in the conflict.8 
Our data show, however, that targeting is less common than these recent examples 
suggest.9 In 1998, for example, 9 of 76 (11.8%) organizations were targeted by foreign 
militaries (see Figure 1). By 2012, both numbers increased as 24 of 107 (22.4%) 
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insurgent organizations were targeted. While the numbers and proportions increased 
over time, a minority of insurgent groups during this 1998 to 2012 time period are 
targeted, contrary to conventional wisdom. This leads to the central puzzle of this 
work: why do foreign militaries attack some insurgencies and not others?

Related to this question is understanding why militaries target domestic insurgencies. 
The answer to this is more straightforward than in the foreign context. Threats to the 
state’s monopoly over the means of coercion in almost a law-like fashion lead to a 
state using violence against domestic threats. The civil war literature explains the onset 
of these hostilities with structural or environmental stories about how certain states 
encourage or invite violent challenges to their authority.10 These arguments were usually 
pitched as alternatives to the conventional wisdom that grievances or ethnic differences 
drive civil conflict.11 More recently, a re-birth of nuanced grievance arguments has 
challenged the structural accounts.12 Instead of individual level, or vertical inequality, 
these authors posit that group-level factors, or horizontal inequality, is the main driver 
in these conflicts. Regardless of whose argument is most consistent with the data in 
the domestic setting, the proportion of the number of domestic insurgencies targeted 
by domestic militaries should be higher than foreign militaries.

Are the same arguments simply applicable to the international domain; or are we 
seeing variation between insurgencies that are being targeted by foreign powers because 
of ethnicity or opportunity? This paper underlines the significance of understanding 
the characteristics of insurgent groups that are targets of foreign military actions.13 This 
study conceptualizes foreign military interventions which capture unilateral, bilateral, 
or multilateral military actions by foreign governments and international institutions. 
This includes a variety of scenarios, such as unilateral U.S. airstrikes against Al-Qaida 
affiliate Jabhat al-Nusra in Syria in 2014 and multilateral action by the United Nations 

Figure 1. number of insurgencies and number targeted by foreign militaries.
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Organization Mission in the Democratic Republic of the Congo (MONUSCO) against 
the Lord’s Resistance Army in 2008.14 With this operationalization, it provides a more 
holistic study of foreign military intervention against insurgent groups. As states have 
considerably more conventional capabilities, any form of targeting against an insurgency 
would have substantial effects for the group, whether it be part of a unilateral, bilateral, 
or multilateral military action. This paper studies this initial threshold of targeting, but 
some notable extensions are offered in the concluding section of this paper.

This study also seeks to contribute to existing quantitative work on foreign military 
interventions against insurgents. Existing datasets on foreign military interventions are 
few15 and focus on foreign military intervention broadly. In their work, Pickering and 
Kisangani16 parse out the forms of intervention: supportive, hostile, humanitarian, and 
territorial. Notably, humanitarian interventions rose after the end of the Cold War.17 In 
contrast, our study investigates a narrow aspect of such interventions: that is, hostile 
military actions against insurgent organizations, whether at the behest of the incumbent 
government or not. In this niche area, most insights are from quantitative work that 
study military interventions broadly instead of focusing on foreign military interventions 
against insurgents specifically. One study of major power military interventions found 
that non-state actors were the targets of 61 (or 48%) of all interventions by such powers 
in the post-World War II period, 31 of which were against insurgents.18 While case studies 
provide contextualized findings, they are difficult to generalize, even when articulating 
deliberate case selection. By employing a quantitative approach, we aggregate cases to 
look at general trends from 1998 to 2012. Furthermore, we use notable predictors based 
on the rich extant literature to generalize findings and provide opportunities for prediction.

The rest of the article will proceed as follows: in the next section, we discuss some 
expectations for why some insurgent organizations are targeted by foreign states and 
why others are not. After discussing the literature and offering some hypotheses, we 
outline why we need detailed organizational-level data to test these claims accurately. 
Finally, we estimate a series of models and conduct post-estimation analysis to evaluate 
the hypotheses with the organizational-level data. We conclude by discussing these 
results as well as possible extensions of this study.

Literature and Hypotheses

Why would foreign states target non-state actors in conflicts outside of their jurisdic-
tion? First, Regan considers that in operation, interventions have two components: 
convention-breaking and authority targeting.19 Convention breaking refers to the dis-
ruption of the norm.20 In most cases, where foreign military involvement is not the 
norm, military intervention can be rightly perceived as convention-breaking.21 The 
latter notion, authority targeting, refers to

[…] the goals of the intervenor, in that the intervention ‘is directed at changing or 
preserving the structure of political authority in the target society’ (Rosenau 1968, 167). 
Manipulating the relative capability of the combatants is essentially attempting to do just 
that. For example, supporting the opposition group, either militarily or economically, can 
change the structure of the relationship between states and members of society; supporting 
the government would tend to reinforce existing structures.22
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There are multiple examples of both forms of authority targeting in the Syrian Civil 
War. In August 2016, the U.S.-led coalition launched airstrikes to help the Syrian 
Democratic Forces (SDF), an alliance of Kurdish and Arab fighters, regain the Syrian 
city of Manbij.23 Conversely, some states target foreign militaries in support of existing 
structures. In support of the existing Assad regime, the Russian military has targeted 
the Islamic State (IS) and other groups opposing Assad since 2015.24 Russia launched 
airstrikes against IS targets since the beginning of 2015.25

Second, one could argue that some states adopt a liberal or humanitarian perspective 
and wish to assist other countries that are suffering from internal violence and help 
them bring back law and order. If this were the case, we would expect that organi-
zations that were either killing many soldiers or slaughtering civilians would be more 
likely to be targeted. On the other hand, one could argue that the key issue that drives 
states to intervene militarily is out of fear: their actions are a response to a threat, 
not to any humanitarian considerations. We posit that the latter argument is much 
stronger than the first. Specifically, we argue that two factors intersect to explain why 
foreign militaries target insurgents: organizational capabilities and the killing of their 
own citizens. Foreign militaries will want to target organizations that kill their citizens 
or show a strong capacity to be a threat outside of their home country. This should 
be particularly true for states that have the capacity to reach out and target organi-
zations that have killed their citizens. To reiterate, when a state’s citizens are targeted 
by a foreign insurgent VNSA, we expect that this organization will be a target of 
foreign military intervention, especially for a state that has the capacity to reach out 
and do so.

Most of the early quantitative literature on civil war focused on the circumstances 
of conflict, not the actors involved. Much of the work centered on states’ motivations 
for foreign military intervention,26 which uncovered why certain actors were targeted, 
was overlooked. As the study of civil war became more disaggregated and micro-oriented, 
more fine-grained data made it possible to answer questions related to organizational 
behavior.27 In the terrorism literature, organizations that attacked transnationally, struck 
U.S. interests, were larger, and Islamic groups were most likely to be targeted for 
foreign counterterrorism efforts.28 There is overlap between insurgent groups that also 
use terrorism in the context of civil war,29 yet there are few groups that do not.30 One 
study shows why we see variation in the use of this kind of violence in a civil war. 
31 Violent groups in the context of a civil war sometimes use terrorism, but it makes 
it less likely that they win the conflict.32 Related, a group that produces fatalities is 
likely perceived as more capable33 and credible.34 Groups that use terrorism transna-
tionally35 may also be seen as a threat to global order, especially by the dominant 
players in the system.36 By contrast, if terrorism were purely domestic, which the 
majority is,37 there are reasons to doubt that all groups that produce fatalities will be 
targeted. As previously discussed, if an insurgent group is primarily targeting domestic 
actors, then targeting from foreign militaries seems less likely. It is when these orga-
nizations attack foreign civilian targets – thereby bringing the conflict to the interna-
tional arena – that they become prey to foreign military intervention. This literature 
suggests that some groups are targeted because of their killing of civilians, which leads 
to the following hypothesis:
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H1: As a group produces more terrorism fatalities, they are more likely to be the targets 
of foreign militaries.

In both the civil war and terrorism literatures, the size and resources of the orga-
nization seem to affect its capabilities and lethality.38 Again, there is wide variation in 
the degree of lethality of terrorist organizations, with ideology and capabilities explain-
ing why some kill more than others.39 In the literature, the definition of civil war 
includes passing a certain number of battle deaths,40 this is likely one reason there is 
less research on the causes of variation in fatalities during these conflicts.41

Besides fatalities, there are other ways to indicate organizational capacity. More 
capable and thus, more dangerous organizations are likely to be targeted by foreign 
powers. Organizational capabilities are a difficult to fully observe. As insurgents are 
often covert entities engaging in asymmetric conflict, they have a vested interest in 
misrepresenting their resources and reach. For this reason, this paper employs several 
indicators to triangulate organizational capabilities.

Toward this, one can consider the size of the organization as a measure of capability. 
In related studies, size has been used as such a proxy of capability.42 Size, however, 
does not tell the whole story. Many mass movements are large, effective, and mostly 
nonviolent.43 Larger organizations are more likely to have the wherewithal to diversify 
their tactics. The costs of maintaining an organization can be high; groups often 
require money for recruitment, purchase of materiel, and provision of social services, 
among other operations.44 Violent organizations often use criminal means to increase 
their capabilities. IS, for example, smuggled antiquities out of Syria to sell on the black 
market,45 and they have taken oil fields and sold upwards of $50 million per month 
in crude oil sales on the black market.46 Rebels in Colombia have long raised revenue 
and thus capabilities by involving themselves in illicit drug smuggling and trade.47 
While illegal enterprises may be an important source of revenue and indicate an 
organization’s bandwidth,48 groups require relationships with other like-minded entities 
for attack coordination, intelligence sharing, and myriad other reasons.

Another important way a VNSA builds its capabilities is by connecting with other 
organizations. Previous studies have found a highly connected organization is likely to 
be highly lethal.49 To perform any acts, but especially acts of violence, a group needs 
resources. Networked militants can transfer tactical know-how, resources, and political 
support to other organizations. Sometimes organizations are willing to bankroll others’ 
violent endeavors. For instance, “broker” groups, those that are partners connecting 
organizations, may sometimes spend resources on others’ violent activities,50 at the 
expense of their own resources. One study examines the diffusion of suicide bombing 
across a network of militant organizations.51 Their study offers support for a broader 
alliance context where connections between organizations, operationalized as cosponsored 
attacks, directly contribute to greater suicide attacks. Applying this to violence more 
broadly, connecting to specialists in violence is one way to quickly scale up an orga-
nization’s resources. For example, the Revolutionary Army Forces of Colombia (FARC) 
expanded their ability to conduct attacks in urban areas by forming an alliance with 
Irish Republican Army (IRA). FARC members captured in 2001 by Colombian police 
indicated they received explosive training from the republican organization.52 Insurgents 
can gain capability generally from links to trans-national violent social movements.53
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Militants could use these capabilities to engage in lucrative forms of smuggling (e.g. 
drug and human trafficking) another indicator to reveal capabilities. Involvement in 
smuggling operations suggests certain logistical and technical capacities. The ability to 
move products across borders, land, and sea requires sophistication.54 Foreign states 
may consider military intervention as the most effective manner to disrupt insurgencies 
that have adopted these activities. It is more logistically and cost-efficient in compar-
ison to long-term investigations and law enforcement involvement, which are time 
consuming and require a great deal of coordination with local authorities.

Finally, controlling territory is a way to have fixed resources that can be routinely 
mined for use. Territorial control also implies the ability to influence the behavior of 
local civilians and extract resources.55 Whether those resources are oil fields, income 
taxes, user fees, or timber, this is the most stable way for a group to look and behave 
like a state.56 Territorial control makes it possible for insurgent organizations to estab-
lish centralized command and control structures without becoming vulnerable to 
destruction and disruption.57 With the added capability of a central command head-
quarters and its benefits, an insurgency can be threatening to other countries. The 
Houthis’ seizure of Sanaa and movement onto other cities elicited a military response 
from Saudi Arabia and other Arab countries.58 A centralized command is essential to 
integrated insurgencies, the most formidable kind.59 Similarly, insurgencies with more 
direct hierarchical supervision are more effective on the battlefield.60

In sum, capabilities are an important concern for any violent organization as it 
pursues a broader agenda versus a state or third party. As outlined in this preceding 
section, the most likely targets of foreign militaries are organizations that are connected, 
large, involved in criminal enterprises, and control territory. Boko Haram exemplifies 
this profile: in addition to controlling territory, having strength in the tens of thou-
sands, and allegedly engaging in trafficking, the insurgent group also joined forces 
with the Islamic State in 2015.61 In response, Cameroon, Chad, and Niger worked with 
the Nigerian military to push the insurgency into the Sambisa Forest.62 Based on the 
above discussion, we offer several hypotheses about organizational capacity and more 
specific operational hypotheses related to different ways of increasing capabilities:

H2: As the capabilities of an organization increase, the likelihood that they are targets of 
foreign militaries increases.

H2a: As the size of a group increases, the more likely they are to be the targets of foreign 
militaries.

H2b: The more alliance connections a group has, the more likely they are to be the targets 
of foreign militaries.

H2c: When a group is involved in smuggling as a source of funding, they are more likely 
to be the targets of foreign militaries.

H2d: When a group controls territory, they are more to be the targets of foreign militaries.

While the capabilities of the organization matter, so do the capabilities of their 
target. Since the end of the Soviet Union and the creation of the bipolar international 
system, the United States is the singular global power involved in myriad international 
conflicts across the globe Although Regan’s study ended in 1994, he found that the 
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United States was responsible for the majority of interventions, approximately 35.63 A 
handful of works have studied trends in the U.S.’ military interventions in particular 
but gloss over patterns in U.S. military action against insurgents.64 While not just in 
the context of targeting insurgents, Pickering and Kisangani (2009) found the U.S. was 
involved in 74 military interventions during the Cold War and 35 in the post–Cold 
War period until 2005 (597). Notably, since September 11, 2001, Washington’s mission 
focused on a global war against terrorism or extremism, resulting in U.S. military 
engagements in nearly every region of the globe.

Relatedly, there are several instances of U.S. military intervention after provocation 
or attacks by insurgents. The 2001 invasion of Afghanistan was in retaliation for the 
Taliban’s provision of safe haven and training for the perpetrators of the 9/11 attacks, 
Al-Qaeda.65 In 2016, the United States launched military strikes after a failed Houthi 
attack on a U.S. Navy destroyer, the USS Mason.66 Given the capabilities of the U.S. 
and its global orientation, attacks against the U.S. and its interests will likely be met 
with military force. Sometimes this force will be directly from the U.S. (i.e. unilater-
ally), with allies (i.e. multilaterally), or through its security partners.67 This leads us 
to the following hypothesis:

H3: Organizations that attack the United States or its interests are more likely to be targeted 
by a foreign military.

The aforementioned “U.S. effect” does not relate to democracies generally or the 
state in which the group operates. Yet, there may be several factors related to the 
country in which the group has its main base of operations, (i.e. its home base) that 
can affect whether foreign militaries intervene against them. While an organization 
may be active in several places, it is likely that states will target their main home 
base, as it is the main hub of their activities. These factors may be driven by: (a) the 
capabilities afforded to the group as they operate in a democratic context, or (b) be 
irrelevant to group-level explanations and instead focus on state-level reasons that 
democracies may be less likely to be subject to foreign intervention.

First, it is unclear if there is a relationship between democracy and foreign inter-
vention. Some studies have provided evidence that democracy should be negatively 
related to intervention in a civil war,68 whereas others find no relationship between 
democracy and intervention.69 In contrast, other scholars find that if a terrorist orga-
nization is active in a democracy, it will less likely be targeted for counterterrorism 
from abroad. 70 A similar situation may exist for insurgent organizations. Previous 
studies have operationalized by the regime type of the intervenor or joint democracy 
levels in the dyad.71 Instead, we pivot this to consider the regime type of the organi-
zation’s home base to have a more conservative measure of the group’s operational 
context.

Second, insurgent organizations based in democracies may exhibit less threatening 
behavior than those based in non-democratic countries. It may follow that organiza-
tions based in a democratic country are afforded different liberties than those based 
in non-democratic countries. Leaders in democratic systems are more likely to respond 
to disputes with nonviolent strategies.72 As a result, it is possible violent non-state 
actors in these systems could have access to amnesty or the ability to participate in 
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a dialogue with the state regarding their demands. Further, VNSAs in democracies 
may be able to assemble and organize with more leniency than those in non-democratic 
states. In this sense, these groups may appear less threatening in their activities and 
therefore warrant fewer opportunities for foreign military intervention.

Finally, foreign states may be hesitant to act against insurgents based in democratic 
states due to the possible blowback of that country’s government. Attacks against 
insurgents based in democracies are likely more visible due to freedoms attributed to 
the press and other reporting. It may also be that democratic states are more adept 
at fighting insurgents in the first place and therefore less likely to witness outside 
intervention against insurgents within their borders.

While there are several reasons that democracies should be more adept at fighting 
insurgents, there is tension in the extant literature as to whether democracies are more 
or less likely to win wars. Democratic states have substantial audience costs in times 
of crisis, as they mobilize troops and engage in threats, which may harden their resolve 
to be victorious against their adversaries.73 Relatedly, democracies are comparatively 
better equipped militarily and economically and as such pose as formidable opponents 
against adversaries. As a result of the resources available to their citizens, democratic 
regimes recruit soldiers from a population that possesses the skills, health, and edu-
cation necessary to be successful on the battlefield. In addition, the high level of 
coordination that exists between the civilian government and military in democracies 
reduces the likelihood of harmful strategic decisions that could lead to unsuccessful 
outcomes in war.74 In a study of war outcomes between 1816 and 1990, Reiter and 
Stam found participants were more likely to triumph as they became more democratic 
in nature. This held true whether they were targets or initiators.75 Beckley arrived at 
a similar conclusion but found the factors that other scholars cited as influential for 
democracies to win wars were irrelevant when economic development was 
considered.76

In consequence of the above, a group is based in a democracy may seem like less 
of a threat to outside militaries. Toward this, because various gradations of the free-
doms of assembly and speech are permitted in democracies, groups based in democratic 
states may have an air of legitimacy and protections not afforded to those in 
non-democratic ones.77 Further, groups based in democracies may not be deemed as 
threatening as those based in non-democratic states. Finally, it may be that groups 
operating in a democracy are less likely to be targeted from abroad as the state can 
more credibly counter the group than an autocracy. Abrahms argues that democracies 
are more effective counterterrorists. He found that liberal countries were less likely to 
make concessions to violent non-state actors and thus are a poor choice of target.78 
Taken together, we argue that:

H4: A group that has a home base in a democracy is less likely to be targeted by a foreign 
military than a group that has one in a non-democracy.

There are other democratic indicators that could affect whether a group is targeted. 
Violence may be perceived as a disqualifying event for engagement in formal politics,79 
but numerous insurgents are simultaneously political parties.80 Political parties can 
have large constituencies, proven communication and mobilization networks, and 
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substantial resources. Endowed with these characteristics, political parties are possible 
sources of future insurgencies, though not initially intended for violent activities.81 
Taken together, outright insurgent political parties may be especially problematic to 
external actors already threatened by the group. The embedded nature of political 
parties and propensity for mobilization could indicate a need for more decisive action 
by foreign militaries. However, insurgencies that are a part of formal politics may be 
less likely to be targeted for two reasons: (1) first, groups can leverage their physical 
and social capital as legitimate participants in formal politics to achieve their goals, 
and (2) insurgent’s political parties connection to their home base’s state increases 
their legitimacy (among both domestic and international actors). Toward the first, 
some insurgencies have political parties to gain legitimacy in political participation,82 
particularly in democratic states. Insurgent political parties consider a horizon beyond 
tactical and strategic operations to concerns about “popularity, legitimacy, and visibil-
ity.”83 Organizations that commit to honoring human rights and providing basic services 
to the community can interact positively with the state to enact change.84 Many 
prominent insurgent groups, such as Hezbollah and Hamas, have taken measures to 
distinguish their legitimate and illegitimate activities.85 In addition, having a political 
party could signal to other states a deep-rooted connection in their home base. In 
turn, this could indicate to the latter that blended insurgent-political parties should 
not be targeted, due to the potential ramifications from the incumbent. The state’s 
willingness to accept an insurgent organization as a political entity also increases its 
legitimacy in the international community.86 This discussion leads to the following 
hypothesis:

H5: Insurgent organizations that are political parties are less likely to be targeted by a 
foreign military.

These arguments suggest the likelihood of being targeted by a foreign state military 
is reliant on a group’s capabilities, some of which are fixed and some of which are 
dynamic, as well as the capability of the target. In the next section, we describe the 
data used for testing the above hypotheses.

Research Design

We use the Big Allied And Dangerous 2 Insurgency (BAAD2I) dataset to evaluate 
the hypotheses. This dataset is at the group-year unit of analysis and focuses on 
insurgents’ activities and factors for those active from 1998 to 2012. We use the 
Uppsala Conflict Database Program (UCDP) battle deaths dataset as our criteria for 
inclusion: each organization coded in BAAD2 Insurgency needed to have been involved 
in at least 25 battle deaths during one year from 1998 to 2012. If an organization 
met this criterion87 in a single year, it was coded for all the years that it existed in 
the entire time period. Following these criteria, the database has 140 organizations 
involved in at least one year of insurgent activity from 1998-2012. We stopped coding 
organizations if the organization disbanded, was integrated into government and 
stopped being involved in insurgent activity, or if the organization embraced nonvi-
olence fully.
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The dependent variable – international military intervention (intlmil) – is coded as 
1 if, in that year, coders were able to identify that unilateral or multilateral interna-
tional military forces were being used against the organization. An international inter-
vention is defined as one that involves a military force from outside the state of the 
organization’s home base. An organization’s home base is the country that contains 
their main base of operations or headquarters. As such this variable would capture 
both of the following scenarios: (1) the NATO-led coalition military intervention in 
the Libyan Civil War in 2011 and (2) instances like the U.S. intervention of Nicaragua 
in the 1980s.

Turning first to our key explanatory variables, we operationalize terrorist fatalities 
(fatalities) by using the Global Terrorism Database’s variable to create an 
organizational-year count of terrorist fatalities.88

Our capabilities variables – size, organizational alliances, smuggling, and territorial 
control – come from BAAD2I. The size (size) categorizes the number of members in 
an organization. It was coded using an ordinal scale as follows: 1= Unknown or 0-100; 
2 = 100-999; 3 = 1,000-9,999; 4 = 10,000.

Interorganizational alliances (a_degree) was calculated using UCINET 689 by counting 
the number of allies each organization possesses in that year. Organizations were coded 
as engaging in smuggling (fdsmuggl) if there was evidence the group smuggled people 
or products for monetary gain. The most common types are weapons smuggling and 
human trafficking. This variable excludes drug smuggling, which is coded separately 
in BAAD2I. The smuggling variable is coded as a dummy variable to minimize mea-
surement error. Specifically, insurgents are covert organizations and therefore it is more 
challenging to find specific data about the magnitude and scope of smuggling, par-
ticularly at the annual level. At this level of analysis, it is much easier for researchers 
to measure the presence and absence of smuggling.

An organization is coded as controlling territory (terrcntrl) if there is evidence for 
the year in question that the organization controlled: (1) a substantial amount of area 
(i.e. not occupation of several buildings, excluding military checkpoints or bases), and 
(2) a city or region for a substantial amount of time (i.e. a week or more).

We include a variable for insurgents that attack the United States (attackusa), as 
these groups may be targeted more frequently by the U.S. or its allies. This is a count 
of the number of attacks an organization conducted on U.S. targets in the United 
States or abroad, complied from the Global Terrorism Database.90 We use Polity IV 
(polity) to measure the level of democracy91 taken from the Quality of Governance 
dataset.92 Descriptive statistics can be found in Table 1.

Finally, political party (polparty) is a BAAD2I binary variable that captures if the 
organization takes part in elections or operates as a political party but does not par-
ticipate in elections because of a lack of resources or if they are boycotting the political 
process.

We also have a number of controls in our study – battle deaths, religious and ethnic 
ideology, and organizational home base alliance with U.S. We use a count of battle 
deaths (ucdpbd) from the UCDP battle death data.93 We account for groups that have 
religious and/or ethnic ideologies using binary variables from BAAD2I (rel_eth). Groups 
with these ideologies may be perceived to be more threatening and more likely to be 
targeted by foreign military interventions. Finally, we use the Correlates of War’s 
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Alliances Data94 to identify country-year observations where the insurgent group’s 
home base was in an alliance with the United States (us_ally_cow). U.S. allies facing 
insurgencies might have undue benefit from an alliance with a superpower.

We should note the military targeting of foreign powers is not rare. Of the 140 
insurgent organizations we examined fully, 62 of the organizations were targeted in at 
least one year by foreign militaries (44%). There are 20 organizations that are targeted 
for only one year during the period we are doing the analysis. Table 2 lists the orga-
nizations that are targeted at least once by international military forces. However, the 
event becomes rarer when considering observations. There are 253 group-year obser-
vations – of the 1,386 total – where a group was targeted by an international military 
(18%). For reference, the Abu Sayyaf Group and the Islamic Movement of Uzbekistan 
(IMU) were targeted by foreign militaries for the longest duration in the dataset (14 
of the 15 years), Al-Qaeda with 13 years, and the Taliban with 12 years.

Results

Since our dependent variable is binary, we use logistic regression to analyze our data. 
We created year dummies for the analysis to control for time effects and clustered 
standard errors on the organization. To test for collinearity issues, we ran a variance 
inflation factor (VIF)95 test: no variable but the year dummies had a VIF higher than 
1.56.96 In Table 3, we present the logistic regression as well as the probability of 
international military intervention when the variable in question varies from its min-
imum to maximum value if the variable in question was statistically significant. To 
generate the probabilities, we used the prchange command created for Stata.97

In our analysis, organizational alliances, smuggling as a funding source, political 
party, territorial control, home base regime type, and attacking U.S. forces were sta-
tistically significant. Several variables were not: terrorist fatalities, organizational size, 
battle deaths, religious and ethnic ideologies, and home base alliance with the U.S.

The capabilities hypotheses overall were significant and positively correlated. 
Interorganizational alliances (H2b) also had a substantial average effect (86%) on the 

Table 1. descriptive statistics.
Variable obs mean Std. dev. min max

Are international military forces being 
used against the group?

intlmil 1,386 0.183 0.386 0 1

number of interorganizational alliances a_degree 1,386 0.818 1.596 0 15
is the organization involved in smuggling? fdsmuggl 1,386 0.069 0.254 0 1
Size of organization size 1,386 1.716 0.655 1 3
does organization have a political party? polparty 1,386 0.232 0.422 0 1
does the organization control territory? terrcntrl 1,386 0.247 0.431 0 1
level of democracy in group’s home base polity 1,315 2.697 5.742 −9 10
number of battle deaths (uCdP) ucdpbd 1,386 219.328 825.214 0 14,716
Has the organization attacked American 

targets? (in u.S. or abroad?)
attackusa 1,386 0.116 0.728 0 14

does the group have religious and/or 
ethnic ideology?

rel_eth 1,386 0.014 0.119 0 1

does the group’s home base have an 
alliance with the u.S.?

us_ally_cow 2,802 0.356 0.479 0 1

number of terrorism fatalities committed? fatalities 1,386 35.050 155.230 0 2,996
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likelihood that an organization would be targeted by foreign militaries. One concern 
we had with this variable is that a few cases have many alliances connections (only 
10 cases have more than 7 connections), while the modal case has zero connections. 
We also estimated a model (see appendix) where we dropped these 10 cases, and the 
results were nearly identical. Insurgent organizations that engaged in smuggling as a 
form of funding (H2c) are 42% more likely to be targets of foreign militaries. Groups 
that control territory (H2d) are 25% more likely to be targeted. One capabilities 
hypothesis – group size (H2a) – was not significant. Finally, groups that attacked 
domestic and/or international U.S. targets had an average effect of 50% of being 
involved in an international military intervention.

There are two variables that have a negative impact on the likelihood that an orga-
nization will be targeted for foreign military intervention. Organizations that operate 
their home base in a democratic state (H4) are on average 40% less likely to be 

Table 2. organizations targeted at least once by international military forces.
Abu Sayyaf Group (ASG) national liberation front of tripura (nlft)
Al-ittihaad Al-islami (AiAi) national Socialist Council of nagaland
Al-Qa’ida oromo liberation front
Al-Qa’ida in the Arabian Peninsula Patriotic movement of ivory Coast (mPCi)
Al-Qa’ida in the lands of the islamic magreb revolutionary Armed forces of Colombia (fArC)
Al-Shabaab revolutionary front for an independent east timor (fretilin)
All tripura tiger force (Attf) revolutionary united front (ruf)
Allied democratic forces (Adf) Salafist Group for Preaching and fighting (GSPC)
Allied democratic forces of Guinea Shining Path (Sl)
Ansar Al-islam Sudan liberation movement
Armed forces revolutionary Council Sudan liberation movement/Army – minni minawi faction
Cocoyes Sudan liberation movement/Army-unity
Convention of Patriots for Justice an.. Sudan People’s liberation Army (SPlA)
democratic front for the liberation o.. taliban
eastern turkistan islamic movement (etim) tehrik-i-taliban Pakistan (ttP)
forces nouvelles (fn) union of democratic forces
God’s Army union of forces for democracy and development (ufdd)
Harakat ras Kamboni union of forces for the resistance (ufr)
Hizballah united liberation front of Assam (ulfA)
islamic Courts union (iCu) united national liberation front (unlf)
islamic Jihad Group (iJG) united tajik opposition (uto)
islamic movement of uzbekistan (imu) West Side Boys
islamic State of iraq and al Sham (iSiS)
ivorian movement for the Greater West (mPiGo)
Justice and equality movement (Jem)
Kangleipak Communist Party (KCP)
Kosovo liberation Army (KlA)
Kurdistan free life Party
Kurdistan Workers’ Party (PKK)
lord’s resistance Army (lrA)
m23
mahdi Army
movement for oneness and Jihad in West Africa (mujao)
movement of democratic forces of Casamance
mujahedin-e Khalq (meK)
national Alliance (CHAd)
national Congress for the defense of the People (CndP)
national democratic front of Bodoland
national liberation Army (nlA) (macedonia)
national liberation Army of Colombia (eln)



STUdIES IN CONfLICT & TERRORISm 13

targeted by a foreign military. Put differently, from complete autocracy to complete 
democracy, the democratic nature of the home base state reduces the likelihood of 
such intervention by 40%, on average. Relatedly, if the organization is also a political 
party (H5), it reduces the likelihood of being targeted by an average of 9%.

Taken together, variables that indicate strength to a foreign state are more likely to 
be countered using military intervention. First, it seems likely an organization’s capa-
bilities increase the likelihood that they will be targets of foreign militaries. One 
possible explanation for this is that demonstrating higher connections to other insur-
gency networks, maintaining a viable form of funding, and holding control of territory 
indicate strength to foreign militaries that can only be countered with conventional 
military attacks. Interestingly, terrorism fatalities (H1) – a strong indication of strength 
and concurrent disregard for conventional warfare – was not statistically significant.

Table 3. foreign military targeting of insurgent groups, 1998-2012.

Variable (DV: Intmil) Variable name Coef. Std. err.
Change in Probabilities from 

min. to max. Values

number of interorganizational 
alliances

a_degree 0.350*** 0.089 85.79%

is the organization involved in 
smuggling?

fdsmuggl 2.204*** 0.528 41.57%

What size is the organization? size −0.180 0.241 nS
does organization have a political 

party?
polparty −0.994* 0.489 −8.6%

does the organization control 
territory?

terrcntrl 1.630*** 0.293 24.74%

level of democracy in group’s home 
base

polity −0.142*** 0.035 −40.01%

number of battle deaths (uCdP) ucdpbd 0.000 0.000 nS
fatalities (Gtd) fatalities 0.001 0.001 nS
Has the organization attacked 

American targets? (in u.S. or 
abroad?)

attackusa 0.494*** 0.135 49.65%

does the group have religious and/
or ethnic ideology?

rel_eth −0.090 1.330 nS

does the group’s home base have 
an alliance with the u.S.?

us_ally_cow −0.100 0.413 nS

Year dummies 1999 −0.073 0.603
2000 0.021 0.551
2001 −0.208 0.664
2002 −0.274 0.556
2003 0.569 0.571
2004 0.381 0.626
2005 0.460 0.564
2006 1.043 0.580
2007 0.970 0.569
2008 0.668 0.617
2009 0.637 0.651
2010 1.118 0.606
2011 0.904 0.631
2012 0.493 0.616

Constant −2.263 0.764

number of obs = 1,100.
AiC = 833.4019.
Wald chi2 (30) = 146.12.
Prob > chi2 = 0.00.
Pseudo r2 = 0.259.
***Significant at p < .001 using a two-tailed test.
**Significant at p < .01 using a two-tailed test.
*Significant at p < .05 using a two -tailed test.
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In addition, attacking the United States, domestically or internationally, yields a 
strong effect in being attacked by any foreign military. This could be because the 
United States has numerous allies or because attacking the United States indicates 
strength, much like the capabilities variables, and therefore the group becomes more 
threatening to other militaries. In contrast, variables that involve the democratic process 
– having a political party and operating in a democracy – seem to exert a nega-
tive effect.

In the appendix, we discuss some out-of-sample forecasts and cross-validation of 
the models. We also estimate an alternate specification that extends the analysis to 
2015.98 The results are mostly consistent with the main model.

CART Models

The regression models we estimate above can be useful when evaluating some of the 
hypotheses and whether certain variables are significant and how much influence they 
have on the dependent variable. A complementary technique that we utilize is to then use 
a decision tree to predict how each variable influences predictions of the dependent vari-
able. In short, we want to know what values of each variable helps us determine why 
some insurgencies are targets of foreign militaries. Whereas a regression model can tell 
us how changes in the independent variables can lead to changes in the dependent variable 
(and by how much), a decision tree can provide us with a visual of how certain values 
of variables helps us predict why insurgencies are targeted or not by foreign military.

Decision trees are a type of algorithm to help predict outcomes in data. Classification 
and regression trees (CART models) are a specific type of machine-learning/decision 
tree.99 CART models explore the structure of a dataset, while displaying easy decision 
rules for predicting a categorical variable or continuous one.100 This is a widely utilized 
technique along with random forests and neural networks. The benefit of CART models 
as compared to these other techniques is simplicity. It is easy to show and interpret 
CART models as opposed to the more complex, “black box” algorithms of random 
forests. A downside is that CART models can be less accurate than these other options. 
But for our purpose, this tool will be helpful in making more actionable, understand-
able predictions.101

In practice, CART models will include only the variables that help in prediction of 
the dependent variable (international military targeting a group). So, the final visual 
CART model will not include all the variables from the main model. The decision 
tree (Figure 2) is built by first including the single variable that is found to be best 
at sorting or splitting the data into 0 (not targeted by international military) and 1 
(targeted by international military).102 Then, the data are separated, and the process 
is applied to each sub-group and then again until no improvements in prediction 
occur. The final model is often too complicated, so cross-validation is used (splitting 
data into training and test sets iteratively) to simplify and get the best predictions. As 
Figure 2 shows, the best variables for sorting the data and getting accurate predictions 
of the dependent variable were the polity score, our measure of democracy (the best 
at sorting the data), Smuggle (next best), Fatalities (on par with Smuggle), Battle 
Deaths and Alliances (last useful variables for sorting the data).
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Notice, the tree is arranged hierarchically so the best variables are on top and the 
least useful are on bottom. The end of each tree provides: 1. A final prediction of yes 
or no, 2. A number (ex: 0.09) which is the probability of predicting the dependent 
variable when we travel down this node, and 3. A percentage (ex: 63%), which is the 
percentage of cases in the data in this group.

As Figure 2 shows, when a group is in a country with a polity score less than 21, 
does not smuggle, and has produced fewer than 147 Battle Deaths in a year, the 
probability they are targeted by foreign military is 9%. This represents 70% of the 
cases in our data. Next, is in a country with a polity score less than 21, does not 
smuggle, produces more than 147 Battle Deaths and has less than 2 alliances, they 
will be targeted less (17%) and make up 10% of the data. Third, in a country with a 
polity score less than 21, does not smuggle, produces more than 147 Battle Deaths 
and has 2 or more alliances, they will likely be targeted (61%) and make up just 3% 
of the data. Moving to the polity score of 21 side, among the groups in a country 
that is a full democracy, if they produce fewer than 17 fatalities, they are unlikely to 
be targeted (35%) while making up 8% of the total cases. Finally, in full democracies 
with terrorism fatalities at 17 and above, the probability that the group is targeted is 
the highest at 93% making up 3% of total cases. Table 4 shows these decision rules 
verbally.

We built the model by splitting the data into a training set (70% of the data) and 
a test set (30% of the data). When we make out-of-sample predictions (i.e. apply the 
model to the test data or the data left out of the model building), our model is 82% 
accurate in predicting which groups are likely targets. This number is useful, but it 

Figure 2. CArt model predicting which groups are likely to be targets of foreign military 
interventions.
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also reminds us to be careful that these predictions are not perfect within our sample 
or on new data. We also improved these predictions using random forests (another 
classification tool) to above 85%. However, as we mentioned above, interpreting the 
results is complicated and less useful for practical applications.

Discussion and Conclusion

One might hope that, from a humanitarian perspective, foreign military powers would 
target organizations that are particularly effective at killing civilians. Our results, how-
ever, indicate that normative concerns in general are not what is likely driving foreign 
military intervention. We find that killing civilians does not have any statistical impact 
on foreign military targeting of insurgents. We find instead that organizations that 
have key markers of capabilities are more likely to be targeted, presumably because 
they seem to be a formidable opponent to a foreign state. To further test the validity 
and applicability of the results, forecasting analysis and a CART model indicate that 
our model is decently suited to predicting what types of groups are targeted by foreign 
militaries. The CART models do provide some support for the notion that highly 
destructive terrorist acts in full democracies lead to targeting but not across the various 
regime types. Capability measures, like Alliances and Battle Deaths, do help in pre-
dicting which groups are targeted out of sample.

Alliance connections is one of the key markers of an organization’s ability to be 
lethal.103 It has a substantial effect on the likelihood that an organization will be tar-
geted by foreign military intervention. We find that organizations that demonstrate 
greater capabilities (with the surprising exception of group size) will be more likely 
to be targeted by foreign militaries. Causing terrorist fatalities and attacks on American 
targets in the United States or abroad also has a large effect on the likelihood of 
international military intervention. This finding is also in line with our argument that 
it is the killing of foreigners - particularly those from a powerful international player 
such as the U.S. - which may drive foreign governments to target the organization. 
In addition, as we expected, an organization housed in a democracy makes interna-
tional foreign military involvement less likely. Interestingly if an organization has a 
political party, which we included primarily as a control variable, has a significant 
and negative impact on such targeting. This suggests being involved in legitimate 
political activities has a palliative effect on the likelihood of being targeted.

From a policy perspective, this analysis might be useful to understand why some 
groups receive attention from foreign militaries. Policymakers may calibrate this with 
threat concerns. Groups that control territory in anocratic or autocratic states and 
commit terrorism should expect foreign military targeting. Additionally, groups that 

Table 4. Summary of rules to predict groups likely to be targeted by foreign militaries (intlmil).
Prediction rule 1 rule 2 rule 3 rule 4 % of cases

0.09 democracy < 21 Smuggle is no Battledeaths < 147 – 70%
0.17 democracy < 21 Smuggle is no Battledeaths > = 147 Alliances < 2 10%
0.35 democracy > = 21 fatalities < 17 – – 8%
0.48 democracy < 21 Smuggle is Yes – – 6%
0.61 democracy < 21 Smuggle is no Battledeaths > = 147 Alliances > = 2 3%
0.93 democracy > = 21 fatalities > = 17 – – 6%
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generate terrorism fatalities in fully democratic countries are likely going to be targeted. 
Controlling territory seems to be a double-edged sword. If a violent group wants to 
be the state, they need to control territory, but doing this paints a large target on a 
group’s back. The lesson for say IS or the Taliban is that they could decrease the 
probability of being targeted by avoiding terrorism even though they control (or con-
trolled) territory.104 Additionally, countries allied with the U.S. that have groups on 
their soil might expect U.S. pressure and intervention if the group is violent or 
well-connected.

In our future efforts, we plan to explore more in detail why political party involve-
ment by an organization would make it less likely to be the target of foreign militaries. 
We also would like to look at the factors of the targeting actors, such as multilateral 
versus unilateral targeting, that make different kinds of foreign involvement more or 
less likely. In a similar vein, understanding the magnitude – such as the number of 
foreign militaries targeting an insurgent group each year – can also be illuminating 
for understanding the multiplicative effects of foreign military interventions. Relatedly, 
we would like to also investigate why foreign actors choose different kinds of inter-
ventions against groups, namely competing economic, military, and diplomatic expla-
nations. This would directly build on Pickering and Kisangani’s (2009) work that 
elucidates different forms of intervention and separately different motivations.
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Appendix

In this appendix, you will find:

• Forecast analysis for 1998-2012 model
• Collinearity diagnostics for 1998-2012 model
• Alternate specification: main model with more than 7 alliance connections dropped
• Alternate specification: logistic regression and predicted probabilities for 1998-2015 data

Forecast analysis105

While evaluating the model and variable effects based on statistical significance may have its 
uses, we cannot adequately address the ability of the model for prediction by looking at sta-
tistical significance alone. In fact, sometimes variables that are significant are not as helpful 
when trying to accurately predict positive cases (i.e. foreign targeting of organizations) and 
negative cases (i.e. organizations not targeted by foreign militaries) of our dependent variable.106 
The standard measures of model fit for logit models are derivations of the R2 measure from 
OLS regression, like pseudo R2. Instead, model fit measures that examine whether models that 
accurately predict 1 s and 0 s can better tell how the model does at sorting the outcomes. One 
challenge is that how we slice the data, and what is a correct prediction matter. Most propor-
tional reduction in error measures do not vary this choice.

We evaluate model fit by using receiver-operating characteristic curves (ROC).107 ROC curves 
provide an estimate of how well the model predicts 1 s and 0 s, or in this case, whether a group 
is targeted by a foreign military or not. ROC curves show the percentage of cases accurately 
predicted while varying the threshold for what constitutes an accurate prediction.108 We calcu-
late the area under a ROC curve after estimating the logit model and get an estimate of 0.8012. 
In short, we are classifying the 1 s and 0 s accurately about 80% of the time. While this is 
decent, we want to be careful not to overfit the model or use data to build the model and 
then test the model on the exact same data. By estimating the ROC curve on the data used 
to make the model, we are making an in-sample prediction that could be prone to overfitting. 
To avoid this, we perform cross-validation. In short, we cut the data into pieces. We take some 
of these pieces to estimate the model (training set) and hold out one piece (testing set) to test 
the model out of sample. Since how we cut the data might influence the outcome, we then 
randomly cut the data and do this same procedure of creating a training and test set ten 
times.109 Within each sample, we have four cuts of the data. In practice, we estimate 40 mod-
els and generate ROC curves for each model, then average across them. After doing so, we 
can aggregate the area under the ROC curve of 0.7702, which is a slight reduction in predic-
tive power, but suggests that our model is not plagued by having results that are specific to 
the data used to generate it.

Collinearity diagnostics (1998-2012 data)110

From: collin command in Stata

Alternate specification: main model with alliances ≥ 7 dropped

Alternate Specification: Logistic Regression and Predicted Probabilities for 
1998-2015 Data

Results of an alternate specification using the BAAD2I data and the Rebel Contraband Dataset 
(RCD). Specifically, the Rebel Contraband Dataset (RCD) “smuggle” variable was added to the 
BAAD2I “fdsmuggl” for years 2013, 2014, and 2015. The RCD records the smuggling of natu-
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ral resources by armed nonstate actors. A dummy variable was created by created by aggregat-
ing the smuggling of natural resources listed below into a single binary yearly variable (see 
table below). As in BAAD2I, drug smuggling was coded separately.

RCD smuggle variables111

FD. SMUGGLE Cassiterite; charcoal; coal; cobalt; coca; cocoa; coffee; coltan; copper; diamonds (alluvial); 
diamonds (primary)gold; iron; mercury; oil; rubber; tea; timber; tin; titanium; wolframite; zinc; 
agriculture: any high-value agricultural product not otherwise listed above; gems: used when 
the specific gemstone is unknown; minerals unknown: used for any mineral not listed above; 
other: used for any natural resource not otherwise listed here.

An international military variable was created for the years 2013-2015 using the Uppsala Conflict 
Data Program (UCDP) Dyadic Dataset (Version 20.1).112 Filtering for dyads in which a BAAD2I 
insurgency actor was involved, international military was coded if the state actor involved in 
the conflict was not the BAAD2I actor’s home base state. Home base data was pulled from the 
BAAD 2013-2017 dataset.113

Table of alternate specification results (1998–2015)

In this specification, the COW’s Alliance data was not available so a variable for rebel group’s 
home base alliance with the United States was not included.

With the exception of the fatalities and polity variables, the results were mostly consistent 
with the main model – meaning, similar significant variables, levels of significance, and pre-
dicted probability values. The fatalities variable was significant in the alternate specification but 
not the main model. The polity variable was not significant in the alternate specification. 
Additionally, the smuggling variable’s direction and level of significance was consistent with the 
main model, its predicted probability was halved.

Variable Vif Vif tolerance Squared

a_degree 1.20 1.10 0.8334 0.1666
new_smug_rcd 1.16 1.08 0.8620 0.1380
new_drug_rcd 1.34 1.16 0.7478 0.2522
polparty 1.08 1.04 0.9282 0.0718
terrcntrl 1.24 1.11 0.8077 0.1923
new_p_polity2_9817 1.05 1.02 0.9531 0.0469
ucdpbd 1.42 1.19 0.7020 0.2980
fatalities 1.61 1.27 0.6193 0.3807
attackusatargets 1.40 1.18 0.7134 0.2866
rel_eth 1.01 1.01 0.9869 0.0131
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robust Predicted

Coef. Std. err. Probabilities
Alliances 0.291 0.123 35.76
Smuggling 2.208 0.531 41.17
Size −0.189 0.245
Political Party −0.991 0.486 −8.37
territorial Control 1.642 0.298 24.48
Polity −0.136 0.037 −37.27
Battle deaths 0.000 0.000
fatalities 0.001 0.001
Attack u.S. targets 0.484 0.136 48.1
religious & ethnic 

ideology
−0.028 1.309 35.76

Home Base Alliance with 
u.S.

−0.127 0.432 41.17

1999 −0.070 0.604
2000 0.020 0.550
2001 −0.199 0.667
2002 −0.272 0.561
2003 0.574 0.575
2004 0.392 0.629
2005 0.456 0.570
2006 1.067 0.580
2007 0.975 0.570
2008 0.671 0.619
2009 0.680 0.646
2010 1.142 0.604
2011 0.917 0.629
2012 0.512 0.613
Constant −2.232 0.771
num obs: 1,090
AiC: 830.648
***Significant at p < .001 using a two-tailed test.
**Significant at p < .01 using a two-tailed test.
*Significant at p < .05 using a two-tailed test.
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Variable (dV: intmil) Variable name robust Coef. Std. err.
Change in Probabilities 

from min. to max. Values

number of interorganizational 
alliances

a_degree 0.188** 0.096 87.69%

is the organization involved in 
smuggling?

new_smug_rcd 1.329** 0.428 23.41%

organizational size (Categorical) size_rec −0.301 0.248 nS
does organization have a political 

party?
polparty −0.777* 0.400 −8.39%

does the organization control 
territory?

terrcntrl 1.331*** 0.275 20.61%

What is the level of democracy in 
group’s home base?

p_polity 0.002 0.022 nS

Has the organization attacked 
American targets? (in u.S. or 
abroad?)

attackusatargets 0.348 0.273 nS

does the group subscribe to 
religious and ethnic ideologies?

rel_eth 0.539 1.004 nS

number of battle deaths (uCdP) ucdpbd 0.000 0.000 nS
fatalities (Gtd) fatalities 0.001** 0.000 86.41%
Year dummies _iyear_1999 0.370 0.444

_iyear_2000 0.130 0.425
_iyear_2001 0.014 0.499
_iyear_2002 −0.272 0.455
_iyear_2003 0.541 0.459
_iyear_2004 0.226 0.492
_iyear_2005 0.404 0.442
_iyear_2006 1.049 0.424
_iyear_2007 0.784 0.436
_iyear_2008 0.592 0.462
_iyear_2009 0.598 0.490
_iyear_2010 0.878 0.466
_iyear_2011 0.729 0.477
_iyear_2012 0.529 0.464
_iyear_2013 −0.815 0.678
_iyear_2014 −1.026 0.719
_iyear_2015 −1.140 0.686

Constant −3.534 0.824

number of obs = 1,573.
AiC = 1262.
***Significant at p < .001 using a two-tailed test.
**Significant at p < .01 using a two-tailed test.
*Significant at p < .05 using a two-tailed test.
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