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Summary

Kidnapping is one of the most common tactics employed by violent political groups. It yields
money, political concession, publicity, intimidation effects, among many others. However,
notable violent political groups differ significantly in how frequently they engage in
kidnappings. Meanwhile, even avid kidnapping groups show episodes of particularly high
numbers of kidnappings committed in particular years. This PhD thesis focuses on this specific
phenomenon and aims to probe an explanation for the differences and changes in kidnapping

activities among/within violent political groups.

Violent political groups use kidnapping for a broad range of purposes. Kidnapping is
also known to be particularly costly for its logistic complexity and intensive need for human
resources. As such, the decision by violent political groups to engage in kidnappings is likely
influenced by multiple considerations and causal mechanisms. EXxisting literature and
policymakers have mainly considered kidnappings as a strategy for coercive bargaining to
pursue ransom income or political concessions. This thesis, however, focuses on the role of
governance in an extra-legal context. Where the state’s monopoly of violence is contested by
the presence of violent political groups, efforts to establish one’s political power and
governance may necessitate the use of kidnappings to impose and enforce rules for social and
political control. For example, one may use kidnappings to enforce “taxation” and “protection”
rackets, smuggling of goods, to expel or punish individuals disrupting social orders or working

against the groups’ interests.

To test this proposed extra-legal governance mechanism that may influence violent

political groups’ engagement in kidnappings, this thesis examined the associations between a
1\



set of organisational factors — measuring different facets of extra-legal governance — and the
numbers of kidnappings committed by violent political groups. Analyses were conducted both
for the variations among different violent political groups and the temporal changes within-
groups, using data from the Global Terrorism Database (GTD) and the Big Allied and
Dangerous Version 2. Block-wise multiple linear regressions and path analyses were
conducted to analyse the between-group variations, and fixed effect regressions were

performed to examine the within-group changes.

Findings from both the between-group and within-group analyses support the notion
that extra-legal governance is a relevant factor for explaining kidnappings by violent political
groups. In particular, organised forms of illicit financing (e.g., extortion, smuggling, drug-
trafficking) — theorised as an essential aspect of governance in an extra-legal context — is
significantly associated with both the between-group and within-group variations in
kidnappings. Provision of public social services (e.g., education, health, transportation,
security) is a significant predictor for whether kidnappings are committed in the within-group
analyses but not in the between-group analyses. Moreover, findings from this PhD research
also echoed what was found in prior studies — highlighting the importance of mechanisms other
than extra-legal governance on kidnappings, namely, group capacity and social learning from

ones’ allies.

In addition to findings on the main research question discussed above, this thesis also
examined patterns of missingness in perpetrators’ identity among the GTD kidnappings. This
is a necessary step to assess the potential sampling bias caused by the systematic exclusion of
GTD kidnappings without information on perpetrators’ identity in the analyses of the main
research question. Based on descriptive analyses and logistic regression models, this study

found that perpetrators’ identity information was not missing at random among the GTD



kidnappings. Instead, they followed certain temporal and geographic trends. Incident-level
characteristics also significantly predicted the missingness in perpetrator identity, such as
whether ransom was requested, the types of weapons used, event fatalities. The potential
sampling bias caused by missingness in perpetrators’ identity is @ common issue present in all
studies using datasets developed from open-source information. Analyses on missingness in
this thesis provide valuable insights into possible ways research findings may be influenced by
the selection process of publishing and collecting open-source information by datasets like the

GTD.

Despite the limitation identified in the missing data analyses, this PhD research
provides important preliminary evidence suggesting that kidnappings may be related to the
general exertion of political power and social control by violent political groups in extra-legal
contexts. The apparent monetary gains and political concessions may not provide a complete
picture in explaining the root cause of kidnappings in violent political campaigns. Future
research and policymakers should consider the possible role of extra-legal governance in the

theoretical explanation of kidnappings and the respective prevention strategies.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

1.1 Kidnappings by Violent Political Groups: An Overview

Kidnapping, or hostage-taking, is nothing new in human history. The phenomenon of forceful
taking and captivity of human beings, for varying purposes, has been well-documented in
numerous historical texts. Notable stories include the abduction and rape of Sabine women by
Romulus, the founder and first king of Rome, and his fellow men at the early stage of the
establishment of Rome (Miles, 1995); the Cilician pirates’ abduction of the 25-year-old Julius
Caesar for a ransom of 50 talents in 75 BC, which ended up going very wrong for the abductors?
(Britannica, n.d.) and the great turmoil of the Lionhearted King, Richard I, who was kidnapped
by the Duke of Austria upon his return from The Third Crusade. King Richard | was handed
over to the Roman Emperor Henry VI, who obtained a huge ransom of 150,000 marks for his
release to England (Gillingham, 2008). Scholars have widely documented the historical use of
abductions and kidnappings for financial enrichment, for coercive diplomacy by political
powers, or to forcefully acquire human capital, especially women for sexual exploitation and
reproductive purposes (Dunn, 2013; Turshen, 2002). The taking of human hostages,

2

sometimes voluntarily and referred to as “hostage-surety,” is also a common practice in

1 Upon his release, Julius Caesar soon organised his men and chased down the pirates, who were

imprisoned and crucified.



medieval Europe to assure a trust of the fulfilment of promises and agreements (Bemmer, 2016;

Kosto, 2012).

However, hostage-taking and kidnappings has become a tactic particularly associated
with political extremism and terrorism since the late 1960s and 1970s, with a series of high-
profile kidnappings of politicians and diplomats, hijackings and seizure of embassy personnel
(Baumann, 1973; Crenshaw, 1998; MacWillson, 1992; Peterson, 1978; Wilson, 2000). A
notable example is the two consecutive abductions, in October 1970, by the Quebec nationalist
group, the Quebec Liberation Front (FLQ), of the British diplomat James Cross, and
subsequently of Pierre Laporte, the Quebec Deputy Premier. Laporte was murdered after
unfruitful negotiation attempts from the FLQ to obtain the release of their imprisoned members,
while James Cross was eventually released unharmed (Wainstein, 1977). Another infamous
case is the kidnapping of Aldo Moro, the former Prime Minister and president of the Christian
Democracy party at the time, by the Red Brigades on March 16, 1978. During his 54 days of
captivity, Moro was made to stand a “people’s trial” and make “confession” statements. He
was eventually killed when the government kept refusing to respond to the Red Brigades’

request for the release of their imprisoned members (Moss, 1981).

The relevance of hostage-taking and kidnappings to the contemporary scene of political
violence and terrorism continues to this date. On 13 November 2015, a group of armed
terrorists raided the Bataclan theatre — one of a series of attacks launched in different locations
in Paris that night. An unidentified number of people were taken hostage for a few hours by
the terrorists in a siege with the law enforcement officers inside the theatre and were eventually
executed in cold blood as the attackers were heard shouting “Allahu Akbar” (Ray, n.d.). In the
same year, the Japanese hostage Kenji Goto was brutally beheaded by his captors, the Islamic

State of Iraq and Syria (ISIS), soon after a demand was made for a 200 million USD ransom
2



and the release of ISIS former fighters imprisoned in Jordan. In 2014 Boko Haram kidnapped
over 200 schoolgirls, the majority of whom remain missing with their fate unknown. These
kidnapping incidents often make news headlines and attract extensive media coverage due to

the dramatic nature of the events and the contingency of human lives at stake.

Between the year 1970 to 2018, the Global Terrorism Database (GTD) documented a
total of 12,138 kidnapping events committed in the context of political violence,
involving a total number of 92,982 hostages (GTD, 2019). The true magnitude of the
kidnapping phenomenon caused by violent political campaigns at a global scale can
only be much greater, as kidnappings are widely noted to suffer under-reporting (Forest,
2012a; Gilbert, 2020b). Although kidnapping remains a less prevalent tactic among the
documented attacks by violent political groups compared to bombing and armed
assaults, recent decades have witnessed an increased number of kidnappings,
committed by a larger number of violent political groups around the world (Forest,
2012a). The Terrorism Country Reports issued by the US Department of State (2015)
also identified a worrying trend of increased kidnappings involving large numbers of
hostages. Moreover, patterns of occurrence for kidnappings committed in the context
of political violence show notable concentrations across perpetrating groups,
geographic regions and temporal periods. Descriptive studies of macro-level trends of
kidnappings found a small number of groups committing particularly high numbers of
kidnappings, while many of their counterparts engaged in little or no kidnappings at all
(Forest, 2012a; Forest, 2012b; Gilbert, 2020b). Some geographic areas became
epidemic centres of kidnappings at different historical time periods, for example, the

Central American and Caribbean region in the mid-1980s, South America and



Southeast Asia in the 1990s, the Middle East and North Africa in the 2000s following

the Irag War (see Cordesman, 2006; Forest, 2012a; Pires et al., 2014; Williams, 2009).

Despite a massive increase in the amount of academic interest and publications on
political violence and terrorism observed in recent decades (Schuurman, 2020; Silke, 2008;
Young & Findley, 2011), many have taken note of the relative scarcity of studies dedicated to
the understanding the phenomenon of kidnappings (see Farrington, 1980; Forest, 2012a;
Gilbert, 2020b; Kachynova, 2015; Lee, 2013; Pires et al., 2014). The limited amount of
literature on kidnappings by violent political groups has focused on assessing the psychological
effects of victimisation by kidnapping events (Jameson, 2010; Tade et al., 2020); predicting
the fate of the hostages (Phillips, 2015; Oyewole, 2016; Yun & Roth, 2008); discussing the
negotiation and reactive strategies by governmental authorities (Braten et al., 2015; Dolnik,
2003; Dolnik & Fitzegerald, 2011; Faure, 2003; Foy, 2015; Kim, 2008; Miller, 1980);
examining the effectiveness of the no-concession policy (Brandt & Sandler, 2009; Mellon,
2017; Poe, 1988) or the respective police training on hostage-taking negotiation (Miron &
Goldstein 1979) among others. These studies have greatly advanced our understanding of the
dynamics of kidnappings, their effects and consequences and the immediate policy
implications for governmental authorities. However, much remains unknown about what

makes violent political groups engage in kidnappings in the first place.

The existing literature on kidnappings in the context of political violence has
predominantly taken the approach that kidnappings are primarily motivated by either financial
gains or political concessions (e.g., Briggs, 2001; Dolnik, 2003; Moss, 1981; O'Brien, 2012;
Otis, 2014; Pauwels, 2016; Turner, 1998; Tzanelli, 2006). But is this a sufficient explanatory
framework for us to understand the causes of kidnapping? Although some studies took note of

the existence and importance of kidnappings that are not primarily oriented towards negotiating
4



for financial or political gains (e.g., Forest, 2012a; Kachynova, 2015; Wilson, 2018), few have
gone one step further to consider what the implications are for our understanding of the
motivation and causes of kidnappings by violent political groups. Why do violent political
groups engage in kidnappings? What are the factors and conditions that make a group more
prone to engage in kidnappings than other groups, and what are the changes that would prompt
a group to change its level of engagement in kidnappings? What are the possible causal
mechanisms that influence groups’ variations in kidnapping activities? Does the empirical
evidence provide any support for an alternative explanation of kidnappings beyond financial
enrichment via ransom and political concessions? These are the questions this PhD study aims

to address.

Kidnapping not only threatens the physical and mental well-being of the individual
hostages involved in the event, it also tears apart families and traumatises the wider
communities. It allows the perpetrators to Kill, to rape, to torture, to enslave, to extract
intelligence, to stage propaganda, and to coerce other concerned parties to cooperate and
comply to their requests and desires. Understanding why violent political groups engage in
kidnappings bears fundamental importance to envisage effective prevention strategies for the
international community. This thesis aims to contribute to this much-needed area of research
by trying to identify the factors and possible underlying mechanisms that influence violent

political groups’ kidnapping activities.

In the remainder of this chapter, | will first discuss the definitions and boundaries for
the key concepts involved in my research questions; then explain my main theoretical interest
in explaining kidnappings by violent political groups, which will be empirically examined in
this PhD study. Finally, I will provide an overview of the study’s design, the research aims to

be achieved in my empirical analyses and outline a road map to each chapter of this thesis.



1.2 Definitions and Scope of the Project

This thesis focuses on kidnappings committed by violent political groups. For the following
chapters, I define “violent political groups” as non-State actors with some organisational
capacity (e.g., a notable group of members, some organisational structure) that are committed
to a strategy of using violence to advance their political cause, which may be manifested as a
pursuit of changes in one or more of the social, political, economic or religious spheres. This
definition necessarily reflects the inclusion criteria of the GTD (2019) as it is a primary source
of empirical data relied upon in this thesis, such as the exclusion of state-sponsored political
violence, interpreting “political cause” to include the pursuit of social, political, economic or
religious goals. This approach in defining violent political groups is also consistent with
existing literature on non-state actors in political violence and terrorism (e.g., Aydinli, 2016;

Gilbert, 2020b; Thomas & Bond, 2015).

Under this definition, violent political groups may include actors who have been often
termed in the broader political science literature as rebels, insurgents, guerrillas or terrorist
groups. These groups may be drawn into a political campaign of violence for a variety of
causes. Common types of political causes include: fighting for ethnic autonomy and succession
from an existing state; overthrowing an existing regime to establish a new one consistent with
one’s ideology (e.g., creating a caliphate ruled by Sharia laws, a communist regime
implementing Marxists social-economic ideals, etc.); practising global jihadism by attacking
targets of Western countries and culture; expelling foreign occupation and ending imperialist
exploitation; seeking social policy changes without overthrowing an existing regime, such as

far-right white supremacist groups (Kydd & Walter, 2006; Thomas & Bond, 2015).



However, the term “violent political groups,” as currently defined, excludes certain
types of perpetrators based on a number of different grounds. First, a violent political group
has to be a non-state actor, so it does not include any coercive apparatus of a state or
paramilitaries directly employed by state authorities. As such, state-sponsored disappearances
and kidnappings are excluded from the scope of this study. However, this is to be distinguished
from the situation where violent political actors receive financial or military aid from interested
external states to fight against the regimes of their hosting countries, which is not uncommon
in the world of organised political violence and within the scope of this study. Readers will
see discussions in the later chapters on the role of external sponsorship on groups’ engagement

in kidnappings, especially external state sponsorship.

Second, the “organisational capacity” requirement of being a violent political group
means that “lone-wolf” terrorists or individuals unaffiliated with any organisations will not be
included in the scope of the study. Moreover, violent political groups are comprised of people
bonded together by an organisational structure for the common purposes of implementing a
violent strategy to achieve political aims. This should be distinguished from the situation where
people participating in mass events in social or political movements ended up being connected
by an occurrence of violence itself, such as violent protests, social unrests and riots induced by
social-political causes (see discussions on group-based political violence and terrorism by Gill,

2012; Taylor, 2010).

Lastly, violent political groups have to be committed to a strategy of violence to
advance their political causes. As a result, street gangs, organised crime groups and mercenary
fighters for hire are excluded for lacking “political causes” or their own political causes.
Similarly, religious cults that practise violence on its own members and potential recruits —

such as illegal detention, enslavement, sexual abuse, group suicide — are also not considered a
;



violent political group in this study because the use of violence is not directed at achieving
external political aims (Mayer, 2010). However, as Mayer (2010, p.362) also points out in his
discussions on the difference between cults and terrorist groups, “the line is a thin one” between
the use of internal or external violence, while the religious and political dimensions of a group’s
pursuits are “not mutually exclusive.” Religious cults, in rare occasions, can appear quite
similar to a terrorist organisation. The closest example one can think of is the Aum Shinrikyo
in Japan, which infamously orchestrated the Sarin gas attack in Tokyo subway in 1995
following their end-of-world apocalypse beliefs and to obstruct police investigation into their
cult activities. But again, the use of violence was not directed at the realisation of a “political
cause” and therefore would not be considered a “violent political group” as currently defined

in this thesis.

Another key concept involved in the research question is “kidnappings.” For this PhD
study, I define kidnapping as a forceful taking of human hostages against their will, followed
by transporting and holding the hostages in captivity at an unknown location. Figure 1.1
provides a visualised demonstration of this behavioural-based definition of kidnapping,
inspired by the behavioural models of hostage-taking developed by Wilson et al. (1996) and
Wilson (2018). Under the current definition, kKidnappings must be differentiated from
barricaded sieges or hijackings where the location of the hostages would be known or fixed.
Although kidnapping, barricade sieges and hijackings all involve the forceful taking of
hostages, most of the existing literature on hostage-taking has treated them as distinctive types

of attacks that warrant separate examinations (e.g., Brandt & Sandler, 2009; Dolnik, 2003;



Friedland & Merari, 1992; Wilson, 2000; Wilson et al., 1996).2 For example, the hostage attack
at the Bataclan theatre discussed earlier is a typical barricade siege rather than a kidnapping
event, and therefore, it would be outside the scope of this thesis. The current definition of
kidnapping also necessarily mirrors that of the GTD, which recorded an event as kidnapping if
it involves “[a]n act whose primary objective is to take control of hostages for the purpose of
achieving a political objective through concessions or through disruption of normal operations”
and entails “moving and holding the hostage in another location (from the location of

abduction)” (GTD Codebook, 2019, p.25).

Figure 1.1
A Tentative Model of Behavioural Structure of Kidnapping Events

Abduction Possible trading and further transport of hostages
Logistic and operational I w
8 .p Transport of hostages Captivity
planning I
Negotiation . .
Possible treatments and Possible event outcomes:
utilities of the hostages E— Enslavery and sexual exploitation Execution or release
nelating “motivations” By
Orture rescued,

(a non-exclusive list of examples)
others..

Some prior studies have adopted an alternative approach in defining kidnapping by
making negotiation - or the intention to negotiate, for the conditional release of hostages - an

indispensable element of the concept of “kidnapping” (see Gilbert, 2020b; Wilson, 2000).

2 Barricade siege situations involve much greater risks for the perpetrators since they would inevitably
be directly confronted by law enforcement officers and much more likely to end in violent takeovers
by authorities (Friedland & Merari, 1992; Wilson, 2000). Kidnappings are more difficult for law
enforcements because they tend to happen in territories controlled by the perpetrating groups (Dolnik,
2003).



Meanwhile, some researchers have focused their studies specifically on kidnappings for
ransom (Asal et al., 2019; Koseli et al., 2020; Phillips, 2009; Pires et al., 2014). Unlike these
previous studies, this thesis does not narrow the scope of the investigation by limiting the
analyses to certain subgroups with specific motivations for kidnapping. This is necessary for
purposes of the current study, as one of my key interests concerns a broad variety of possible
motivations of kidnappings, beyond ransom gains and political concessions, and their possible
explanations. Moreover, the decision to not limit the scope of kidnappings to certain
designated motivations recognises that the apparent motives of kidnappings may be difficult to
ascertain in reality and can change over time. As shown in Figure 1.1, kidnapping is a dynamic
process that involves a series of events — logistic and operational planning, abduction of the
hostages, transport of the hostages between locations or even among groups, detention and
captivity. The hostages, once abducted and controlled by the kidnappers, may be treated and
exploited in various ways, indicating different possible motivations (visualised as the red bars
in Figure 1.1). This may include negotiating for political concessions or ransom money,
slavery for labour or sex, torture to extract intelligence and confessions, execution for
punishment or making political statements and intimidation. However, these treatments of
hostages and the implied motivations may not necessarily be mutually exclusive with one
another; and the motivation behind the initial abduction may not remain the same in the ensuing
transportation and captivity periods. For example, the ISIS mass kidnapping of Yazidi women

shows evidence of both sexual slavery and exchange for ransom (Barkawi, 2020; Cetorelli et
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al., 2017), while requests of political concessions may only be a smokescreen to hide the real

intentions® (Turner, 1998; Williams, 2009).

Before | conclude on the definition of kidnapping in this section, I would like to make
a few clarifications on the boundaries and distinguishing features of kidnapping in relation to
other forms of crime that may be affiliated or confused with kidnappings. As Figure 1.1
suggests, kidnapping can be a breeding ground for various forms of exploitation and
victimisation once the perpetrators have taken physical control of the hostages, linking it to
other criminal activities such as rape, human trafficking, slavery, torture, and homicide (see
Kachynova, 2015, for a discussion of the link between kidnapping and other forms of non-
lethal violence). However, kidnapping must be recognised as a distinctive form of crime and
violence for its very nature of coercion and control, which makes it a conduit to a range of other

crimes, highlighting the unique form of harm it bears to society.

Kidnappings that involve a coercive bargaining component - using the ability to inflict
physical violence and damage to threaten the hostages or concerned third parties to achieve
behavioural compliance - bear important conceptual resemblance to extortion and blackmailing.
However, the key distinction between kidnappings, on the one hand, and extortion and
blackmailing, on the other hand, is that the former must involve the use of physical violence to
abduct, transfer and detain the hostages against their will. A verbal threat of harm without
physically taking control of hostages may constitute extortion, but not kidnapping. Similarly,

the “express kidnappings” often seen in Colombia, Mexico and Brazil, where the perpetrator

3 This is likely the case, for instance, when hostages are quickly executed after requests of political
concessions without signs of genuine efforts of negotiation. Chapter 4 provides more elaborated
discussions and examples in Section 4.2.2.
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would temporarily seize the victims, often just for a few hours, escorting them to multiple
ATMs to get money (Johnson et al., 2003), are not considered Kidnapping for purposes of this
thesis. These events do not involve the “holding of the hostages in captivity at an unknown

location,” as my definition of kidnappings stipulated, but are essentially prolonged robberies.

1.3 Kidnapping as a Coercive Tool in Extra-legal Governance?

Kidnapping, as a form of violence committed by political groups, can be interpreted and
understood from different perspectives. In this study, | broadly follow a perspective that is
rooted in the question of what the strategic interests are for a political actor to engage in a
certain type of violent tactic (Crenshaw, 1998; Crenshaw, 2008; Hoffman, 2011; Kydd &
Walter, 2006). In this perspective, the decision and behaviours by violent political groups are
viewed as a result of intentional choice, influenced by a number of factors relating to the
perceived strategic interests of the groups, such as benefits, costs, risks, as compared to the
perceived available alternatives (Crenshaw, 1998; Crenshaw, 2008). In interpreting what the
strategic interests are for a violent political group, | took the approach of combining both the
external political goals, as well as the internal group processes and dynamics that strive the
survival of the organisation (Crenshaw, 1987; McCormick, 2003; Post, 1998). Under this
approach, the strategic interests of a group are not only determined by goals directed externally
in achieving political advancement against the outer world (e.g., attacking the enemy forces,
territories or people connected to the political enemy or rivals, gaining concessions from the
political enemies), but are also necessarily determined by those directed inwards to maintain a
group’s existence and cohesion. These inward-directed interests may include - but are not
limited to - a necessary supply of funding and recruits; establishing a fair and efficient scheme
of training, promotion, taking care of its members and their families; an effective mechanism

12



to resolve internal disputes; building up legitimacy and raising the morale of the group to fight
for their collective political cause; detecting and disrupting spying and sabotaging activities,

among others (Mironova, 2019).

Kidnapping, as a form of violent, coercive strategy, can be useful both for achieving
external offensive goals and for internal control and maintenance. A good understanding of
the decision by violent political groups to engage in kidnappings should be informed by this
broad range of external and internal goals that kidnapping may serve. Typical examples of
kidnappings serving external political goals include targeted kidnappings of officials or high-
profile individuals belonging to the “enemy’s” side (e.g., the abduction of Aldo Moro by the
Red Brigade and the kidnapping of the Quebec Deputy Premier Pierre Laporte by the Quebec
nationalists), or kidnappings of foreign aid workers and journalists by I1SIS. Examples of
kidnappings committed for internal maintenance and control purposes may include the practice
of rampant kidnappings of local residents to generate ransom income (Briggs, 2001) or to
intimidate the local business and communities into making regular extortion payments (e.g.,
“revolutionary” tax) to fund the group’s operations (Gilbert, 2020b). Kidnappings may also
serve internal maintenance and control purposes in the case of coerced “recruitment,” as is the
case with Lord’s Resistance Army’s (LRA) abduction of children from local villages (Dunn,
2004; Kaplan, 2009), or kidnappings of women en masse to be “rewarded” or “married” to the
fighters as sex slaves or wives (Uloho, 2019). It is also important to note, however, that the
external and internal goals are not mutually exclusive; kidnappings may achieve both external
and internal goals at the same time. For example, in cases like the kidnapping by ISIS of the
Yazidis women to be “rewarded” to their fighters as sex slaves, or Boko Haram’s abduction of

Christian schoolgirls to be “married” to their soldiers, the kidnappings serve both the externally
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directed goals of destroying communities they consider “enemies” of their god, and at the same

time, catering to the internal need to satisfy their fighters.

Moreover, it is not uncommon to see violent political groups using kidnappings as the
illicit equivalent of the “policing” apparatus to investigate and punish suspected traitors, spies,
informers or “corrupted” members of their own (Bielenberg & Og O Ruairc, 2020; Forero,
2003; Mohanty, 2019; The Times of India, 2010). Similarly, kidnappings have also been
committed against civilians to enforce community rules or manners of social interaction
imposed by the violent political groups in territories they control. For example, Al-Shabaab is
known to use abductions to enforce the strict dressing code and hair-cover rules they imposed
on local communities, especially women (BBC News, 2014) or to punish suspects of alleged
neighbourhood crimes like theft and robbery (Rice, 2010). In a way, these kidnappings
committed in the context of “policing” community rules and establishing social order are akin
to governments’ exercise of law-enforcement and peace-keeping power in societies governed
by the rule of law. These kidnappings allow the perpetrating groups to claim and exercise their
authority in regulating social interactions in areas they operate and “legitimise” their political
cause. In this way, the kidnappings serve the internal maintenance and control purposes for
the violent political groups to enhance group cohesion, but at the same time, may also serve

the external purposes of weakening and disrupting their enemies’ sabotaging operations.

A Kkey concept pertinent to these functions of kidnappings discussed above is
“governance” in an extra-legal context. Governance exists beyond the framework of sovereign
states and legally recognised governments (Mampilly, 2007; 2011). In many places where
internal armed conflicts and violent political campaigns persist, governance is often delivered
to the local populations outside of conventional legal frameworks by a range of non-state actors

including violent political groups and organised crime groups, as well as various existing
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formal or informal social institutions (Ajorna et al., 2015; Barter, 2015; Forster, 2015;
Shortland & Varese, 2016). For this thesis, | follow Shortland and Varese (2016, p.812) in
defining “governance” as “a variety of formal and informal institutions and mechanisms [that]
can regulate exchange, including repeated interactions.” A similar definition was also adopted
by Mampilly (2015, p.77) in his study of rebel groups’ governance in an extra-legal context,
which conceptualised “governance” as “institutions and, importantly, informal and formal
norms and rules of behaviour that regulate civilian social, economic, and political life”

(Mampilly 2015, p.77).

The realisation (and quality) of governance in an extra-legal context is vital for groups’
cohesion and survival (Ajorna et al., 2015). Running a violent political organisation is highly
risky, resource intensive and expensive. In addition to the external threats from the states or
other political opponents, violent political groups constantly face risks of sabotaging and trust
problems from within their own members and the civilian populations in areas they operate
(Post, 1986; Young, 1990). In addition, groups without sufficient external support (e.g.,
financial and tactical support from sponsoring states, donations from diaspora, etc.) often have
to depend on local communities for new recruits, food and logistic supplies, sheltering and
loyalty, as in not spying on the group’s activities and reporting to the enemy forces (Ajorna et
al., 2015; Mampilly, 2015). A purely destructive approach, such as Killing and looting, is
unsustainable. It also damages the political goodwill of the group, risks making more enemies
and losing support from its own members. Instead, violent political groups often employ a mix
of “coercive” and “persuasive” techniques to establish some forms of long-term governance
arrangements with its own members and with the local populations (Ajorna et al., 2015; Furlan,
2020). Mampilly (2015, p. 79) summarised these different mechanisms of behaviour-

2 <c

regulation techniques in extra-legal contexts as “coercive,” “remunerative” (in exchange for
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material or economic benefits) and “normative” (based on the set of shared values and identity)
processes. Under such governance scheme, violent political groups provide the local
population with a degree of security to continue with their lives in exchange for loyalty and
contributions, for example, money, supplies, recruits (Mampilly, 2015), which bears much
resemblance to the governments of contemporary nation-states (Tilly, 1990). Kidnapping, as
a form of violence that aims to control, coerce and intimidate for behavioural compliance, can
be a particularly useful tool, if not a necessary one, for violent political groups in the process
of negotiating and implementing extra-legal governance arrangements. Via kidnappings,
violent political groups may regulate the behaviours of the local population to adhere to their
rules by physical coercion and threats of immediate physical harm to the hostages. Moreover,
as discussed earlier, kidnapping may also serve as the illicit equivalent of a “law-enforcement”

99 C6y 99 CCy

apparatus for a violent political group who wants to “detain,” “interrogate,” “imprison” and
inflict “punishment” on individuals suspected of violating rules or working against the group.
Is it possible, then, that the use of kidnappings by violent political groups can be explained, at

least partly, by their need to establish control and governance in an extra-legal context in the

area they operate in?

Notably, news coverage of kidnappings by violent political groups appears to have been
disproportionately focused on those high-profile cases involving foreign nationals, especially
Westerners, and those followed by negotiation processes. This may have contributed to the
common (mis)perception that kidnapping is primarily a form of attack directed at foreigners in
exchange of political concessions with the Western democracies or lucrative ransom payments.
However, the vast majority of kidnappings are committed against local residents within or near
the territories the violent political groups operate in, and not followed by any ransom or

political requests (see Forest, 2012a, although Forest mostly attributed the low percentage of
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kidnappings accompanied by negotiation demands in the data to “under-reporting”). An
explanation of Kkidnappings by the apparent benefits of ransom income and political
concessions, which are dependent upon fruitful negotiations, may not explain the full picture
of the causes and motivations behind kidnappings. On the other hand, the need for violent
political groups to use kidnapping as a coercive tool to establish and enforce governance and
control in an extra-legal context may provide an alternative or supplementary explanation for

the large number of kidnappings committed locally with or without ensuing negotiations.

Although this “extra-legal governance” explanation of kidnappings is largely inspired
by the notion that kidnappings may serve control and maintenance purposes, its potential
application is not necessarily limited to kidnappings against its own members or the peripheral
civilian communities. Kidnappings of foreign-nationals and outsiders of the group (e.g.,
tourists, aid workers and journalists) may also serve the general purpose of internal control and
governance by preventing infiltration and external influence in contended territories. The
proposed link between kidnappings and governance in an extra-legal context has to be broadly
understood as the will and capacity of the perpetrating groups to assert power, authority, control
and influence over a targeted audience, which are not necessarily limited to their own

constituents.

However, the potential link between kidnapping and extra-legal governance by violent
political groups remains largely unexplored. Examining this possible link between extra-legal
governance and kidnapping bears important implications for policymakers, who may want to
look beyond the apparent monetary gains and political concessions in their understanding of
the root cause of kidnappings in violent political campaigns. If findings from this study support
an explanation of kidnapping as a coercive enforcement strategy to establish control and

governance in an extra-legal context, the kidnapping prevention strategy may necessitate a
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focus on weakening the governance capacity of violent political groups. The relevance and
effectiveness of the non-concession policy in preventing future kidnapping events may also

need to be re-assessed in new lights.

1.4 Study Design and Research Aims

In this thesis, | aim to contribute to the potential explanation of kidnapping as a coercive tool
to establish and enforce extra-legal governance by examining the associations between the two,
using variables derived from the kidnapping event records from the GTD and the
organisational-level data on extra-legal governance from the Big Allied and Dangerous,
Version 2 (BAAD2). Since my research question concerns violent political groups’ level of
engagement in kidnappings, empirical analyses in this thesis necessarily take a meso-level
approach and use the aggregated number of kidnappings by groups as the main outcome
variable. Although analyses of associations are observational in nature and cannot establish
causation, they are a necessary first step to assess the relevance of extra-legal governance as a

possible contribution to explaining kidnappings.

Under the broader rational strategic framework and the proposed explanation of
kidnapping as a tool to establish and enforce extra-legal governance, violent political groups
are expected to engage in kidnappings, or more kidnappings, if and when they are deemed to
have a heightened need to establish or reinforce extra-legal governance. The latter is
operationalised as a list of measurements on the factors and conditions pertaining to extra-legal

governance. In this regard, I distinguish the following aspects of “extra-legal governance”:

Pre-condition factors indicating a heightened need to engage in governance for violent

political groups. In this respect, | examine whether engagement in kidnapping is more frequent,
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or more likely, if/when a group: 1) controls territories; and 2) is not supported by external
funding (and therefore may need to control local populations and businesses to realise

sustainable self-finance).

Types of activities indicating efforts by violent political groups to establish or reinforce
governance in an extra-legal context. In this regard, | examine whether engagement in
kidnapping is more frequent, or more likely, if/when a group: 1) provides public social services
(e.g., health care, education, transportation, security, etc.) to people in the area where it operates;
and 2) engages in any organised forms of illicit businesses including extortion, smuggling and
drug-trafficking; the types of illicit activities that require the cooperation and general ecology

of the local community and businesses to generate profit (Shortland & Varese, 2016).

Organisational capacity factors that enable violent political groups to establish and
enforce governance in an extra-legal context. In this respect, | examine whether engagement
in kKidnapping is more frequent, or more likely, if/when a group: 1) has a larger membership
size; 2) has a more efficient command structure; and 3) is more well connected to other violent

political groups.

Ideologies that encourage more pervasive intervention and regulation of daily social
and economic interactions among people. Among the three most common types of ideologies
adopted by violent political groups (i.e., religious extremism, left-wing revolutionism and
ethno-separatism, see Forest, 2012b), religious extremists and left-wing revolutionaries are
more prone to hold an interventionist view and seek regulating behaviours of people not
belonging to their natural constituents. For example, religious extremists may seek to convert
the general population and enforce their religious rules in areas they operate, leftists may want

to establish new social economic orders such as redistributing land and wealth. As a result, |
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examine whether engagement in kidnapping is more frequent, or more likely, if/when a group

follows a: 1) religious extremist ideology; and 2) leftist revolutionary ideology.

The factors and conditions summarised above are developed from existing literature on
governance by violent political groups (see Ajorna et al., 2015; Furlan, 2015; Gilbert, 2020b;
Kalyvas, 2015; Mampilly, 2011; Mampilly, 2015). Section 4.3 provides a fuller discussion on
how the abstract construct of “extra-legal governance” is operationalised into these factors and
conditions. The main hypotheses in the empirical analyses are derived from the assumption
that these factors and conditions, indicating a heightened need to establish or to reinforce extra-
legal governance, would be positively associated with engagement in kidnappings (see fuller

descriptions of the hypotheses at Section 4.3 and Section 5.2).

It should be made clear, however, that the current study does not propose a simple
relationship between extra-legal governance and kidnapping in the sense that an overall
‘amount’ of more extra-legal governance would be expected to predict more kidnappings. On
the contrary, a strong and stable governance in an extra-legal context would likely witness a
higher level of voluntary compliance to the ruling of the relevant political power, and therefore,
a lessened need to use coercive means like kidnapping to establish control and regulate
behaviours (Gilbert, 2020b). Rather, this study takes the approach assuming that it is important
analytically to distinguish different facets of extra-legal governance, each of which may be
associated in different ways with a violent political group’s engagement in kidnappings.
Following this approach, | develop a list of factors and conditions pertaining to key aspects of
extra-legal governance based on the relevant existing literature (as explained in the preceding
paragraphs). | then hypothesise what their respective relationships with kidnappings would be
if extra-legal governance were a relevant factor in explaining kidnappings. If the hypotheses

were confirmed in the empirical analyses, then I conclude that the data supports the proposed
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link between extra-legal governance and kidnapping by showing patterns consistent with what
would be expected if the proposed link were true. Such a “confirmatory” approach of theory
testing is not meant to refute alternative theoretical interpretations of the observed empirical
associations. For example, a positive association between territory control and kidnapping is
consistent with the proposed link between extra-legal governance, but at the same time, it may
as well be interpreted as “groups engage in kidnappings when it is easier and less costly to
accomplish.” In this thesis, | discuss possible alternative interpretations in each chapter after
reporting the findings under the proposed theoretical framework that views kidnapping as a
coercive tool to enforce extra-legal governance. After all, the primary purpose of this PhD,
and a humble one, is to make the necessary first step to assess the relevance of extra-legal

governance as a possible contribution to the explanation of kidnappings.

The empirical analyses on extra-legal governance and kidnapping are conducted from
two separate perspectives. First, I will analyse the between-group variations among violent
political groups in their level of engagement in kidnappings. In particular, 1 will examine
whether and how much of these variations can be explained by the corresponding variations in
the organisational factors and conditions pertaining to extra-legal governance. Second, I will
examine the changes within groups over time. In this regard, | will examine whether, and how
much, these temporal changes can be explained by the corresponding changes in the
organisational factors and conditions pertaining to extra-legal governance. Analysing both the
between-group variations and the within-group temporal changes in kidnappings in their
relationship to the corresponding changes in extra-legal governance as two separate questions
is important. It recognises that between-group and within-group changes in kidnappings may
be driven by different factors and processes. For example, the cross-sectional differences

among groups in their levels of engagement in kidnappings might be caused by group attributes
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that tend to stay constant over time, for example, following a religious extremist ideology,
having certain institutional structures (Forest, 2012b). Temporal changes in kidnapping levels
within a violent political group, on the other hand, might be influenced by “habit” and the

recent event history of the groups (Rasmussen, 2017).

Examining kidnappings by violent political groups at an organisational level requires
linking the relevant organisational characteristics of the groups to measurements of their
kidnapping activities. This thesis does so by combining the kidnapping incident data from the
GTD and the organisational-level data from BAAD2 to form a unique dataset “GTD-BAAD2.”
However, GTD kidnapping events without any identified perpetrator information could not
possibly be attributed to any violent political groups in BAAD2 and will therefore be
systematically excluded from GTD-BAAD2. This may create a selection bias and jeopardise
the reliability of the empirical findings from analyses based on GTD-BAAD2. To address this
potential problem, this thesis will first conduct a comprehensive analysis of the patterns of
missingness in perpetrator’s identity in the GTD kidnapping data before delving into the group-

based analyses of kidnapping and extra-legal governance.

The main steps of the empirical analyses in this thesis, as described above, are designed
to address three specific research aims: 1) to examine the patterns of missingness in
perpetrator’s identity for kidnapping events recorded in the GTD and explore the possible
mechanisms influencing such patterns. This is also to assess the implications of the systematic
exclusion of these cases in later analyses of kidnapping and extra-legal governance at a group
level. 2) to examine if empirical data support an explanation of the variations among violent
political groups in their level of engagement in kidnappings by extra-legal governance. 3) to
examine if empirical data support an explanation of the temporal changes within violent

political groups by their changes in extra-legal governance.
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1.5 Outline of Thesis

This thesis is structured into six chapters. This introductory chapter explained the use of
kidnappings in a historical context, their popularity in recent decades in political violence and
terrorism, the conceptual boundaries that define the scope of this PhD study, the proposed
“extra-legal governance” thesis to be empirically tested as a potential explanation of group-

level differences in kidnappings and the analytical strategy of this thesis.

In Chapter 2, | provide a consolidated overview of the different sources of data relied
upon in this thesis, including: 1) the GTD data on the kidnapping incidents; 2) BAAD2 group-
level data on the organisational characteristics of violent political groups; and 3) how these two
sources were merged into GTD-BAAD?2 to allow the analyses of group-level differences in
kidnappings. This chapter aims to give readers a good background and the necessary clarity
on the sources and reliability of empirical data before going into the details of empirical

analyses in the later chapters.

Chapter 3, 4 and 5 are the main empirical chapters, each presenting the analyses and

findings corresponding to the three specific research aims summarised in Section 1.4.

In Chapter 3, I examine the patterns of missingness in perpetrators’ identity among the
kidnapping events recorded in the GTD. In addition to descriptive analyses and case studies, |
also use logistic regression models to analyse the effects of temporal-geographical contextual
factors, as well as incident characteristics on the missingness of perpetrator identity. By
analysing the patterns of missing data in perpetrators’ identity, Chapter 3 sheds lights on the
potential sampling bias in my later analyses on kidnappings and extra-legal governance using
GTD-BAAD?2 data, which systematically excluded kidnapping cases without information on

the perpetrators’ identity.
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Chapter 4 and Chapter 5 are the two empirical chapters testing the main theoretical
question of this thesis — the relevance of extra-legal governance in explaining kidnappings by
violent political groups. Chapter 4 examines the between-group variations in kidnappings and
their relationships to extra-legal governance, while Chapter 5 considers the within-group
temporal changes in kidnappings. The research design and analyses in these two chapters are
built upon many common foundations in terms of literature review, theoretical framework and
data measurements in GTD-BAAD2. Both are informed and based on existing literature on
general decision-making by violent political groups, comprising the functions and costs of
kidnappings from the perspective of the violent political groups. Empirical analyses in both
chapters are built upon the common theoretical framework that operationalises the abstract
construct of “extra-legal governance” into a list of organisational-level factors and conditions
measured in GTD-BAAD?2. These topics are mainly discussed in Chapter 4, where they first

arise, while Chapter 5 makes references to them, where appropriate.

For empirical analyses on between-group variations in Chapter 4, a series of multiple
linear regression models were tested to study the associations between the average amount of
kidnappings committed by violent political groups in my sample and organisational factors
related to extra-legal governance. Moreover, path analyses were also conducted to test possible
covariance structures among various organisational factors potentially predicting kidnappings,
which allow us to explore indirect effects and causal pathways linking extra-legal governance-
related factors to kidnappings. Overall, these between-group analyses in Chapter 4 address the
specific question of why groups differ from each other in their average level of engagement in
kidnappings. Compared to the later analyses on within-group temporal changes in Chapter 5,
the between-group analyses in Chapter 4 allow us to examine the effects of relatively-time

invariant predictors of kidnappings, contributing to the general question of whether
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kidnappings by violent political groups may be related to extra-legal governance from a cross-

sectional perspective.

Chapter 5 examines the within-group temporal changes in kidnappings and tests their
associations with changes in organisational factors related to extra-legal governance with a
series of fixed-effects regressions. Both fixed-effects logistic regression models (based on a
dichotomised kidnapping outcome) and fixed-effects Poisson models (using a count-based
kidnapping outcome) are analysed separately and compared to each other. Examining the
kidnapping outcome in both a binary measurement and a count-based measurement helps
distinguish the relevance and effects of extra-legal governance in two different questions: 1)
what explains the within-group changes in the decision to engage or withdraw from the
kidnapping practice; 2) what explains the within-group changes in the specific numbers of
kidnappings committed by violent political groups. Together, they provide important insights
into the temporal dynamics of how changes in violent political groups’ engagement in
kidnappings are associated with the corresponding changes in organisational factors related to

extra-legal governance.

Lastly, Chapter 6 concludes this thesis by revisiting the research aims, highlighting the
contribution to knowledge made by this thesis, discussing its limitations and summarising what

the findings mean for policy makers and future research.
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Chapter 2
Kidnappings by Violent Political Groups in Secondary Open-

source Data

2.1 Introduction

This study aims to test the proposed theoretical link between kidnappings and extra-legal
governance of violent political groups by examining their relationships at a group level.
Specifically, I plan to study their associations both in terms of between-group variations and
within-group changes over time. This necessarily requires using data measuring both the
kidnapping records of violent political groups, as well as the organisational characteristics
pertaining to extra-legal governance. While much is reported in the public domain regarding
the attacking records and organisational characteristics for violent political groups, it is not
feasible for me to conduct primary data-collection and coding on a sizable sample within the
limited time frame of a PhD. For this thesis, | relied on two sources of secondary data that
have readily coded these measures based on open-source information, namely, the GTD and
the BAAD2. The GTD contains incident-level data on violent political attacks, including
kidnappings. The BAAD2 contains annually repeated measures on key organisational
characteristics of violent political groups. By combining the two, | developed a unique dataset
(hereinafter as “GTD-BAAD2”) on 140 violent political groups with annually repeated
measures (N_group_year = 1,386) on the number of kidnappings committed and organisational
characteristics of each group in a given year. Both the GTD and the BAAD?2 are well-known

in the field of violent political research and housed under the National Consortium for the Study
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of Terrorism and Response to Terrorism (START). A number of published studies have taken
a similar approach, merging data from these two sources to conduct group-level analyses on
violent political groups (see Asal et al., 2021; Boyd, 2016; Boyle, 2020; Carter et al., 2020;

Forest 2012b; Mierau, 2014; Pilny & Proulx, 2019).

However, developing valid and reliable measurements on violent political attacks and
violent political actors based on open-source information is not easy. Datasets derived from
open-source information in the public domain face a number of reliability and validity
challenges. Open-source information in the public domain is not a perfect reflection of the real
world. It is bound to under-report the actual occurrence of events because not all events are
reported and documented in the public domain (Behlendorf et al., 2016; Weimann & Brosius,
1991). Moreover, it under-reports real-world events in an unbalanced way. For example,
media coverage of world events —a major source of open-source information — may focus more
on certain regions, languages and types of events while under-reporting others (Guo & Vargo,
2017; Harcup & O'neill, 2017; Shoemaker et al., 1991; Staab, 1990; Weimann & Brosius, 1991).
Additionally, the content of open-source information may also be inaccurate and include errors.
As a result, researchers developing datasets from open-source information must face the
challenge of setting up safeguarding procedures to control the reliability of the sources and to
deal with conflicting information from multiple sources. Ideally, researchers should develop a
screening strategy that maximises the chances of finding all information in the public domain
relevant to their research interest. They also need to employ an appropriate set of inclusion
and exclusion criteria to make sure data are collected and coded in a consistent way. The GTD
and BAAD?2 are no exception to these challenges. It is important that this study discusses their
general methodology and how they handled these challenges, which directly influence the

reliability and validity of their data.
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In this chapter, | aim to provide an overview of how the relevant measurements were
coded in the GTD and BAAD?2, and how they were merged to create GTD-BAAD?2. It is a
necessary step to introduce the data used in the later chapters of this thesis. In the following
pages, | will report on the specifics of the types of data from the two databases, the
methodologies employed to develop the two datasets, challenges faced in cleaning and merging

the data, the decisions made and respective justifications.

2.2 The GTD Kidnapping Incident Data

Developing reliable measures on incidents of violent political attacks based on information
available in the public domain requires systematic strategies for screening, reviewing and
coding the data, and updating them periodically. It demands a continuous commitment of
meticulous work by researchers, where many important decisions on the focus and the
methodology of the datasets will be made. There are three sources of incident-based datasets
on attacks by violent political actors that are commonly used by researchers in the field of
political violence. In addition to the GTD, two additional sources include the International
Terrorism: Attributes of Terrorist Events (ITERATE) and the Database of Worldwide Terrorist
Incidents (RDWTI) by the Rand Corporation (see Kim et al., 2021; LaFree, 2019; Larue &
Danzell, 2020; Python et al., 2019; Ritchie et al., 2013). Among the three sources, the GTD is
not only the best suited for purposes of this study but also the most comprehensive one. The
ITERATE, as the name “International Terrorism” indicates, only cover incidents of political
violence with a transnational element — parties or logistic involvements of the events must
concern more than one country. The ITERATE is a great resource to investigate transnational
political violence and has been widely referenced in academic literature (Kim et al., 2021;
Python et al., 2019). However, it does not serve the purpose of this thesis, which focuses on
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kidnappings committed by violent political groups regardless of whether they comprise
transnational elements. RDWTI includes both domestic and transnational events of political
violence, but it records events only until 2009 (from 1968), missing data on the most recent
decade. The GTD, on the other hand, goes back to 1970 and is still being updated annually
(GTD, 2019). The RDWTI contains a total of 2,152 kidnapping incidents, which is just a small
fraction of over 12,000 kidnappings recorded in the GTD (2019). Most importantly, the
RDWTI only coded variables on the very basics of attacking events: the dates and location of
the attack, perpetrator’s identity, types of weapons used, numbers of injuries and fatalities, and
a brief event summary. This is much less than the over 100 variables systematically coded in
the GTD, which measures more comprehensive event-specific information such as the
nationality and professional roles of the hostages, whether requests of ransom were made by
perpetrators, how much they were paid, specific numbers of perpetrators and victims involved,
the fate of hostages, the duration of captivity, among many other aspects of the kidnapping
events. Where available, the GTD also provides information on the sources they relied on to
make the relevant coding for each recorded event, which adds another layer of rigour and
valuable information. | verified the links and information on the primary sources provided by
the GTD on a randomly selected 150 kidnapping incidents, which confirmed their reliability.
The inclusion of both domestic and international events, as well as the more extensive coverage
of kidnapping incidents in a more comprehensive and well-referenced manner, make the GTD

the most optimal choice for the purposes of this study.

The GTD coding mainly relies on publicly available sources, including “media articles
and electronic news archives, and to a lesser extent, existing datasets, secondary source
materials such as books and journals, and legal documents” (GTD Codebook 2019, p.3). The

initial data collection started in the 1970s by a private security agency and went through several
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stages of reforms. A main upgrade happened in 2005 when all handwritten records were
digitalised and when internet sources were increasingly relied on. Another major upgrade
happened in 2012 when the GTD team started using machine learning techniques and natural
language processing to conduct mass screening of electronic resources for human review. The
first step of the screening process is applying “customised key-word filters” to identify
potentially relevant media articles on attacks by violent political actors from the over one
million articles published in the public domain on a daily basis (GTD Codebook 2019, p.9).
This filtering process produces around 400,000 articles per month to be further examined by
machine learning and natural language processing to “further refine results and remove
duplicate articles” to prepare the pool of articles for human review. The GTD researchers
conducting the human review are comprised of six coding teams, each focusing on one of the
following areas: location, perpetrators, targets, weapons and tactics, casualties and
consequences, and general information. Together, they manually review approximately 12,000
to 16,000 articles per month to determine if the information reported in those articles will be
coded into the GTD. The sources being screened are mainly in English-language,
supplemented by a database containing the English translation of open-source information
covering over 160 countries and 80 languages (GTD Codebook 2019, p.9). To control the
quality of the sources, the GTD distinguishes ‘“high-quality” sources as those that are
“independent” (free of influence from the government, political perpetrators, or corporations),
those that routinely report externally verifiable content, and those that are primary rather than
secondary” (GTD Codebook 2019, p.9). An attack must be documented by at least one such
“high-quality” source to be included in the GTD. However, as the GTD Codebook (2019)
itself acknowledged, a consequence of this quality control process is that some regions would
be less represented in the GTD due to lack of quality sources in the region. A more detailed

discussion on the historical phases of the GTD data-collection can be found in Chapter 3
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(particularly in Section 3.2.3), where | also discuss the relevant limitation and bias as a result

of changes in the methodology of data collection.

As already discussed in Chapter 1, which presented the scope and conceptual boundary
of this study, an attack would be coded in the GTD as kidnapping if it is “[a]n act whose primary
objective is to take control of hostages for the purpose of achieving a political objective through
concessions or through disruption of normal operations” (GTD Codebook 2019, p.25). The
GTD also distinguished kidnappings from the barricade situations of hostage-takings by
requiring kidnapping to involve the “moving and holding the hostage in another location (from

the location of abduction)” (GTD Codebook 2019, p.25).

Following the above-mentioned definition of kidnapping as well as the screening and
review processes, the GTD has recorded a total of 12,138 kidnappings that occurred between
1970 and 2018. These GTD-recorded kidnapping events cover 140 countries, but the vast
majority happened in a relatively small number of countries. The top 20 countries with the
highest number of kidnappings make up 80.6% of the total number of all GTD kidnappings;

the top 10 countries make up 64.9% of the overall kidnappings.*

Kidnappings recorded by the GTD are predominantly local and against domestic
victims. Among the 12,138 GTD-recorded kidnappings, only 613 happened outside the home

countries where the perpetrators were based (5.1%), and only 2,659 involve hostages whose

% The top 20 countries are (in a descending order): 1. India, 2. Afghanistan, 3. Colombia, 4. Iraq, 5.
Pakistan, 6. Philippines, 7. Nigeria, 8. Libya, 9. Yemen, 10. Somalia, 11. Syria, 12. Democratic
Republic of the Congo, 13. Sudan, 14. Guatemala, 15. Lebanon, 16. Turkey, 17. El Salvador, 18.
Cameroon, 19. Ukraine, 20. Nepal.
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nationalities were foreign to the home countries where the perpetrators were based (21.9%).
For some of these kidnappings, the perpetrators have issued ransom requests. Yet, they only
comprise a small proportion of the total kidnappings documented in the GTD (N = 1,247,
10.6%). This may be an understatement of the true prevalence due to the secrecy of ransom
negotiations and the lack of reliable information in the public domain (Forest, 2012a). The
hostages involved in these GTD kidnappings had a wide range of professional and social roles,
including government officials (16.8%), police and military personnel (13.5%), journalists
(4.2%), private citizens (38.5%), businessmen (13.3%), NGO workers (2.7%), and tourists (0.8)

among many others.

These distributions of GTD kidnappings reveal valuable information on the overall
landscape of the kidnapping practices in the context of political violence, and one may devote
a whole chapter to examining and interpreting these distributions and characteristics of
kidnappings. However, the focus of this thesis concerns a different question: the variation in
kidnappings among and within violent political groups. In other words, it is not concerned
with all kidnappings recorded in the GTD, but only with those committed by violent political

groups as defined in Chapter 1.5

Analysing kidnappings committed by violent political groups, as this thesis is primarily

concerned about, requires aggregating the GTD’s kidnapping records for the qualified

® For example, in addition to attacking incidents perpetrated by “violent political groups” as defined in
Chapter 1, the GTD also records events committed by lone-wolf terrorists, individuals largely
belonging to a social, political movements but not known to be affiliated with an institutionalised
organisation (e.g., Marxists, Palestinians, Muslims, students, Houthis, etc.).
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perpetrators at a group level and linking them to the relevant organisational characteristics. For
kidnappings without information confirming the identity of their perpetrators, it would be
impossible to attribute these kidnappings to any perpetrating groups. In other words,
kidnappings where the perpetrators could not be identified will be systematically excluded
from the intended group-level analyses. In the GTD, the identity of perpetrators cannot be
ascertained in 45.1% of overall attacks and in 30.1% of kidnapping events. This raises serious
concerns for a potential selection bias from the systematic exclusion of such a substantial
proportion of kidnappings in the database. Chapter 3 will consider this specific issue and

examine the patterns of missingness in perpetrator’s identity among the GTD kidnappings.

2.3 BAAD2: Organisational Characteristics of Violent Political Groups

The GTD is a good source of data on kidnapping incidents committed in the context of political
violence, but it lacks information on organisational characteristics of perpetrating groups. This
can be supplemented by the BAAD2, a group-level longitudinal dataset on a host of

organisational level characteristics of violent political groups.

The BAAD2 is an upgraded version of the Big Allied and Dangerous Version 1
(BAAD1). The latter was a cross-sectional dataset developed in 2005 by a research team based
at the University at Albany - State University of New York led by Dr. Victor Asal and Dr. Karl
Rethemeyer. BAAD1 measures the organisational features and network relationships among
known violent political organisations worldwide between 1998 to 2005 (BAAD2 Codebook,
2018). It was initially developed to study the lethality of violent political actors and how
organisational features like membership size and network connections may influence the
number of battle-related fatalities inflicted by a violent political group (Asal et al., 2009;

BAAD?2 Codebook, 2018). The BAAD2 improved BAADL1 by expanding the observation
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period to 2012, and most importantly, it added a time-series dimension into the data with a new
round of primary data collection and coding. In other words, the basic unit coded in BAAD1
1s a distinctive violent political group, while in BAAD?2, a basic unit is a “group-year” entry.
In BAAD?2, a violent political group would have as many group-year units attributed to it
depending on how many years it has been actively operating during the observation period

from 1998 to 2012.

Similar to the GTD, BAAD?2 also primarily relies on screening and review of open-
source information for its coding (BAAD2 Codebook, 2018, p.3). A combination of automated
computer-assisted procedures and human review is employed in this process. It relies on
multiple sources, including academic and news articles on violent political organisations via
metabases like Lexis Nexis. Close to 40 undergraduate and graduate students, led by two full-
time coders, have worked on the coding teams over the years to develop BAAD1 and BAAD?2

coding (BAAD2 Codebook, 2018, p.3).

For this thesis, | am using the insurgent subset of BAADZ2, which is the part that has
been released for public use. This subset of BAAD2 is developed from the Uppsala Conflict
Database Program (UCDP) dataset and adopts a similar set of inclusion criteria to the UCDP.
Namely, groups are included if they have 1) engaged in some forms of violent confrontation
with government forces; and 2) met the minimum violence-intensity threshold of having 25
deaths incurred in one of the calendar years when the groups were operating (Asal et al., 2020;
Asal et al., 2021; Pettersson and Oberg, 2020). The BAAD2-insurgent subset includes all
UCDP violent actors between 1998 and 2012, where sufficient information can be found to
establish the founding year, home-base country and ideology orientations. This results in an
unbalanced panel of a total of 1386 yearly observations from 1998 to 2012 of 140 violent

insurgent groups (BAAD2 Codebook, 2018; Asal et al., 2019). These 140 violent insurgent
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groups account for 95% of all violent insurgents actively operating during the observing period

1998 to 2012 (Asal et al., 2019).

Although the BAAD? insurgent data was released to the public only in 2018, it has
been relied on to study a number of topics on violence by non-state political actors. To name
a few, why violent political groups engage in crime (Asal et al., 2019); why some groups make
efforts to avert civilian casualties while others do not (Brown, 2020); the role of state
sponsorship for religiously motivated groups’ engagement in suicide attacks (Carter et al.,
2020); maritime attacks by insurgent groups (Hastings, 2020); why some groups choose to
attack American nationals (Asal et al., 2021); how governments use different counter-terrorism
and counter-insurgency policies targeting violent political groups with different characteristics
(Asal et al., 2020). For now, it is the only part of BAAD?2 that has been publicly released and

the data | will use in this thesis.

Organisational level information measured in the BAAD2 is categorised in its
codebook into three main areas. First, the BAADZ2 coded variables relating to the identification
of the violent political groups, including the name of the groups, the year of data, the home
country where the group is based. Second, the BAAD?2 contains a set of binary variables
measuring whether the violent political groups follow a certain ideology (i.e., leftist
revolutionism, religious extremism, ethnic separatism). These ideologies are not mutually
exclusive with one another, as a group may be inspired by multiple ideologies at the same time.
For example, the Kurdistan Workers' Party in Turkey is both a left-wing revolutionary group
and a Kurdish ethnic group; the Moro Islamic Liberation Front is both a Moro ethnic group
and is also influenced by Islamic religious ideology. Lastly, the BAAD2 measures a set of
variables on the characteristics and activities of the violent political groups. These include the

yearly observations on the groups’ age, estimates of membership size, status of territory control,
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leadership structure (hierarchical or non-hierarchical), their engagement in various types of
crimes (i.e., drug-trafficking, smuggling, extortion, kidnapping for ransom and robbery),
financial sponsorship from a sovereign state, the number of battlefield death inflicted by the
group, whether the group provided any public social services (e.g., security, medical care,
infrastructure, education, welfare, etc.), the number of allies a group had that engaged in
criminal activities. The ideology variables remain mostly constant over time within the same
groups. However, the variables on organisational characteristics and activities show much
more temporal variability. Most of these measures are included as independent variables in
my statistical analyses on the between-group variations in kidnapping by violent political
groups (Chapter 4) and their within-group changes in kidnappings (Chapter 5). Details on how
the BAAD2’s variables used in my analyses are coded are provided in the respective empirical

chapters (Chapters 4 and 5).

24 GTD-BAAD2: Merging the GTD and BAAD2

To examine how organisational characteristics relating to extra-legal governance may
influence kidnappings by violent political groups, one needs to link the number of kidnappings
committed by violent political groups with their organisational characteristics. This study
achieves this by merging the GTD records of kidnapping incidents with the BAAD2 variables
on organisational characteristics based on the identity of perpetrating groups. A number of
prior studies have taken a similar approach merging the GTD incident data with the
organisational-level measures in the BAAD2 (see Asal et al., 2021; Boyd, 2016; Boyle, 2020;

Carter et al., 2020; Forest 2012b; Mierau, 2014; Pilny & Proulx, 2019).

Specifically, I used the existing group-year longitudinal data frame in the BAAD2 and

added a new variable that represents the number of kidnappings attributed to a given group in
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a given year based on the GTD kidnapping incident data. This resulted in a newly created
dataset, the GTD-BAAD2. The GTD-BAAD?2 largely follows the BAAD2’s data framework,
containing 1,386 observations as unbalanced panel data for 140 violent political groups that
were active during at least one year between 1998 and 2012. This includes groups that were
active either before 1998 or that continued to be active after 2012. The geographic home base
of these 140 groups spans over 49 different countries, and these groups accounted for 95% of
non-state violent insurgents active during the period observed (Asal et al., 2019). The
unbalanced nature of the panel data sees 57 of the 140 groups having full observations over the
15 years between 1998 to 2012 and 115 groups (85%) having more than three yearly

observations.

However, the merging process raised a number of issues and challenges. As discussed
earlier, a substantial portion of GTD kidnappings was systematically excluded from the
matching and merging process due to the lack of information on the perpetrators’ identity. The
BAAD?2 covers the period the years 1998 to 2012. Between these years, the GTD recorded a
total of 45,817 attacks, of which 2,948 were kidnapping incidents. Among the 2,948 GTD
kidnappings between 1998 and 2012, 1,927 kidnappings have identified perpetrators (65.4%).
The remaining 1,021 kidnappings with “unknown” perpetrators cannot be matched to any
BAAD?2 groups and are excluded from GTD-BAAD?2 by default. This may result in some level

of sampling bias in the current study that warrants further examination (see Chapter 3).

For kidnapping incidents in the GTD that has perpetrator information and can be
attributed to the BAAD2 groups, several issues also arise in the technical matching process.
First, it is not uncommon for violent political groups in non-English speaking countries to have
different versions of their names when translated into English. The GTD and BAAD?2

sometimes use different versions and styles to refer to certain organisations. For example, the
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GTD uses the name Islamic State of Iraq and Levant (ISIL), while the BAAD?2 uses ISIS
instead. This reflects the different translations of the word “al-Sham,” the geographic area of
Syria and the neighbouring areas in Southern Turkey and Egypt that can either be translated as
“Greater Syria” or “the Levant” (Mapping Militant Organisations, 2019). Hezbollah, as
translated in the GTD, is spelt as "Hizballah” in the BAAD2. In the GDT, Al-Qaida in the
Islamic Maghreb (AQIM) is effectively the same group as Al-Qa'ida in the Lands of the Islamic
Maghreb (AQLIM) in the BAAD2. Bangsamoro Islamic Freedom Movement (BIFM) in the
GTD and Bangsamoro Islamic Freedom Fighters (BIFF) in the BAAD?2 are also the same
organisation. Raskamboni Movement in the GTD is the same organisation as Harakat Ras

Kamboni in the BAAD2.

A consequence of these minor inconsistencies in group names is that one has to conduct
a thorough manual review to obtain accurate attributions. Automated matching in computer

software requires the names to be identical.

These differences in translation and styles are relatively innocuous; they might take
time but are relatively straightforward to fix. A second challenge, and a more complex one,
involves the difference between the GTD and the BAAD?2 in determining “group continuity.”
Groups change over time. This raises the question: what types of evolvements in a group’s
organisational features would warrant it to be considered as a different organisation? Does a
self-proclaimed change in the name suffice, even when it is essentially the same group of
people under the same institutional structure? Does a spin-off of an organisation create
different “branches” of a group or several different groups? There is no right or wrong with
the different decisions made by datasets like the GTD and BAAD2. However, where they do

adopt different standards in determining the scope of “groups,” a careful review must be
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conducted to make sure the GTD’s kidnapping incidents are correctly attributed to the relevant

BAAD?2 groups.

Two instances of discrepancy on “group continuity” between the GTD and the BAAD?2
were spotted from my review. The first case involves ISIS. BAAD?2 treated ISIS as an
organisation that started operating in 2004 throughout the rest of the observing period (till
2012), whereas the GTD only started using the name ISIL in 2013 and called the organisation
“Al-Qaeda in Iraq (AQI)” and “Islamic State of Iraq (ISI)” in the preceding years since 2004.
The GTD’s approach reflects the self-proclaimed change of names by the organisation from
AQI to ISI in 2006 and to ISIS/ISIL in 2013, which works well for a database that primarily
focuses on observing incident-level information of terrorist attacks. Yet, for databases that
focus on observing organisational-level changes like the BAAD2, they may benefit from
holding a higher standard of “forming a new organisation” and treating name-change only as
an aspect of the organisational behaviours. For example, both BAAD2 and the Stanford
University project “Mapping Militant Organisations” treated AQI and ISI as different
progressing stages of the Islamic State, noting the change of names as “rebranding” efforts by
the organisation reacting to their changing circumstances and strategic interests to maximise
appeal to their local or international audience (Mapping Militant Organizations, 2019). For
practical convenience, I adopted the determination of “groups” consistent with the BAAD?2, as
this study relies on BAAD2’s measures on organisational characteristics of violent political
groups. In the case of ISIS, I attributed GTD’s kidnappings committed by AQI and ISI during

the year 2004 to 2012 to the respective years of I1SIS coding in BAAD?2.

The second case involves the group “Front for the Liberation of the Enclave of Cabinda
(FLEC).” It was split into two groups in the 1990s. The one using the original flag was called

“Front for the Liberation of Cabinda / Cabinda Armed Forces (FLEC-FAC)” and the other
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called the “Front for the Liberation of the Cabinda Enclave - Renewed.” The BAAD2’s
observations start in 1998 and used both FLEC-FAC and FLEC-Renewed to refer to the two
groups post-split. However, the GTD data go back as far as the 1970s. They use “FLEC”
throughout the entire observation period to include both the original FLEC and the FLEC-FAC
after the spin-off, but coded “FLEC-Renewed” attacks separately starting from the 1990s.
Again, I adopted the BAAD?2 determination of “groups.” The GTD’s kidnappings on “FLEC”
were attributed to “FLEC-FAC” in the BAAD2, while kidnappings by “FLEC-Renewed” in

the GTD were attributed to “FLEC-Renewed” in the BAAD?2.

A third challenge arose in the merging process, when the GTD and BAAD2 show
apparent contradictions in their respective coding regarding groups’ engagement in
kidnappings. Although the BAAD2 does not have data on how many kidnappings a group
committed in a certain year, it has useful information on whether a group has engaged in
kidnapping for ransom in a given year to fund its operations as part of its “criminal involvement”
measures (Asal et al. 2019). Among the total of 1,386 group-year observations in the BAAD?2,
119 were recorded as having engaged in kidnapping for ransom, while 1,267 were recorded as
not having engaged in kidnapping for ransom. Logically, if a group has not committed
kidnapping for ransom in a group-year unit (as coded by the BAAD?2), it may still be recorded
in the GTD as having engaged in kidnappings. But if a group commits kidnapping for ransom
in a given year (as coded by the BAAD?2), it would only make sense if the GTD also indicated
it had committed kidnappings. Notably, among the 1,267 group-year observations where the
BAAD?2 recorded the absence of kidnapping for ransom, 1,106 were coded by the GTD as not
having any kidnappings either. In other words, there are 161 group-year observations where
the GTD indicated kidnappings were committed, and the BAAD2 indicated they were not

kidnapping for ransom. However, there are also 34 group-year observations where an

40



organisation has zero GTD kidnapping records but was indicated by BAAD?2 to have engaged

in kidnapping for ransom. This is paradoxical and hence warranted further investigation.

Upon request, the BAAD2 granted me access to their source documents, which they
relied on to code the kidnapping for ransom variable for the 34 group-year observations in
question. A review of the source information revealed that the apparent contradictions between
the GTD and BAAD? in their kidnapping coding are likely a result of the different level of
specification required to document the existence of kidnapping for a group-year unit. GTD is
an incident-based dataset. Each entry unit of the database is a unique attacking event. In other
words, there needs to be a specific identifiable kidnapping incident for the GTD data to show
any kidnapping has been committed for the corresponding group-year unit in the BAAD2. The
BAAD?2’s coding, however, relied on sources that documented the existence of kidnapping
activities for a group-year observation without making a reference to a specific incident. For
example, BAAD?2 coded the Abu Sayyaf Group to have engaged in kidnapping for funding in
2005 (when GTD recorded no kidnapping incidents for the group in that year). The BAAD2
source document indicates that the coding was based on comments from the U.S. Department
of State “Country Report on Terrorism 2005,” which described Abu Sayyaf as a group that
“receives funding...through acts of ransom and extortion.” As such, a group may be coded by
the BAAD?2 as having committed kidnapping for ransom as long as there is a credible source
in the public domain commenting that they have done so, even if the source does not refer to
any specific cases of kidnapping. The GTD, on the other hand, would not possibly record the

existence of kidnappings in absence of a reference to a specific event.

However, the question remains as to what to do with the 34 instances of logically
contradictory coding between the GTD and the BAAD2. Shall | keep the GTD-derived coding

of “no kidnapping” unchanged despite the BAAD?2 indicating otherwise? Shall I change the
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GTD coding of “no kidnappings” for these group-year observations and accept the BAAD2
indication that kidnappings existed (since they found information supporting kidnapping for
ransom had existed for those group-year units)? To address this issue, | retained the GTD’s
standard of incident-level specification to determine the correct coding of kidnappings. At the
same time, | also reviewed the BAAD2 source documents to see if they provided incident-
specific evidence to support the fact that kidnappings were committed. Where the BAAD2
source documents met the standard of providing information tracing to identifiable kidnapping
incidents that happened during the relevant group-year units, | recoded the original GTD-
derived coding of “no kidnapping” accordingly. Where the BAAD?2 source documents only
provided vague information commenting on the existence of a kidnapping practice without
reference to specific events, I kept the original GTD coding of “no kidnapping.” Following
this strategy, nine instances of substantial change were made to the GTD-derived kidnapping
count as a result. In Appendix 11, I listed these nine instances of substantive changes and

described the kidnapping incidents confirmed from the BAAD?2 source document.

There are a number of reasons for my decision. First, it would undermine the validity
of the data if I ignored the additional information from the BAAD?2 indicating there were
actually kidnapping (for ransom) incidents committed for the 34 group-year units, which were
omitted by the GTD. Thus, keeping the GTD-derived coding without considering the BAAD2
information is not a good option. However, simply accepting the BAAD2’s determination on
the presence of kidnappings (for ransom) for those 34 group-year observations is not a good
practice either, as it is desirable to keep a consistent coding standard across all 1,386
observations. All the rest of the kidnapping counts are derived from the GTD records of
kidnapping incidents. Simply accepting the BAADZ2’s determination means adopting a relaxed

standard for the 34 group-year observations in question, which would result in inconsistencies.
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My approach keeps the GTD standard of requiring identifiable specific kidnapping incidents
to back up the coding for the presence of kidnapping activities for a group-year observation. It
is also the only way to derive meaningful kidnapping count data, which provides an extra layer

of information compared with the binary coding scheme used by the BAAD2.

A limitation of this approach is that the revised coding — based on the GTD standard of
requiring reference to specific kidnapping incidents — is determined only by the readily
available information from the BAAD2 source documents. The BAAD2’s data-collection,
which produced the source documents, was intended to cover kidnappings for ransom, not
kidnappings in general. Moreover, because the BAAD2 measures were binary, they did not
have to aim for an extensively search of all incidents of kidnapping for ransom in the public
domain. Instead, finding one incident of kidnapping would be enough to conduct the binary-
based coding. Therefore, information in the BAAD2 source documents is most likely an
underestimate of the actual count of kidnappings committed. The level of underestimation
might be alleviated by doing additional primary searches using open-source information.
However, due to the limited time and resource available for this PhD, | was not in a position to

pursue this strategy.

More broadly speaking, these instances of the apparent contradiction between the GTD
kidnapping records and the BAAD2 coding on kidnapping for ransom point to the general issue
of reliability and validity of data coming from the two sources. As discussed earlier, datasets
developed from open-source information are affected by the screening and review strategies
adopted by research teams. They are only partial/selective reflections of the reality, or what
has been publicly reported, as filtered through the “lens” of their respective methodologies.

Inconsistencies between datasets covering similar topics and subjects can happen, as observed
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in the context of the GTD and BAAD2. This is a general limitation that all research relying on

open-source data will inevitably suffer.

2.5 Concluding Remarks

The area of research in terrorism and political violence has a long tradition of relying on
datasets developed from open-source data (Silke, 2001). The GTD and BAAD2 are two
sources of good-quality data that have been widely used in the relevant literature. However,
like any other datasets coded from open-source information, the validity and reliability of GTD
and BAAD?2 data are limited by issues such as the selective-reporting by the media, common
presence of missing data, constrained resources and bias towards sources in certain languages.
Another key aspect to note is that both the GTD and the BAAD2 are generally developed with
the pragmatic approach of trying to capture all major aspects of the underlying data. They are
not designed with a particular theory in mind or to serve a specific research question. This
makes them broadly useful for many topics in the area of political violence and terrorism.
However, it also means that they sometimes do not perfect measure that researchers are
interested in studying. For example, as readers will see in later chapters, | use the BAAD2
measures on battlefield deaths as a proxy measure to control for the operational intensity of
violent political groups because “operational intensity” has not been directly measured in the

datasets.

In this chapter, | reviewed the background and methods employed by the GTD and
BAAD?2 to develop their coding. | explained why these two sources of data fit the purposes of
this study, their limitations, how they were combined to create the GTD-BAAD2, and the
challenges risen from the merging process. This is to give readers an overview of the

background for the empirical data used in the later chapters of this thesis.
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Specifically, Chapter 4 and Chapter 5 will use the GTD-BAAD2 to examine the main
empirical question of my thesis — the possible relationship between extra-legal governance by
violent political groups and their engagement in kidnappings. Meanwhile, Chapter 3 will rely
on the GTD data on kidnapping incidents to analyse the patterns of missingness in perpetrators’
information. Readers should assess the strength and limitations of the data and analyses

bearing in mind the observations in this chapter.
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Chapter 3
Kidnappings by Unidentified Perpetrators

3.1 Introduction

On 1% July 2005, a group of five masked gunmen stormed Saad Bin Abi Wagas, a Sunni
mosque in Baghdad, Irag. Sheik Amer al-Tikriti, an Iraqi Sunni imam who was leading the
Friday prayers, was forcefully dragged out of the pulpit and taken by the assailants. No groups
claimed responsibility. However, the kidnapping was considered by the authorities as a
retaliation for the assassination earlier that day of Kamal al-Deen al-Ghuraifi, an aide to the
most influential Shiite cleric in Iraq, Grand Ayatollah Ali al-Sistani (Irish Examiner, 2005;
Seattle Times, 2005). This event is one of the over tens of thousands of kidnappings recorded
inthe GTD. Despite the detailed account of how the kidnapping happened, however, there was

not any information to ascertain the identity of the perpetrators.

In another GTD-recorded kidnapping, Hawa Dora and her daughter Magda Adam
Hussein were abducted from their home in South Darfur, Sudan, on 17" February 2016, by a
group of militants driving a land cruiser armed with a machine gun (Dabanga, 2016). A ransom
amounting to USD 3,280 was requested. Hawa Dora's families managed to pay a quarter of
the requested ransom, and the mother and daughter were released unharmed. However, the
identity of the perpetrators, again, was not recognised and the event was coded as perpetrator(s)

"unknown" in the GTD.

As illustrated in the two examples above, it is not uncommon to see GTD-recorded

kidnappings where the perpetrator could not be identified or ascertained. Notably, 3,655
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kidnapping incidents in the GTD have been coded to have "unknown™ perpetrators, taking up
30.1% of the total of 12,138 GTD recorded kidnappings between 1970 to 2018. This
percentage number is much lower than the 45.1% overall missing rate of perpetrator
information in the GTD for all terrorist events. One possible reason is the higher incentive for
perpetrators to disclose themselves for the ensuing negotiations. Another possibility is that
perpetrators unintentionally expose information helpful for identifying them due to the on-

going captivity of hostages.

While some studies have addressed the issue of missing information in large open-
source datasets in general (Ackerman & Pinson, 2016; Arva & Beieler, 2014; LaFree 2010),
none has yet examined missing perpetrator data for kidnapping events specifically. To what
extend do we see kidnappings without being able to attribute them to particular perpetrators?
How are these cases distributed over time and geographic locations? Do we see a lower
proportion of kidnappings with unknown perpetrators among kidnappings for ransom since
perpetrators would need to make ransom demands and disclose their identity? Examining these
questions provides us with valuable information about kidnappings themselves. More
importantly, it informs us of the validity of any analysis using perpetrator characteristics data.
In other words, how much is there a risk of the known-perpetrator data disproportionately
representing certain types of kidnappings, therefore introducing a bias that should be addressed

and acknowledged?

Lacking information on the perpetrators makes it impossible to match the event data in
the GTD with organisational profile datasets like the BAAD2. This means that political
violence incidents with missing perpetrator information cannot be included in any group-level

analysis. Since a major part of my PhD research examines kidnappings by violent political
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groups at an organisational level, the missing-perpetrator issue is of particular concern for this

study.

This chapter endeavours to address these questions in three steps. In Step 1, I will
review the literature and theoretical discussions on how unbalanced media coverage and
methodological issues in open-source event datasets like the GTD might influence the
distribution of missing-information. This narrative review will provide some theoretical
guidance on what one might expect to see in the patterns of missing perpetrator information in
the GTD kidnapping data and how to interpret them. In Step 2, | will conduct a descriptive
analysis to examine the temporal and geographic distributions of the GTD kidnappings with
missing perpetrator information. This is to gauge some initial ideas on what the missing
patterns look like. The results will serve as a basis to develop some tentative hypotheses on
the underlying causal mechanisms leading to missing perpetrator information in the kidnapping
data. In Step 3, I will conduct multivariate regression analyses, using variables measuring both
geo-temporal context and event-characteristics that are hypothesised to be relevant to the

missingness in perpetrator information.

The empirical analyses in Step 2 and Step 3 focus on the missingness of perpetrator
information among kidnapping cases specifically. However, the literature review in Step 1will
necessarily take a broader perspective and discuss the more general question of processes that
result in kidnapping cases that are entirely missing in the GTD dataset. The two processes,
namely, whether a kidnapping event is included in the GTD at all and whether perpetrator

information is available for those cases that are included, are best seen as interconnected.
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3.2 Bias with Open-source Event Data: Literature Review and

Theoretical Discussions

Datasets based on open-source media information inevitably have to bear whatever limitations
and biases exist in the contents of media reporting. The GTD is no exception. This has long
been known to have posed reliability and validity challenges for research based on these
datasets that researchers have advocated for a more careful and in-depth evaluation of their use
(Ackerman & Pinson, 2016). The key issue of concern for this chapter is the possible structured
missingness in data derived from open-source media information. By "structured missingness"
| mean that the data is not missing at random (Rubin, 1976), but rather, follows a certain
structure where particular types of cases or information are more likely to be included or
excluded in the dataset due to the relevant ways the media reporting, data retrieval or coding
processes were conducted. For example, a recent study by Arva and Beieler (2014) applied
machine learning techniques to the overall pool of GTD data — all forms of attacks included —
to examine patterns of missingness in perpetrator information. It found that missing
information in perpetrator identity was highly predictable. The researchers used 75% of the
GTD attacks as training data to predict the missingness of perpetrator information in the other
25%. The study achieved over 80% accuracy in the prediction of cases where perpetrator
information was missing. Although machine learning prediction is purely data-driven, the
underlying theoretical explanations predicting the missingness were not clear; their findings
highlighted the concerns about the presence of structured missingness in the GTD and similar
open-source event datasets. This issue of structured missingness should be carefully examined
as it would have fundamental implications on how results from analysing available data should

be interpreted.
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Notably, there are three general pathways one could distinguish, through which event
datasets based on open-source media information can have structured missingness. Firstly,
there may be active selection processes by media agencies on what to cover and how contents
are covered, which would directly influence the availability of information on certain cases.
Secondly, a range of “objective” conditions and constraints (e.g., changes in the information
technology, access to and provision of information by state agencies such as the police) could
impact the capacity and quality of media reporting to different degrees and influence the pattern
of availability or lack of perpetrator identity information in GTD kidnappings. Lastly, the GTD
data collection and coding methods might also result in some regions or temporal periods
getting better or worse quality data, therefore influencing the availability of perpetrator
information. For example, how media sources were screened and selected for further review
and inclusion to the datasets? What languages were covered in the review of contents? The

following pages will discuss each of these pathways.

3.2.1 Bias Introduced by Active Media Selection

Media does not and cannot report on all events in equal manner. The processes and the range
of factors that affect how real-world events are selected and presented as “news” have been
extensively studied by media and communications scholars, conceptualised as “news values”
or “newsworthiness” (see Harcup & O'neill, 2001; Harcup & O'neill, 2017; Galtang and Ruge,
1965; Shoemaker et al., 1991; Staab, 1990). The newsworthiness of an event affects the
likelihood that media would report it, how much coverage and resources would be allocated to
cover the event, which would then influence how much details one could find in the published

media content.
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The media coverage of terrorism and political violence has also been noted to follow
the rules of news-selection. Many terrorist attacks never make it into the news (see Behlendorf
et al., 2016; Weimann & Brosius, 1991). Weimann and Brosius (1991) found that only one-
third of international terrorism events were reported in the media by comparing news coverage
by major television networks and international newspapers (in five languages) to the
international terrorism attacks recorded in the RAND Corporation's chronology of international
terrorism. The latter was coded based on both open-source media reports, government and
military intelligence. Behlendorf and colleagues (2016) compared media-based data sources
on terrorist attacks in India to local police data and also found substantial under-reporting in

the media-based records.

Studies of newsworthiness have identified a range of factors that influence media
selection. This includes both event-specific characteristics, as well as contextual regional or
temporal factors, for example, timeliness, novelty and sensation, geographic and political
proximity, prominence, among others (Staab, 1990; Weimann & Brosius, 1991). Some of these

factors have particular implications in the coverage of terrorism and political violence.

The media tends to capture more sensational and dramatic events (Staab, 1990;
Weimann & Brosius, 1991). Studies of media coverage of terrorism and political violence are
consistent with this observation. A number of studies found that events with greater damage
or consequences, such as those with a higher death toll or injuries, got more media coverage
(Behlendorf et al., 2016; Chermak & Gruenewald, 2006; Kearns et al., 2019; Weimann &
Brosius, 1991). Similar tendencies are also documented in the media coverage of crimes,
where homicides, sexual offences and other more sensational predatory violence received more
coverage (Dowler, 2006; Lundman, 2003 September; Sorenson, Manz, & Berk, 1998). In

addition to casualty and fatality, studies have also found that the types of attacking tactics or
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targeting choices that inflict greater fear and drama — such as kidnappings and hijacking — have
a higher chance of receiving more media coverage (Chermak & Gruenewald, 2006; Gilbert,

2020a; Weimann & Brosius, 1991).

Media selection is also known to be influenced by "status” (or sometimes called
"prominence™) and "proximity" factors (Buckalew, 1969; Staab, 1990). This means that media
tends to select content based on the prominence of the people or countries involved or to project
geopolitical or cultural centralism values of the intended audience. "Proximity" can be
exemplified in different forms such as geographical, political or cultural closeness to the
intended audience of the media (Staab, 1990, citing Schulz, 1976). Both status and proximity

may have several important implications for media coverage of terrorism and political violence:

Studies of international media coverage and media flow consistently found a tendency
of centralism in favour of the prosperous English-speaking countries (Guo & Vargo, 2017,
Lorini et al., 2020). Based on the World System Theory developed by Wallerstein (1974),
which divides world countries into a “core” - “semi-peripheral” - “peripheral” structure, Guo
and Vargo (2017) analysed traditional media and new online media, where they found that the
"core countries” (US, UK, France, etc.) received much more salient international media
coverage and played a greater role in setting the media agenda. Studies on the media coverage
of terrorism and political violence seemed to echo these US-centric or Western-centric
tendencies identified in general media studies. Media content often reflects the geopolitical
interest, government agenda, cultural values and stereotypes of the "core countries” and their
domestic audiences. For example, events that occurred in areas of political and economic
significance to the US received more media coverage (Shoemaker et al., 1991). Multiple
studies also found that domestic attacks in the US and in the Middle East region tend to get

more coverage than the rest of the world (Chermak & Gruenewald, 2006; Kearns et al., 2019;
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Weimann & Brosius, 1991). In contrast, media coverage on terrorism and violence in

developing countries has been poor and inconsistent (Behlendorf et al., 2016).

Stereotypes and notoriety among the targeted audience of the media also seem to
influence selection bias. Gilbert (2020a) analysed the amount of news coverage on
kidnappings of Americans abroad and found that victims by ISIS got significantly more media
attention than others, despite the fact that most American victims of kidnappings were abducted
in Mexico and Nigeria. Kearns and colleagues (2019) studied domestic terrorism attacks in
the United States and found that terrorist attacks by Muslim perpetrators are more likely to be

reported after controlling for types of targets and casualty levels.

3.2.2 Bias Introduced by Objective Conditions

Obijective conditions refer to the external factors of the media selection and publication process
that would influence the capacity and quality of media reporting on real-world events, and
therefore, shaping the pattern of availability or missingness of perpetrator identity information
inthe GTD. For example, countries and regions differ greatly on the level of freedom allowed
to the press by the authorities (Reporters without Borders, 2020). As identified by LaFree
(2010), governments' censorship and disinformation efforts can heavily restrict media reporting
on terrorism and political violence in certain regions, therefore influencing data availability in
the GTD. Another factor is that media reports often rely on information provided by state
agencies. The quality of information possessed, and the extent to which access is allowed by
the relevant state agencies (e.g., police, the military, etc.) may constrain how much media
actors could report on certain events (see Chermak, 1995; Mawby, 1999 for the role of police
in media access and presentation of crimes; Cassell, 1984; Pfau, 2004 for discussions on media
access and reporting on military operations).
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On the temporal dimension, technological advancement has also made a significant
impact on ways media repo