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Abstract

This disseƌtaƟoŶ iŶǀesƟgates iŶto stƌategies of autoĐƌaƟĐ poǁeƌ ŵaiŶteŶaŶĐe. The

ĐuŵulaƟǀe thesis ĐoŶsists of fouƌ studies ǁhiĐh ĐoŶjoiŶtlǇ eǆaŵiŶe ǁhǇ aŶd hoǁ

authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes ŵaŶage to suƌǀiǀe. The fiƌst studǇ iŶƋuiƌes hoǁ diffeƌeŶt

authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes ŵake use of the IŶteƌŶet to legiƟŵate theiƌ ƌule. BǇ pƌopos-

iŶg a Ŷeǁ ĐoŶĐept of e-goǀeƌŶŵeŶt iŶ autoĐƌaĐies, the ƋualitaƟǀe aŶalǇsis shoǁs

that ǁhile the ŶoŶ-ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe ƌegiŵes of TuƌkŵeŶistaŶ aŶd UzďekistaŶ use theiƌ

offiĐial ǁeďsites pƌiŵaƌilǇ to iŵpƌess aŶ iŶteƌŶaƟoŶal audieŶĐe, the plaƞoƌŵs of

the ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe ƌegiŵes of KazakhstaŶ aŶd ‘ussia ƌeǀeal a suƌpƌisiŶg ĐiƟzeŶ ƌe-

spoŶsiǀeŶess. The seĐoŶd studǇ, Đo-authoƌed ǁith CaƌsteŶ Q. “ĐhŶeideƌ, eŵpiƌi-

ĐallǇ tests GeƌsĐheǁski s͛ ;ϮϬϭϯͿ thƌee pillaƌs ǁhiĐh suggest that autoĐƌaƟĐ staďil-

itǇ is sƟpulated ďǇ ǀaƌious foƌŵs of ƌepƌessioŶ, ĐooptaƟoŶ, aŶd legiƟŵaƟoŶ. The

fuzzǇ-set QualitaƟǀe CoŵpaƌaƟǀe áŶalǇsis illustƌates that it is iŶdeed Ŷot oŶe of

these aspeĐts iŶ isolaƟoŶ ďut ƌatheƌ theiƌ ĐoŵďiŶed effeĐts ǁhiĐh keep eleĐtoƌal

ƌegiŵes staďle. The thiƌd studǇ ĐoŶƟŶues the iŶƋuiƌǇ aďout authoƌitaƌiaŶ peƌsis-

teŶĐe iŶ autoĐƌaĐies iŶ geŶeƌal. It ĐoŶĐeptualizes the theoƌeƟĐal fƌaŵeǁoƌk of the

heǆagoŶ - a ŵodified ǀeƌsioŶ of the thƌee pillaƌs ǁhiĐh is ƌooted iŶ set theoƌǇ - aŶd

poiŶts to fiǀe ĐoŵďiŶaƟoŶs of the ǀaƌious stƌategies of ƌepƌessioŶ, ĐooptaƟoŶ, aŶd

legiƟŵaƟoŶ ǁhiĐh authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes use to ƌeŵaiŶ iŶ poǁeƌ. The last studǇ

applies ƋuaŶƟtaƟǀe aŶd ƋualitaƟǀe teǆt aŶalǇsis to eǆaŵiŶe the ƌhetoƌiĐ stƌate-

gies of autoĐƌats. The studǇ ƌeǀeals that hegeŵoŶiĐ ƌegiŵes aƩeŵpt to speak

like deŵoĐƌats to siŵulate pluƌalisŵ aŶd theƌeďǇ stƌeŶgtheŶ theiƌ ƌule. Oǀeƌall,

this disseƌtaƟoŶ pƌoǀides a deepeƌ uŶdeƌstaŶdiŶg of authoƌitaƌiaŶ Đlaiŵs to legit-

iŵaĐǇ. Fuƌtheƌŵoƌe, the ƌesults of the ǀaƌious aŶalǇses ĐolleĐƟǀelǇ ĐoŶtƌiďute to

Ŷoǀel aŶd ŵulƟfaĐeted peƌspeĐƟǀes oŶ authoƌitaƌiaŶ peƌsisteŶĐe.
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Introduction

AŶd these people Đall ŵe a diĐtatoƌ.

TheǇ should look up ǁhat diĐtatoƌ ŵeaŶs!

‘eĐep TaǇǇip EƌdoğaŶ ;)EIT, ϮϬϭϳͿ

The iŶĐƌeasiŶglǇ authoƌitaƌiaŶ peƌsoŶalitǇ of ‘eĐep TaǇǇip EƌdoğaŶ ďeĐoŵes

ƌatheƌ oďǀious ǁheŶ ƌeadiŶg the ƌeĐeŶt iŶteƌǀieǁ of the GeƌŵaŶ Ŷeǁspapeƌ )EIT

ǁith the Tuƌkish pƌesideŶt.¹ His ƌeƋuest foƌ a defiŶite ŵeaŶiŶg of ǁhat ͞diĐtatoƌ͟

aĐtuallǇ ŵeaŶs Ŷeǀeƌtheless touĐhes upoŶ ĐƌuĐial pƌoďleŵs iŶ ŵodeƌŶ autoĐƌaĐǇ

ƌeseaƌĐh. IŶ the age of ďaĐkslidiŶg deŵoĐƌaĐies aŶd authoƌitaƌiaŶ diffusioŶ ;e.g.

Gƌeskoǀits, ϮϬϭϱ; Badeƌ, ϮϬϭϰͿ, the ǀaƌǇiŶg ŶoƟoŶs of diĐtatoƌs aŶd theiƌ stǇles of

ƌuliŶg pose Ŷeǁ ĐhalleŶges to the field.

TodaǇ s͛ diĐtatoƌs aƌe diffeƌeŶt to the totalitaƌiaŶ ƌuleƌs of the fiƌst half of the

ϮϬth ĐeŶtuƌǇ. Based oŶ the dƌeadful eǆpeƌieŶĐes ǁith Hitleƌ, “taliŶ aŶd MussoliŶi,

aďsolute poǁeƌ aŶd Đoŵplete ĐoŶtƌol seeŵed to ďe tǇpiĐal ĐhaƌaĐteƌisƟĐs of au-

toĐƌats. Yet, iŶ light of gloďalizaƟoŶ, the IŶteƌŶet aŶd aŶ iŶĐƌeasiŶg iŶteƌĐoŶŶeĐt-

edŶess, the diĐtatoƌs of todaǇ haǀe less aďsolute poǁeƌ aŶd faĐe ŵoƌe ĐoŶstƌaiŶts

iŶ foƌŵ of iŶfoƌŵaƟoŶal aŶd iŶsƟtuƟoŶal uŶĐeƌtaiŶƟes ;“Đhedleƌ, ϮϬϭϯͿ.

ás ƌespoŶses to these uŶĐeƌtaiŶƟes of authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌule, autoĐƌats applǇ Ŷeǁ

tools aŶd stƌategies to eŶsuƌe theiƌ suƌǀiǀal. TheǇ use aŶd aďuse the IŶteƌŶet iŶ oƌ-

deƌ to pƌeǀeŶt aŶd deteĐt thƌeats to theiƌ ƌule. “atellite paƌƟes aŶd seǀeƌe ŵaŶip-

ulaƟoŶs of the eleĐtoƌal sǇsteŵ eŶaďle theŵ to ƌeŵaiŶ iŶ poǁeƌ despite alloǁiŶg

¹Foƌ the EŶglish ǀeƌsioŶ of the iŶteƌǀieǁ, see )EIT ;ϮϬϭϳͿ.
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IŶtƌoduĐƟoŶ Ϯ

foƌ ƌegulaƌ eleĐƟoŶs. The ĐuŶŶiŶg use of otheƌ seeŵiŶglǇ deŵoĐƌaƟĐ iŶsƟtuƟoŶs,

sophisƟĐated ĐoŵŵuŶiĐaƟoŶ stƌategies aŶd peƌsoŶalitǇ Đults help theŵ to gaiŶ

legiƟŵaĐǇ aŶd populaƌitǇ. While haƌd ƌepƌessioŶ aŶd stƌiĐt liŵitaƟoŶs of Điǀil liď-

eƌƟes aƌe sƟll ĐoŵŵoŶlǇ applied, todaǇ s͛ autoĐƌaƟĐ ƌuleƌs do Ŷot ǁaŶt to ďe peƌ-

Đeiǀed as isolated aŶd ƌuthless diĐtatoƌs. CoŶtƌaƌilǇ, theǇ seek ;eĐoŶoŵiĐͿ Đoopeƌ-

aƟoŶ, joiŶ ƌegioŶal oƌgaŶizaƟoŶs oƌ set up highlǇ pƌofessioŶal ǁeďsites to pƌop-

agate opeŶŶess aŶd ŵodeƌŶitǇ iŶ the iŶteƌŶaƟoŶal aƌeŶa. Fuƌtheƌŵoƌe, theǇ iŶ-

ǀest iŶ ĐostlǇ ďut pƌesƟgious ŵega eǀeŶts suĐh as this Ǉeaƌ s͛ EXPO iŶ KazakhstaŶ s͛

Đapital ástaŶa oƌ Ŷeǆt Ǉeaƌ s͛ footďall Woƌld Cup iŶ ‘ussia. GeŶeƌallǇ, theǇ deŶǇ

the autoĐƌaƟĐ Ŷatuƌe of theiƌ ƌule aŶd soŵe of theŵ eǀeŶ aƩeŵpt to speak like

deŵoĐƌats iŶ oƌdeƌ to siŵulate a pluƌalisƟĐ stǇle of leadeƌship.

The ŵoƟǀaƟoŶ foƌ this ĐuŵulaƟǀe disseƌtaƟoŶ is the iŶǀesƟgaƟoŶ iŶto these

Ŷoǀel pƌaĐƟĐes aŶd teĐhŶiƋues of autoĐƌaƟĐ poǁeƌ ŵaiŶteŶaŶĐe. What holds the

fouƌ aƌƟĐles togetheƌ is a theoƌǇ-guided iŶƋuiƌǇ of ǁhǇ aŶd hoǁ authoƌitaƌiaŶ

ƌegiŵesϸ ŵaŶage to suƌǀiǀe. BǇ lookiŶg iŶto diffeƌeŶt stƌategies of staďiliziŶg aŶd

legiƟŵaƟŶg authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌule, the fouƌ studies ĐolleĐƟǀelǇ ĐoŶtƌiďute to illuŵi-

Ŷate the ŵulƟfaĐeted pheŶoŵeŶoŶ of authoƌitaƌiaŶ peƌsisteŶĐe.

The iŶtƌoduĐƟoŶ is stƌuĐtuƌed as folloǁs: The Ŷeǆt seĐƟoŶ pƌoǀides a geŶeƌal

liteƌatuƌe ƌeǀieǁ, poiŶts to ƌeseaƌĐh gaps aŶd highlights the ĐoŶtƌiďuƟoŶ of the

fouƌ studies. “uďseƋueŶtlǇ, I disĐuss the ŶasĐeŶt stƌaŶd of liteƌatuƌe oŶ legiƟŵat-

iŶg authoƌitaƌiaŶisŵ iŶ ŵoƌe details. Based oŶ this, I outliŶe the oǀeƌaƌĐhiŶg theo-

ƌeƟĐal fƌaŵeǁoƌk foƌ the aŶalǇsis of authoƌitaƌiaŶ peƌsisteŶĐe. áŌeƌ the theoƌet-

iĐal seĐƟoŶ, I eǆplaiŶ ŵǇ ĐhoiĐe of ŵethods, folloǁed ďǇ a detailed stƌuĐtuƌe of

the disseƌtaƟoŶ ǁhiĐh also suŵŵaƌizes the ŵaiŶ fiŶdiŶgs of eaĐh aƌƟĐle.

ResearĐh FoĐus aŶd CoŶtriďuƟoŶ

Foƌ oǀeƌ a deĐade, ƌeseaƌĐh oŶ autoĐƌaĐies has ďeeŶ oŶe of the ŵost ƌapidlǇ gƌoǁ-

iŶg aƌeas iŶ ĐoŵpaƌaƟǀe poliƟĐs aŶd poliƟĐal eĐoŶoŵǇ ;CƌoissaŶt aŶd Wuƌsteƌ,

ϸI use autoĐƌaĐǇ, diĐtatoƌship aŶd authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵe iŶteƌĐhaŶgeaďlǇ. The glossaƌǇ eǆplaiŶs
these aŶd otheƌ keǇ teƌŵs iŶ this disseƌtaƟoŶ aŶd pƌoǀides defiŶiƟoŶs used thƌoughout the ǁoƌk.
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IŶtƌoduĐƟoŶ ϯ

ϮϬϭϯͿ. GeƌsĐheǁski ;ϮϬϭϯ, ϭϱ-ϭϲͿ Đalls this peƌiod of pƌoduĐƟǀe ƌeseaƌĐh the ͞thiƌd

ǁaǀe of ŵodeƌŶ autoĐƌaĐǇ ƌeseaƌĐh.͟ FolloǁiŶg his sĐheŵa, the fiƌst ǁaǀe of ŵod-

eƌŶ autoĐƌaĐǇ ƌeseaƌĐh is ĐhaƌaĐteƌized ďǇ the pioŶeeƌ ǁoƌks of áƌeŶdt ;ϭϵϱϭͿ oƌ

FƌiedƌiĐh aŶd BƌzeziŶski ;ϭϵϲϱͿ aŶd theiƌ iŶ-depth studies of the totalitaƌiaŶ sǇs-

teŵs of Bolsheǀist ‘ussia, FasĐist ItalǇ aŶd NaƟoŶal “oĐialist GeƌŵaŶǇ. BǇ aƌguiŶg

that totalitaƌiaŶisŵ is a Đase sui geŶeƌis, these ĐoŶtƌiďuƟoŶs offeƌ detailed aŶd de-

sĐƌipƟǀe aĐĐouŶts of ideologǇ aŶd teƌƌoƌ. The seĐoŶd ǁaǀe ǁas iŶiƟated ďǇ LiŶz

;ϮϬϬϬ, oƌig. ϭϵϳϱͿ aŶd his seŵiŶal disƟŶĐƟoŶ ďetǁeeŶ authoƌitaƌiaŶ aŶd totali-

taƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes. “eǀeƌal studies oŶ the soĐio-eĐoŶoŵiĐ speĐifiĐs of authoƌitaƌiaŶ

ƌegiŵesǁeƌe geŶeƌated duƌiŶg this Ɵŵe ;e.g. Collieƌ aŶd Caƌdoso ϭϵϳϵ, O͛DoŶŶell

ϭϵϴϴͿ. Yet, the iŶteƌest iŶ the field ǁas iŶĐƌeasiŶglǇ ƌeplaĐed ďǇ disĐussioŶs aďout

the ŵaŶǇ deŵoĐƌaƟĐ tƌaŶsiƟoŶs iŶ LaƟŶ áŵeƌiĐa, ásia, aŶd also EasteƌŶ Euƌope

toǁaƌds the eŶd of the ϮϬth ĐeŶtuƌǇ ;HuŶƟŶgtoŶ, ϭϵϵϭͿ.

áŌeƌ the Đollapse of the “oǀiet UŶioŶ, eǆpeĐtaƟoŶs aŶd hopes foƌ deŵoĐƌaƟ-

zaƟoŶ iŶ the ŶeǁlǇ iŶdepeŶdeŶt states ǁeƌe high. OpƟŵists deĐlaƌed it as a ƌule

that post-ĐoŵŵuŶist tƌaŶsiƟoŶs ǁould lead oŶ a siŶgle-tƌaĐk to deŵoĐƌaĐǇ, eŶsuƌ-

iŶg peaĐe aŶd staďilitǇ ;Nodia, ϮϬϬϬ, ϮϳϭͿ. PƌoŵoƟŶg deŵoĐƌaĐǇ ďeĐaŵe populaƌ

iŶ the fields of iŶteƌŶaƟoŶal ĐoopeƌaƟoŶ aŶd fiŶaŶĐiallǇ stƌoŶg pƌogƌaŵs ǁeƌe

lauŶĐhed ďǇ WesteƌŶ ĐouŶtƌies ;Fƌeise, ϮϬϬϰͿ. Hoǁeǀeƌ, seǀeƌal of the foƌŵeƌ “o-

ǀiet ƌegioŶs ǁeƌe deǀastated ďǇ ŶaƟoŶalisƟĐ ĐoŶfliĐts ǁithiŶ aŶd ďetǁeeŶ tƌaŶ-

siƟoŶal states, aŶd ďloodǇ fights foƌ teƌƌitoƌǇ aŶd poǁeƌ eŶsued ;MaŶsfield aŶd

“ŶǇdeƌ, ϮϬϬϮͿ. “ooŶ, the posiƟǀe assuŵpƟoŶs ǁeƌe disĐaƌded aŶd ĐoŶtƌiďuƟoŶs

oŶ ͞illiďeƌal deŵoĐƌaĐies͟ ;)akaƌia, ϭϵϵϳͿ, ͞ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe authoƌitaƌiaŶisŵ͟ ;Leǀit-

skǇ aŶd WaǇ, ϮϬϬϮͿ oƌ ͞defeĐƟǀe deŵoĐƌaĐies͟ ;Meƌkel, ϮϬϬϰͿ daŵped the pƌe-

ǀiouslǇ opƟŵisƟĐ eǆpeĐtaƟoŶs, giǀiŶg ǁaǇ to a ŵoƌe ƌealisƟĐ piĐtuƌe of the Ŷeǁ

states͛ foƌŵaƟoŶs. FƌeƋueŶtlǇ, ƌegiŵe tƌaŶsiƟoŶ did Ŷot ŵeaŶ a pƌoĐess of de-

ŵoĐƌaƟzaƟoŶ ďut ƌatheƌ a tƌaŶsiƟoŶ fƌoŵ ;ĐoŵŵuŶistͿ authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌule to otheƌ

tǇpes of autoĐƌaĐǇ. “eǀeƌal of these ƌegiŵes haǀe ďeeŶ ƌeŵaƌkaďlǇ peƌsisteŶt foƌ

ŶeaƌlǇ thƌee deĐades. The ǀaƌǇiŶg eǆpeƌieŶĐes aŶd failuƌes of deŵoĐƌaƟzaƟoŶ iŶ

the post-“oǀiet spaĐe as ǁell as iŶ otheƌ ƌegioŶs of the ǁoƌld ƌeǀiǀed the field of
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IŶtƌoduĐƟoŶ ϰ

autoĐƌaĐǇ ƌeseaƌĐh. The ͞ďias iŶ faǀoƌ of deŵoĐƌaĐǇ͟ ;LeǀitskǇ aŶdWaǇ, ϮϬϬϮͿǁas

gƌaduallǇ suƌŵouŶted ďǇ the thiƌd ǁaǀe of autoĐƌaĐǇ ƌeseaƌĐh.

The Ŷuŵeƌous ĐoŶtƌiďuƟoŶs of the thiƌd ǁaǀe of autoĐƌaĐǇ ƌeseaƌĐh eŶgage

ǁith the Ŷeǁ foƌŵs of authoƌitaƌiaŶisŵ iŶ a gloďalized, post-Đold ǁaƌ ǁoƌld. á

ƌaŶge of ƋualitaƟǀe studies offeƌ detailed aŶd ĐoŶteǆtualized aŶalǇses of theŵeĐh-

aŶisŵs of autoĐƌaƟĐ ƌule iŶ oŶe oƌ a feǁ Đases ;e.g. BƌoǁŶlee, ϮϬϬϳ; “lateƌ, ϮϬϭϬď;

HeŵŵeŶt, ϮϬϭϱ; Lee, ϮϬϭϱͿ. TheǇ fuƌtheƌ ƌeǀeal ĐƌuĐial aspeĐts of paƌƟĐulaƌ tǇpes

of autoĐƌaĐies aŶd illustƌate, foƌ eǆaŵple, hoǁ eleĐtoƌal ƌegiŵes ŵake use of ďal-

lots to pƌoloŶg theiƌ ƌule ;“Đhedleƌ, ϮϬϬϲ; MagaloŶi, ϮϬϬϲ; LeǀitskǇ aŶd WaǇ, ϮϬϭϬ;

MoƌgeŶďesseƌ, ϮϬϭϲͿ.

The Ŷoǀel paƩeƌŶs of autoĐƌaƟĐ ƌule aƌe also sĐƌuƟŶized iŶ ƋuaŶƟtaƟǀe studies

ǁhiĐh deŵoŶstƌate that the seeŵiŶglǇ deŵoĐƌaƟĐ iŶsƟtuƟoŶs iŶ ŵodeƌŶ autoĐƌa-

Đies aƌe the ƌesult of stƌategiĐ ĐhoiĐes aŶd Ŷot just ǁiŶdoǁ dƌessiŶg. Thus, authoƌ-

itaƌiaŶ ƌuleƌs eǆploit eleĐƟoŶs, legislatuƌes, paƌƟes aŶd ĐoŶsƟtuƟoŶs to faĐilitate

elite ĐohesioŶ aŶd haŶdle the douďle ĐhalleŶge of shaƌiŶg poǁeƌ ǁhile ĐoŶtƌol-

liŶg the ŵasses ;GaŶdhi aŶd Pƌzeǁoƌski, ϮϬϬϳ; GaŶdhi, ϮϬϬϴ; “ǀolik, ϮϬϭϮ; Boiǆ

aŶd “ǀolik, ϮϬϭϯ; GiŶsďuƌg aŶd “iŵpseƌ, ϮϬϭϰͿ. Based oŶ the assuŵpƟoŶ that au-

thoƌitaƌiaŶ iŶsƟtuƟoŶs ŵaƩeƌ, seǀeƌal Ŷeǁ data sets oŶ autoĐƌaƟĐ ƌegiŵe tǇpes

haǀe ďeeŶ pƌoposed ;Geddes, ϭϵϵϵ; Cheiďuď et al., ϮϬϭϬ; HadeŶius aŶd Teoƌell,

ϮϬϬϳ; WahŵaŶ et al., ϮϬϭϯ; Geddes et al., ϮϬϭϰͿ. BǇ lookiŶg at the ŵost pƌoŵi-

ŶeŶt iŶsƟtuƟoŶal ĐhaƌaĐteƌisƟĐ of a ƌegiŵe, these ǀaƌǇiŶg ĐategoƌizaƟoŶs of ĐoŶ-

teŵpoƌaƌǇ autoĐƌaĐies iŶ ŵoŶaƌĐhies, peƌsoŶalist, ŵilitaƌǇ oƌ paƌtǇ-ďased ƌegiŵes

ĐouŶteƌ theiƌ siŵplified ĐlassifiĐaƟoŶ as ŵeƌelǇ ŶoŶ-deŵoĐƌaƟĐ. The Ŷoǀel data

sets haǀe ďeeŶ applied iŶ a plethoƌa of ƋuaŶƟtaƟǀe ĐoŵpaƌisoŶs aŶd tƌiggeƌed a

ǀigoƌous deďate oŶ the peƌfoƌŵaŶĐe aŶd peƌsisteŶĐe of diffeƌeŶt tǇpes of auto-

ĐƌaƟĐ ƌegiŵes ;e.g. WilsoŶ aŶd Piazza, ϮϬϭϯ; Milleƌ, ϮϬϭϱ; ‘oďeƌts, ϮϬϭϱď; Kailitz

aŶd “toĐkeŵeƌ, ϮϬϭϳ; Bak aŶd MooŶ, ϮϬϭϲͿ.

The theoƌeƟĐal ƌefleĐƟoŶs aŶd eŵpiƌiĐal aŶalǇses iŶ this disseƌtaƟoŶ ďeŶe-

fit fƌoŵ these fƌuiƞul iŶsights aďout ŵodeƌŶ authoƌitaƌiaŶisŵ ďut also ĐƌiƟĐallǇ

eŶgage ǁith theiƌ liŵitaƟoŶs. EsseŶƟallǇ, the disseƌtaƟoŶ ideŶƟfies thƌee ŵajoƌ
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shoƌtĐoŵiŶgs iŶ ĐuƌƌeŶt autoĐƌaĐǇ ƌeseaƌĐh. IŶ the folloǁiŶg, I fuƌtheƌ eǆplaiŶ

these shoƌtĐoŵiŶgs aŶd illustƌate hoǁ eaĐh of the studies iŶdiǀiduallǇ aŶd all of

theŵ ĐolleĐƟǀelǇ ĐoŶtƌiďute to fill these ƌeseaƌĐh gaps.

Fiƌst, aŶd as poiŶted out ďǇ otheƌ sĐholaƌs iŶ the field ;GeƌsĐheǁski, ϮϬϭϯ;

Kailitz, ϮϬϭϯͿ, ŵaŶǇ studies of autoĐƌaƟĐ suƌǀiǀal disƌegaƌd the ƌeleǀaŶĐe of legit-

iŵaƟoŶ. The aďoǀe outliŶed ͞iŶsƟtuƟoŶal tuƌŶ iŶ ĐoŵpaƌaƟǀe authoƌitaƌiaŶisŵ͟

;PepiŶskǇ, ϮϬϭϰͿ illustƌate that autoĐƌats do Ŷot solelǇ ƌelǇ oŶ ƌepƌessioŶ, ďut also

iŶsƟtuƟoŶalize Đleǀeƌ ǁaǇs of ĐooptaƟoŶ to eŶsuƌe elite ĐohesioŶ aŶd Đoopeƌa-

ƟoŶ. Yet, as outliŶed iŶ ŵoƌe details iŶ the Ŷeǆt seĐƟoŶ, theƌe is a sƟll ǇouŶg ďut

ĐuƌƌeŶtlǇ gƌoǁiŶg stƌaŶd of liteƌatuƌe ǁhiĐh shoǁs hoǁ authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes ad-

diƟoŶallǇ depeŶd oŶ theiƌ leadeƌs͛ Đlaiŵ to legiƟŵaĐǇ. The fouƌ studies of ŵǇ dis-

seƌtaƟoŶ sigŶifiĐaŶtlǇ ĐoŶtƌiďute to this ŶasĐeŶt ƌeseaƌĐh. The fiƌst studǇ illustƌates

hoǁ soŵe autoĐƌaĐies ŵake use of the IŶteƌŶet ďǇ seƫŶg up highlǇ pƌofessioŶal

e-goǀeƌŶŵeŶt ǁeďsites to appeaƌ as ŵodeƌŶ aŶd opeŶ states aŶd theƌeďǇ gaiŶ Ŷa-

ƟoŶal aŶd iŶteƌŶaƟoŶal legiƟŵaĐǇ. The seĐoŶd aŶd thiƌd studǇ deŵoŶstƌate hoǁ

diffeƌeŶt stƌategies of legiƟŵaƟoŶ ĐoŶtƌiďute to the suƌǀiǀal of eleĐtoƌal ƌegiŵes

aŶd autoĐƌaĐies iŶ geŶeƌal. The last studǇ shoǁs hoǁ the leadeƌs of hegeŵoŶiĐ

ƌegiŵes stƌategiĐallǇ use a deŵoĐƌaƟĐ stǇle of laŶguage to fake a paƌƟĐipatoƌǇ

stǇle of goǀeƌŶŵeŶt aŶd ďoost theiƌ legiƟŵaĐǇ.

“eĐoŶd, ǁhile ƌeĐeŶt autoĐƌaĐǇ ƌeseaƌĐh has geŶeƌated a ƌaŶge of ǀaluaďle

studies ǁhiĐh illustƌate hoǁ oŶe iŶsƟtuƟoŶal seƫŶg suĐh as the eleĐtoƌal sǇsteŵ

oƌ the ŵilitaƌǇ ĐaŶ iŵpaĐt autoĐƌaƟĐ suƌǀiǀal, theƌe is a laĐk of appƌoaĐhes ǁhiĐh

look at the ĐoŵďiŶed effeĐts of seǀeƌal iŶsƟtuƟoŶs oŶ authoƌitaƌiaŶ peƌsisteŶĐe.

BǇ pƌoposiŶg the thƌee pillaƌs of staďilitǇ - ƌepƌessioŶ, ĐooptaƟoŶ, aŶd legiƟŵaƟoŶ

- GeƌsĐheǁski ;ϮϬϭϯͿ offeƌs a fiƌst theoƌeƟĐal fƌaŵeǁoƌk to illuŵiŶate the iŶsƟtu-

ƟoŶal iŶteƌplaǇ of autoĐƌaƟĐ ƌule. The seĐoŶd studǇ of this disseƌtaƟoŶ eŵpiƌiĐallǇ

tests this ŵodel aŶd shoǁs that it is iŶdeed the ĐoŵďiŶaƟoŶs of the pillaƌs ǁhiĐh

eǆplaiŶ the suƌǀiǀal of eleĐtoƌal ƌegiŵes. BǇ tƌaŶsfoƌŵiŶg the thƌee pillaƌs of sta-

ďilitǇ iŶto the heǆagoŶ of authoƌitaƌiaŶ peƌsisteŶĐe, the disseƌtaƟoŶ fuƌtheƌ deǀel-

ops the theoƌǇ of autoĐƌaƟĐ suƌǀiǀal. The thiƌd studǇ applies this Ŷeǁ fƌaŵeǁoƌk
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iŶ autoĐƌaĐies iŶ geŶeƌal aŶd illustƌates hoǁ peƌsisteŶt autoĐƌaƟĐ ƌegiŵes of aŶǇ

tǇpe ĐoŵďiŶe the ǀaƌious iŶsƟtuƟoŶs of ƌepƌessioŶ, ĐooptaƟoŶ, aŶd legiƟŵaƟoŶ

as theiƌ stƌategies of suƌǀiǀal.

Thiƌd, the aďoǀe outliŶed fuŶĐƟoŶal peƌspeĐƟǀes of authoƌitaƌiaŶ iŶsƟtuƟoŶs

as ŵeƌelǇ stƌategiĐ tools do Ŷot aĐĐouŶt foƌ the highlǇ aŵďiguous iŶsƟtuƟoŶal set-

ƟŶgs iŶ autoĐƌaƟĐ ƌegiŵes. OpposiŶg this ƌatheƌ liŵited ǀieǁ oŶ authoƌitaƌiaŶ iŶ-

sƟtuƟoŶs, “Đhedleƌ s͛ ;ϮϬϭϯͿ theoƌǇ of uŶĐeƌtaiŶtǇ iŶ authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes aƌgues

that all autoĐƌaĐies suffeƌ fƌoŵ pƌoďleŵs of iŶfoƌŵaƟoŶal as ǁell as iŶsƟtuƟoŶal

uŶĐeƌtaiŶƟes. This is ǁhǇ authoƌitaƌiaŶ eleĐƟoŶs ĐaŶ tuƌŶ out to ďe ŵuĐh ŵoƌe

thaŶ just siŵple stƌategiĐ tools of authoƌitaƌiaŶ leadeƌs. PaƌƟĐulaƌlǇ iŶ the Đase of

ŵulƟpaƌtǇ eleĐƟoŶs, the ƌole of iŶsƟtuƟoŶs is aŵďiguous aŶd the iŶŶeƌ logiĐ of

authoƌitaƌiaŶ poliƟĐs is iŶflueŶĐed ďǇ the stƌuggle of ĐoŵpeƟŶg aĐtoƌs ǁithiŶ aŶd

oǀeƌ uŶĐeƌtaiŶtǇ. FolloǁiŶg “Đhedleƌ ;ϮϬϭϯͿ, the thiƌd studǇ of this disseƌtaƟoŶ

looks at hoǁ soŵe authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes ŵaŶage to eŶduƌe despite ƌatheƌ uŶ-

staďle ĐoŶdiƟoŶs aŶd iŶĐƌeased uŶĐeƌtaiŶƟes. BeǇoŶd that, the oǀeƌaƌĐhiŶg the-

oƌeƟĐal fƌaŵeǁoƌk of this disseƌtaƟoŶ is ďased oŶ the assuŵpƟoŶ of aŵďiguitǇ

iŶ authoƌitaƌiaŶ iŶsƟtuƟoŶs aŶd theƌeďǇ ĐoŶtƌiďutes to a ŵoƌe fiŶe-gƌaded peƌ-

speĐƟǀe oŶ authoƌitaƌiaŶ peƌsisteŶĐe, as illustƌated iŶ this iŶtƌoduĐƟoŶ s͛ seĐƟoŶ

oŶ the ŵodel of the heǆagoŶ.

The ReŶaissaŶĐe of LegiƟŵaƟoŶ iŶ AutoĐraĐǇ ResearĐh

The ƋuesƟoŶ of legiƟŵate authoƌitǇ has a loŶg histoƌǇ iŶ the soĐial sĐieŶĐes. Maǆ

Weďeƌ s͛ aĐĐouŶt of legiƟŵaĐǇ iŶ his eǆteŶsiǀe ǀoluŵe ͞EĐoŶoŵǇ aŶd “oĐietǇ͟ is

sƟll highlǇ iŶflueŶƟal iŶ this ƌegaƌd. ás peƌ Weďeƌ ;ϮϬϬϮ, oƌig. ϭϵϮϮ, Paƌt ϭ, Chap-

teƌ ϯͿ, legiƟŵate authoƌitǇ eŵeƌges fƌoŵ a shaƌed aĐĐeptaŶĐe foƌ aĐƟoŶ. He iŶtƌo-

duĐes thƌee ideal tǇpes of legiƟŵate authoƌitǇ: Fiƌst, legal authoƌitǇ ǁhiĐh ƌests

oŶ the ďelief iŶ the legalitǇ of ƌules aŶd ĐoŵŵaŶds. “eĐoŶd, tƌadiƟoŶal authoƌ-

itǇ ǁhiĐh is ďouŶd to the ďelief iŶ the saŶĐƟtǇ of tƌadiƟoŶs. Thiƌd, ĐhaƌisŵaƟĐ

authoƌitǇ ǁhiĐh ƌefeƌs to speĐial ƋualiƟes aŶd appeal of aŶ iŶdiǀidual. DisƟŶĐƟǀe
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legiƟŵaƟŶg foƌŵulas eŶaďle suďŵissioŶ to these thƌee tǇpes of authoƌitǇ ǁhiĐh

ƌefleĐt the oƌgaŶizaƟoŶal stƌuĐtuƌes of ;ϭͿ ďuƌeauĐƌaĐǇ, ;ϮͿ patƌiŵoŶialisŵ, aŶd ;ϯͿ

peƌsoŶal folloǁiŶgs. “taƌƟŶg ǁith Weďeƌ s͛ tƌipaƌƟte ŶoƟoŶ of legiƟŵate authoƌ-

itǇ, the ĐoŶĐept of legiƟŵaĐǇ ǁas fuƌtheƌ deǀeloped aŶd eŶhaŶĐed - espeĐiallǇ

iŶ the ĐoŶteǆt of deŵoĐƌaƟĐ sǇsteŵs. Beethaŵ ;ϭϵϵϭͿ, as oŶe Ŷotaďle eǆaŵple,

pƌoposes a ŵoƌe ďƌoad aŶd also ŶoƌŵaƟǀe theoƌǇ aďout legiƟŵate authoƌitǇ. Yet,

fƌoŵ ŶoƌŵaƟǀe poiŶts of ǀieǁ, a legiƟŵate foƌŵ of authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌule ĐaŶ ďe eas-

ilǇ disŵissed as aŶ oǆǇŵoƌoŶ. Thus, it is the ŶoŶ-ŶoƌŵaƟǀe Ŷatuƌe of Weďeƌ s͛

ĐoŶĐept ǁhiĐh ŵakes it appliĐaďle to autoĐƌaƟĐ seƫŶgs.

IŶ ŵodeƌŶ autoĐƌaĐǇ ƌeseaƌĐh, it ǁas paƌƟĐulaƌlǇ duƌiŶg the aďoǀe ŵeŶƟoŶed

fiƌst ǁaǀe that the ƌelaƟoŶship ďetǁeeŶ the ƌuleƌs aŶd the ƌuled ǁas iŶ foĐus.

áƌeŶdt ;ϭϵϱϭͿ, foƌ eǆaŵple, pƌoǀides a ĐoŵpƌeheŶsiǀe studǇ of the uŶĐoŶdiƟoŶal

loǇaltǇ of theŵasses aŶd thepopulaƌ suppoƌt iŶ totalitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes. álso FƌiedƌiĐh

aŶd BƌzeziŶski s͛ ;ϭϵϲϱͿ ǁoƌk desĐƌiďes iŶ gƌeat detail hoǁ these ƌegiŵes gaiŶed le-

giƟŵaĐǇ ďǇ ĐoŶstƌuĐƟŶg aŶd pƌopagaƟŶg a totalitaƌiaŶ ideologǇ. Yet, due to theiƌ

liŶkages to the poleŵiĐs of the Cold Waƌ, these ĐoŶĐepts of totalitaƌiaŶisŵ ǁeƌe

iŶĐƌeasiŶglǇ ƋuesƟoŶed ;e.g. duƌiŶg the so-Đalled histoƌiaŶ s͛ dispute, iŶiƟated ďǇ

Nolte, ϭϵϴϲ, aŶd Haďeƌŵas, ϭϵϴϲͿ. IŶ addiƟoŶ, LiŶz s͛ ;ϮϬϬϬͿ ĐoŶĐept of authoƌi-

taƌiaŶisŵ desĐƌiďed ŶeǁlǇ oďseƌǀed foƌŵs of autoĐƌaƟĐ sǇsteŵs ǁhiĐh had Ŷei-

theƌ aŶ elaďoƌated aŶd guidiŶg ideologǇ Ŷoƌ iŶteŶsiǀe ŵass ŵoďilizaƟoŶ. This fuƌ-

theƌ tuƌŶed the aƩeŶƟoŶ of ƌeseaƌĐheƌs to the authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌuleƌs͛ sophisƟĐated

ŵethods of Đo-opƟŶg elites ƌatheƌ thaŶ to theiƌ ƌelaƟoŶship ǁith the populaƟoŶ

at laƌge. ás a ƌesult, the studǇ of autoĐƌaĐǇ gƌaduallǇ lost sight of the ƋuesƟoŶ of

hoǁ autoĐƌaƟĐ ƌuleƌs gaiŶ legiƟŵaĐǇ ;GeƌsĐheǁski, ϮϬϭϯ, ϭϴͿ.

GeƌsĐheǁski s͛ ;ϮϬϭϯͿ ŵodel of the thƌee pillaƌs of autoĐƌaƟĐ staďilitǇ, ǁhiĐh

pƌoposes ƌepƌessioŶ, ĐooptaƟoŶ, aŶd legiƟŵaƟoŶ as the fuŶdaŵeŶtal pƌiŶĐiples

of lasƟŶg autoĐƌaƟĐ ƌule, ƌeiŶĐoƌpoƌated the studǇ of authoƌitaƌiaŶ legiƟŵaƟŶg

paƩeƌŶs iŶ autoĐƌaĐǇ ƌeseaƌĐh. His gƌouŶdďƌeakiŶg aƌƟĐle ǁas folloǁed ďǇ a gƌoǁ-

iŶg Ŷuŵďeƌ of ĐoŶtƌiďuƟoŶs ǁhiĐh eŶgage ǁith the ƌeleǀaŶĐe of legiƟŵaƟoŶ foƌ

autoĐƌaƟĐ suƌǀiǀal. This seĐƟoŶ suŵŵaƌizes soŵe of the ĐoŶĐeptual aŶd eŵpiƌi-
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Đal ǁoƌks of this ďuƌgeoŶiŶg stƌaŶd of liteƌatuƌe, illustƌates hoǁ eaĐh studǇ iŶ this

disseƌtaƟoŶ fuƌtheƌ ĐoŶtƌiďutes to the field, aŶd poiŶts to seǀeƌal desideƌata foƌ

futuƌe ƌeseaƌĐh.

ás a staƌƟŶg poiŶt foƌ ĐoŶĐeptualiziŶg autoĐƌaƟĐ legiƟŵaƟoŶ, the ŵodel of

the thƌee pillaƌs suggest a ƌatheƌ ďƌoad ĐoŶĐept ǁhiĐh is ďased oŶ Weďeƌ s͛ peƌ-

speĐƟǀe oŶ legiƟŵaƟoŶ as aŶ eŵpiƌiĐal pƌoĐess of iŶsƟtuƟoŶalized peƌsuasioŶ.

GeƌsĐheǁski ;ϮϬϭϯ, ϭϴͿ fuƌtheƌ ďoƌƌoǁs fƌoŵ EastoŶ s͛ ;ϭϵϲϱͿ sǇsteŵ theoƌǇ aŶd

disƟŶguishes ďetǁeeŶ speĐifiĐ aŶd diffuse suppoƌt to ŵeasuƌe a ƌegiŵe s͛ souƌĐes

of gaiŶiŶg legiƟŵaĐǇ. The ĐoŶĐept of diffuse suppoƌt aĐĐouŶts foƌ Đ͟lassiĐ͟ pat-

teƌŶs of legiƟŵaƟoŶ suĐh as foƌŵulaƟŶg aŶd pƌopagaƟŶg aŶ ideologǇ, ƌefeƌƌiŶg

to ƌeligioŶ oƌ tƌadiƟoŶ, oƌ ƌelǇiŶg oŶ the ĐhaƌisŵaƟĐ peƌsoŶalitǇ of the ƌuleƌ to

ŵake the populaƟoŶ ďelief iŶ the legiƟŵate authoƌitǇ of the ƌegiŵe. “peĐifiĐ sup-

poƌt alloǁs to iŶĐlude also the peƌfoƌŵaŶĐe-depeŶdeŶt teĐhŶiƋues of legiƟŵaƟoŶ

ǁhiĐh haǀe ďeeŶ iŶĐƌeasiŶglǇ oďseƌǀed iŶ ŵodeƌŶ authoƌitaƌiaŶisŵ, e.g. pƌoǀidiŶg

the populaƟoŶ ǁith soĐio-eĐoŶoŵiĐ ďeŶefits oƌ supplǇiŶg doŵesƟĐ seĐuƌitǇ aŶd

staďilitǇ ;GeƌsĐheǁski, ϮϬϭϯ, ϭϴͿ.

Dukalskis aŶd GeƌsĐheǁski ;ϮϬϭϳͿ take this tǁo-fold ĐoŶĐept of legiƟŵaƟoŶ a

step fuƌtheƌ aŶd pƌopose to studǇ autoĐƌaƟĐ legiƟŵaƟoŶ ďǇ lookiŶg at fouƌŵeĐha-

Ŷisŵs, ŶaŵelǇ iŶdoĐtƌiŶaƟoŶ, peƌfoƌŵaŶĐe, passiǀitǇ, aŶd deŵoĐƌaƟĐ-pƌoĐeduƌal.

These fouƌ ŵeĐhaŶisŵs aƌe used ďǇ autoĐƌaƟĐ ƌegiŵes iŶ ǀaƌǇiŶg degƌees. ás the

histoƌiĐ outliŶe of Dukalskis aŶd GeƌsĐheǁski ;ϮϬϭϳ, ϯ-ϵͿ shoǁs, ideologiĐal iŶdoĐ-

tƌiŶaƟoŶ ǁas paƌƟĐulaƌlǇ eŵphasized iŶ the totalitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes of the eaƌlǇ ϮϬth

ĐeŶtuƌǇ aŶd - ǁith feǁ eǆĐepƟoŶs suĐh as Noƌth Koƌea aŶd NiǇazoǀ s͛ TuƌkŵeŶ-

istaŶ - is less used iŶ ĐuƌƌeŶt autoĐƌaĐies. IŶ ĐoŶtƌast to this, the ŶeǁlǇ eŵeƌgiŶg

foƌŵs of authoƌitaƌiaŶisŵ duƌiŶg the ϭϵϳϬs iŶ LaƟŶ áŵeƌiĐa aŶd ďeǇoŶd ǁeƌe

ĐhaƌaĐteƌized ďǇ pushiŶg eĐoŶoŵiĐ peƌfoƌŵaŶĐe ǁhile fosteƌiŶg passiǀitǇ aŶd po-

liƟĐal iŶdiffeƌeŶĐe aŵoŶg the populaƟoŶ. ás it is also illustƌated iŶ the fiƌst aŶd last

studǇ of this disseƌtaƟoŶ, usiŶg seeŵiŶglǇ deŵoĐƌaƟĐ teĐhŶiƋues aŶd iŶsƟtuƟoŶs

suĐh as paƌƟes, eleĐƟoŶs, ĐoŶsƟtuƟoŶs, e-goǀeƌŶŵeŶt tools aŶd a liďeƌal stǇle of

laŶguage isǁhat Dukalskis aŶdGeƌsĐheǁski ;ϮϬϭϳͿ Đall the deŵoĐƌaƟĐ-pƌoĐeduƌal

legiƟŵaƟoŶ ŵeĐhaŶisŵ aŶd pƌoŵiŶeŶt iŶ todaǇ s͛ authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes.
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IŶtƌoduĐƟoŶ ϵ

While these aŶd otheƌ ĐoŶĐeptualizaƟoŶs ;ǀoŶ HaldeŶǁaŶg, ϮϬϭϳ; KŶeueƌ,

ϮϬϭϳͿ theoƌeƟĐallǇ adǀaŶĐe the ďlossoŵiŶg ƌeseaƌĐh aƌea oŶ autoĐƌaƟĐ legiƟŵa-

ƟoŶ, theiƌ aĐtual ŵeasuƌeŵeŶt poses a ƌeŵaiŶiŶg ĐhalleŶge to the field. GeŶeƌallǇ,

autoĐƌaĐǇ ƌeseaƌĐh suffeƌs fƌoŵ pƌoďleŵs of pooƌ data aǀailaďilitǇ, pƌefeƌeŶĐe fal-

sifiĐaƟoŶ, aŶd ƌeliaďilitǇ ;‘olleƌ, ϮϬϭϯͿ. PaƌƟĐulaƌlǇ the ĐolleĐƟoŶ of data duƌiŶg

field ǁoƌk goes aloŶg ǁith seǀeƌal oďstaĐles aŶd ƌisks ;GeŶƟle, ϮϬϭϯͿ. Foƌ ŵeasuƌ-

iŶg autoĐƌaƟĐ legiƟŵaƟoŶ iŶ the WeďeƌiaŶ tƌadiƟoŶ as the populaƟoŶ s͛ ďelief iŶ

the ƌighƞul authoƌitǇ of aŶ autoĐƌaƟĐ ƌegiŵes, aŶ addiƟoŶal oďstaĐle is that the ƌe-

sults of ĐoŶduĐƟŶg iŶteƌǀieǁs aŶd suƌǀeǇs aƌe sĐieŶƟfiĐallǇ pƌoďleŵaƟĐ siŶĐe the

ƌespoŶdeŶts haǀe plausiďle ƌeasoŶs to hide theiƌ tƌue ďeliefs - espeĐiallǇ iŶ those

autoĐƌaĐies ǁhiĐh applǇ seǀeƌe ƌepƌessioŶ. Yet, despite these diffiĐulƟes, soŵe

ĐoŶstƌuĐƟǀe ƌeseaƌĐh suggesƟoŶs haǀe ďeeŶ ŵade ;e.g. ǀoŶ HaldeŶǁaŶg, ϮϬϭϳͿ

aŶd a ƌaŶge of eŵpiƌiĐal ĐoŶtƌiďuƟoŶs haǀe ƌeĐeŶtlǇ eŵeƌged.

á laƌge Ŷuŵďeƌ of these Ŷoǀel ĐoŶtƌiďuƟoŶs ƋualitaƟǀelǇ assess the diffeƌ-

eŶt paƩeƌŶs of legiƟŵaƟŶg authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌule iŶ oŶe oƌ a feǁ Đases ;aŵoŶg oth-

eƌs: PƌuzaŶ-JøƌgeŶseŶ, ϮϬϭϬ; KudaiďeƌgeŶoǀa, ϮϬϭϱ; OŵeliĐheǀa, ϮϬϭϲ; LoƌĐh aŶd

BuŶk, ϮϬϭϳ; Maeƌz, ϮϬϭϳͿ. IŶ his ĐoŵpƌeheŶsiǀe ǀoluŵe, Dukalskis ;ϮϬϭϳͿ illuŵi-

Ŷates hoǁ the authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes of Noƌth Koƌea, Buƌŵa, aŶd ChiŶa ĐoŶtƌol

poliƟĐal disĐouƌse aŶd use the puďliĐ spheƌe foƌ theiƌ legiƟŵaƟoŶ ŵessages to

stƌeŶgtheŶ theiƌ ƌule. BǇ lookiŶg at CeŶtƌal ásiaŶ foƌŵs of authoƌitaƌiaŶisŵ, Polese

et al. ;ϮϬϭϳͿ iŶǀesƟgate hoǁ the ĐuƌƌeŶt TuƌkŵeŶ ƌegiŵe uŶdeƌ GuƌďaŶgulǇ BeƌdǇ-

ŵuhaŵedoǀ effeĐƟǀelǇ adjust the stƌategies of legiƟŵaƟoŶ aŌeƌ the death of the

foƌŵeƌ pƌesideŶt “apaƌŵuƌat NiǇazoǀ to pƌeǀeŶt legiƟŵaĐǇ Đƌises aŶd ƌeŵaiŶ iŶ

poǁeƌ. Fauǀe ;ϮϬϭϱͿ studies the ĐƌeaƟoŶ of ástaŶa as the Ŷeǁ Đapital aŶd sǇŵ-

ďol of KazakhstaŶ aŶd theƌeďǇ illustƌates the iŵpƌessiǀe effoƌts the Kazakh ƌegiŵe

iŶǀests iŶto ŶaƟoŶ ďƌaŶdiŶg as oŶe tool of gaiŶiŶg legiƟŵaĐǇ. The fiƌst studǇ iŶ

this disseƌtaƟoŶ adds to these aŶalǇses of legiƟŵaƟŶg authoƌitaƌiaŶisŵ iŶ CeŶtƌal

ásia. BǇ shoǁiŶg hoǁ TuƌkŵeŶistaŶ, UzďekistaŶ, KazakhstaŶ, aŶd ‘ussia ŵake use

of the IŶteƌŶet to legiƟŵate theiƌ ƌule, the studǇ poiŶts to Ŷotaďle diffeƌeŶĐes ďe-

tǁeeŶ the ͞eleĐtƌoŶiĐ faĐes͟ of these ƌegiŵes.

C
E

U
eT

D
C

ol
le

ct
io

n



IŶtƌoduĐƟoŶ ϭϬ

These aŶd otheƌ ƋualitaƟǀe Đase studies oŶ autoĐƌaƟĐ legiƟŵaƟoŶ fƌuiƞullǇ ad-

ǀaŶĐe ouƌ kŶoǁledge aďout the ǀaƌǇiŶg ŵethods aŶd teĐhŶiƋues autoĐƌats use to

jusƟfǇ theiƌ authoƌitǇ. ás sigŶifiĐaŶt ĐoŶtƌiďuƟoŶs to this Ŷeǁ field of ƌeseaƌĐh, the

ƌesults of the seĐoŶd aŶd thiƌd studǇ iŶ this disseƌtaƟoŶ ĐleaƌlǇ illustƌate that suĐh

legiƟŵaƟoŶ ŵeĐhaŶisŵs aƌe Ŷot epipheŶoŵeŶal ďut iŶdeed ƌeleǀaŶt aspeĐts of

staďiliziŶg authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌule iŶ eleĐtoƌal ƌegiŵes ;seĐoŶd studǇͿ aŶd autoĐƌaĐies

iŶ geŶeƌal ;thiƌd studǇͿ. Neǀeƌtheless, theƌe is the Ŷeed to fuƌtheƌ aŶalǇze the pƌo-

Đesses aŶd effeĐts of autoĐƌaƟĐ legiƟŵaƟoŶ. Due to the ŵeŶƟoŶed diffiĐulƟes of

assessiŶg ǁhetheƌ aŶd hoǁ ŵuĐh the populaƟoŶ deeŵs the ƌegiŵe to ďe legiƟ-

ŵate, ŵost of the ĐuƌƌeŶt studies ŵeasuƌe legiƟŵaƟoŶ ďǇ lookiŶg at the ƌuleƌ s͛

Đlaiŵs to legiƟŵaĐǇ. Hoǁeǀeƌ, a pƌessiŶg ƋuesƟoŶ iŶ this ƌegaƌd is hoǁ effeĐƟǀe

these Đlaiŵs to legiƟŵaĐǇ aƌe. Thus, oŶe ĐƌuĐial task foƌ futuƌe ƌeseaƌĐh is to fiŶd

ŵoƌe ƌeliaďle ǁaǇs of assessiŶg the aĐtual aŵouŶt of legiƟŵaĐǇ ďelief iŶ the popu-

laƟoŶ. Fiƌst steps iŶ this diƌeĐƟoŶs aƌe Mazepus s͛ ;ϮϬϭϳͿ oƌ ThǇeŶ s͛ ;ϮϬϭϳͿ suƌǀeǇ

fiŶdiŶgs iŶ ;teŵpoƌaƌilǇͿ ŵoƌe opeŶ foƌŵs of authoƌitaƌiaŶisŵ. Yet, theƌe is the

Ŷeed foƌ fuƌtheƌ iŶ-depth ƌeseaƌĐh aŶd iŶŶoǀaƟǀe ŵethods to sĐƌuƟŶize the peƌ-

Đeiǀed legiƟŵaĐǇ iŶ authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes.

The eǆisƟŶg ŵeasuƌeŵeŶt pƌoďleŵs ŵake the ƋuaŶƟfiĐaƟoŶ of autoĐƌaƟĐ le-

giƟŵaƟoŶ paƌƟĐulaƌlǇ tƌiĐkǇ. While theƌe aƌe fiƌst ƋuaŶƟtaƟǀe appƌoaĐhes to eǀal-

uate the iŵpaĐt of legiƟŵaƟoŶ oŶ peƌfoƌŵaŶĐe aŶd peƌsisteŶĐe ;Luedeƌs aŶd

CƌoissaŶt, ϮϬϭϱ; CassaŶi, ϮϬϭϳ; Kailitz et al., ϮϬϭϳͿ, a ĐoŵŵoŶ pƌoďleŵ of suĐh

laƌge-N studies is the opeƌaƟoŶalizaƟoŶ of legiƟŵaƟoŶ. The eǆpeƌt suƌǀeǇ of ǀoŶ

“oest aŶd Gƌauǀogel ;ϮϬϭϳaͿ offeƌs data oŶ legiƟŵaĐǇ Đlaiŵs iŶ a Ŷuŵďeƌ of ĐoŶ-

teŵpoƌaƌǇ authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes. Yet, as disĐussed iŶŵoƌe detail iŶ the thiƌd studǇ

of this disseƌtaƟoŶ, this data laĐks Ɵŵe-seŶsiƟǀitǇ aŶd is liŵited iŶ sĐope ǁhiĐh

fuƌtheƌ highlights the Ŷeed foƌ ŵoƌe fiŶe-gƌaded aŶd ĐoŵpƌeheŶsiǀe data sets. BǇ

ŵakiŶg use of ƋuaŶƟtaƟǀe teǆt aŶalǇsis aŶd assessiŶg Ϯ,Ϭϳϰ speeĐhes fƌoŵ polit-

iĐal leadeƌs iŶ ϮϮ ĐouŶtƌies, the fouƌth studǇ iŶ this disseƌtaƟoŶ is aŶ eǆploƌatoƌǇ

aŶalǇsis ǁhiĐh poiŶts to the poteŶƟals of tƌaŶsfoƌŵiŶg theŵushƌooŵiŶg teǆts pƌo-

ǀided oŶ the offiĐial ǁeďsites of autoĐƌaƟĐ ƌegiŵes iŶto ǀalid legiƟŵaƟoŶ data.
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The HeǆagoŶ of AuthoritariaŶ PersisteŶĐe

RepressioŶ, CooptaƟoŶ, aŶd LegiƟŵaƟoŶ

The fouƌ studies of this ĐuŵulaƟǀe disseƌtaƟoŶ illuŵiŶate diffeƌeŶt aspeĐts of hoǁ

aŶd ǁhǇ authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes ŵaŶage to suƌǀiǀe. ás a geŶeƌal theoƌeƟĐal fƌaŵe-

ǁoƌk foƌ the aŶalǇsis of eŶduƌiŶg authoƌitaƌiaŶisŵ I ĐoŶĐeptualize the so-Đalled

͞heǆagoŶ of authoƌitaƌiaŶ peƌsisteŶĐe.͟ The heǆagoŶ ďuilds oŶ keǇ aspeĐts of Geƌ-

sĐheǁski s͛ ;ϮϬϭϯͿ thƌee pillaƌs of staďilitǇ ďut suggests also seǀeƌal iŵpoƌtaŶt ŵod-

ifiĐaƟoŶs. The eŵpiƌiĐal test of the thƌee pillaƌs iŶ the seĐoŶd studǇ of this disseƌ-

taƟoŶ illustƌates that the ŵodel has eǆplaŶatoƌǇ poǁeƌ iŶ the ĐoŶteǆt of eleĐtoƌal

ƌegiŵes. Yet, iŶ oƌdeƌ to aŶalǇze the ǀaƌǇiŶg foƌŵs of ƌepƌessioŶ, ĐooptaƟoŶ aŶd

legiƟŵaƟoŶ iŶ autoĐƌaĐies iŶ geŶeƌal, this disseƌtaƟoŶ fuƌtheƌ deǀelops the theoƌǇ

of autoĐƌaƟĐ suƌǀiǀal. IŶ ĐoŶtƌast to the thƌee pillaƌs, the ŵodel of the heǆagoŶ is

aďle to ƌefleĐt the diǀeƌse iŶsƟtuƟoŶal ĐoŶfiguƌaƟoŶs iŶ peƌsisteŶt autoĐƌaĐies of

aŶǇ tǇpe aŶd aĐĐouŶts also foƌ theiƌ aŵďiguitǇ, as I aƌgue iŶ the folloǁiŶg.

The ĐeŶtƌal aƌguŵeŶt of the ŵodel of the thƌee pillaƌs is that aŶǇ tǇpe of auto-

ĐƌaƟĐ ƌegiŵe ƌelies oŶ legiƟŵaƟoŶ, ƌepƌessioŶ, aŶd ĐooptaƟoŶ. What diffeƌs ďe-

tǁeeŶ autoĐƌaĐies is the degƌee of iŶsƟtuƟoŶaliziŶg these thƌee pillaƌs. GeƌsĐheǁ-

ski ;ϮϬϭϯͿ ĐoŶĐeptualizes the thƌee pillaƌs as haǀiŶg tǁo diŵeŶsioŶs eaĐh: speĐifiĐ

aŶd diffuse suppoƌt of legiƟŵaƟoŶ, high aŶd loǁ-iŶteŶsitǇ ƌepƌessioŶ, foƌŵal aŶd

iŶfoƌŵal ĐooptaƟoŶ. While he eǆplaiŶs the ǀaƌǇiŶg iŶsƟtuƟoŶalizaƟoŶ ďǇ ƌefeƌƌiŶg

to eǆogeŶous, eŶdogeŶous aŶd ƌeĐipƌoĐal ƌeiŶfoƌĐeŵeŶt effeĐts aŵoŶg the pillaƌs,

the ƌelaƟoŶship ďetǁeeŶ the diffeƌeŶt diŵeŶsioŶs iŶ eaĐh pillaƌ is Ŷot disĐussed.

Foƌ his theoƌǇ of the tǁo ǁoƌlds of autoĐƌaĐies as the oŶlǇ tǁo staďle ĐoŶfiguƌa-

ƟoŶs of the pillaƌs, he assuŵes all diŵeŶsioŶs eǆĐept foƌ high aŶd loǁ-iŶteŶsitǇ

ƌepƌessioŶ to ďe ŵutuallǇ eǆĐlusiǀe ;GeƌsĐheǁski, ϮϬϭϯ, ϮϵͿ.

IŶ opposiƟoŶ to this, I suggest to look at the diŵeŶsioŶs Ŷot as ŵutuallǇ eǆ-

Đlusiǀe speĐifiĐaƟoŶs of ƌepƌessioŶ, ĐooptaƟoŶ, aŶd legiƟŵaƟoŶ ďut as iŶdiǀidual

featuƌes of authoƌitaƌiaŶ peƌsisteŶĐe, ǀisualized ǁith the shape of a heǆagoŶ, as

shoǁŶ iŶ Figuƌe ϭ.
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Figure ϭ: Fƌoŵ GeƌsĐheǁski s͛ Thƌee Pillaƌs to the HeǆagoŶ of áuthoƌitaƌiaŶ PeƌsisteŶĐe

“iŵilaƌ to the thƌee pillaƌs ;GeƌsĐheǁski, ϮϬϭϯ, ϮϬͿ, the heǆagoŶ of authoƌi-

taƌiaŶ peƌsisteŶĐe dƌaǁs upoŶ the ŶoŶ-ŶoƌŵaƟǀe ĐoŶĐept of legiƟŵaƟoŶ ďǇ We-

ďeƌ ;ϮϬϬϮͿ. PaƌƟĐulaƌlǇ iŶ ŵodeƌŶ authoƌitaƌiaŶisŵ, this ďelief of legiƟŵaĐǇ is

Ŷot oŶlǇ geŶeƌated ďǇ ideologiĐal iŶdoĐtƌiŶaƟoŶ ďut also peƌfoƌŵaŶĐe depeŶdeŶt

;Dukalskis aŶdGeƌsĐheǁski, ϮϬϭϳ; Polese et al., ϮϬϭϳͿ. To illustƌate the tǁo souƌĐes

of legiƟŵaƟoŶ, I folloǁ GeƌsĐheǁski aŶd use EastoŶ s͛ ;ϭϵϲϱͿ diffeƌeŶƟaƟoŶ ďe-

tǁeeŶ speĐifiĐ suppoƌt ;soĐio-eĐoŶoŵiĐ peƌfoƌŵaŶĐe, the fulfillŵeŶt of the de-

ŵaŶds foƌ doŵesƟĐ seĐuƌitǇ, etĐ.Ϳ aŶd diffuse suppoƌt ;ideologies, ƌeligious, Ŷa-

ƟoŶalisƟĐ, tƌadiƟoŶal Đlaiŵs, the Đhaƌisŵa of autoĐƌaƟĐ leadeƌsͿ. It is paƌƟĐulaƌlǇ

the fiƌst aŶd the last studǇ iŶ this disseƌtaƟoŶ ǁhiĐh shed light oŶ ǀaƌious foƌŵs

of speĐifiĐ aŶd diffuse suppoƌt ďǇ aŶalǇziŶg hoǁ autoĐƌats use the IŶteƌŶet aŶd

e-goǀeƌŶŵeŶt plaƞoƌŵs oƌ a paƌƟĐulaƌ stǇle of laŶguage to legiƟŵize theiƌ ƌule.

Foƌ the ĐoŶĐept of ƌepƌessioŶ, GeƌsĐheǁski ;ϮϬϭϯ, ϮϭͿ disƟŶguishes ďetǁeeŶ

highlǇ ǀisiďle, ǀioleŶt aĐts that taƌget a laƌge Ŷuŵďeƌ of people oƌ ǁell-kŶoǁŶ

iŶdiǀiduals aŶd less ǀisiďle foƌŵs of ĐoeƌĐioŶ suĐh as suƌǀeillaŶĐe, haƌassŵeŶt oƌ

the deŶial of eŵploǇŵeŶt aŶd eduĐaƟoŶ ;LeǀitskǇ aŶd WaǇ, ϮϬϭϬ, ϱϳͿ. I adopt

these tǁo foƌŵs of ĐoeƌĐioŶ, Ǉet, I ĐhaŶge the slightlǇ ŵisleadiŶg Ŷaŵes siŶĐe the

laďels high-iŶteŶsitǇ aŶd loǁ-iŶteŶsitǇ suggest that these aƌe the eŶd poiŶts of the

saŵe uŶdeƌlǇiŶg ĐoŶĐept. BoƌƌoǁiŶg the Ŷaŵes foƌ ďoth foƌŵs of ƌepƌessioŶ fƌoŵ

the CI‘I HuŵaŶ ‘ights Data PƌojeĐt ;CiŶgƌaŶelli aŶd ‘iĐhaƌds, ϮϬϭϯͿ, I Đall the fiƌst

foƌŵ ƌepƌessioŶ of phǇsiĐal iŶtegƌitǇ ƌights aŶd the seĐoŶd ƌepƌessioŶ of Điǀil aŶd

poliƟĐal ƌights.
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OŶe ĐƌuĐial ĐhaŶge ǁheŶ tƌaŶsfoƌŵiŶg the thƌee pillaƌs iŶto the heǆagoŶ ĐoŶ-

ĐeƌŶs the tǁo diŵeŶsioŶs of ĐooptaƟoŶ. While it is theoƌeƟĐallǇ ĐoŵpelliŶg to

ĐoŶĐeptualize theŵ as foƌŵal aŶd iŶfoƌŵal ǁaǇs of tǇiŶg stƌategiĐ paƌtŶeƌs to the

ƌegiŵe, I hold that suĐh a Đleaƌ-Đut sepaƌaƟoŶ is eŵpiƌiĐallǇ Ŷot feasiďle siŶĐe foƌ-

ŵal aŶd iŶfoƌŵal iŶsƟtuƟoŶsϹ of ĐooptaƟoŶ aƌe oŌeŶ iŶsepaƌaďlǇ fused ;IsaaĐs,

ϮϬϭϰͿ. Fuƌtheƌŵoƌe, fiŶdiŶg ǀalid iŶdiĐatoƌs foƌ ŵeasuƌiŶg iŶfoƌŵal iŶsƟtuƟoŶs

is a highlǇ ĐhalleŶgiŶg task, paƌƟĐulaƌlǇ foƌ a laƌge Ŷuŵďeƌ of Đases ;Helŵke aŶd

LeǀitskǇ, ϮϬϬϰͿ. Theƌefoƌe, I pƌopose tǁo diffeƌeŶt peƌspeĐƟǀes oŶ ĐooptaƟoŶ. Fol-

loǁiŶg “Đhŵotz ;ϮϬϭϱ, ϰϰϮͿ, I ĐoŶĐeptualize the fiƌst foƌŵ of ĐooptaƟoŶ as Đoŵ-

peŶsaƟoŶ of ǀulŶeƌaďilitǇ. The ŵulƟ-leǀel ĐoŶĐept of “Đhŵotz defiŶes ĐooptaƟoŶ

as the ĐapaĐitǇ of a ƌegiŵe to ĐoŵpeŶsate foƌ ǀaƌious pƌessuƌe gƌoups ;ŵilitaƌǇ,

Đapital, paƌƟes, laďoƌ, ethŶiĐ gƌoups, aŶd laŶdoǁŶeƌsͿ ďǇ offeƌiŶg ŵateƌial ďeŶe-

fits oƌ iŶsƟtuƟoŶal iŶĐlusioŶ. The seĐoŶd foƌŵ is ĐooptaƟoŶ as siŵulaƟŶg pluƌal-

isŵ, tǇpiĐallǇ doŶe ďǇ estaďlishiŶg fake ŵulƟpaƌtǇ sǇsteŵs aŶd pƌeteŶdiŶg Đoŵ-

peƟƟǀeŶess. The Ŷaŵe is iŶspiƌed ďǇ the eǆplaŶaƟoŶs of “aƌtoƌi ;ϮϬϬϱ, ϮϬϱ-ϮϬϲͿ

oŶ hegeŵoŶiĐ paƌtǇ sǇsteŵs iŶ ǁhiĐh he illustƌates that this taĐƟĐal siŵulaƟoŶ of

pluƌalisŵ iŶ foƌŵ of toǇ paƌliaŵeŶts aŶd ƌuďďeƌ staŵp poliƟĐs is a ĐuŶŶiŶg stƌat-

egǇ of ĐooptaƟoŶ siŶĐe it giǀes the elites the feeliŶg that soŵe poǁeƌ is alloĐated

to theŵ ǁhile all poǁeƌ ƌeŵaiŶs iŶ the iŶŶeƌ ĐiƌĐles of the ƌegiŵe. The thiƌd aŶd

fouƌth studǇ iŶ this disseƌtaƟoŶ fuƌtheƌ eŶgage ǁith this stƌategǇ of ĐooptaƟoŶ

aŶd illustƌate hoǁ soŵe tǇpes of autoĐƌaĐies, the so-Đalled hegeŵoŶiĐ ƌegiŵes,

effeĐƟǀelǇ use it iŶ ĐoŵďiŶaƟoŶ ǁith ƌepƌessioŶ of phǇsiĐal iŶtegƌitǇ ƌights aŶd

diffuse suppoƌt of legiƟŵaƟoŶ to pƌoloŶg theiƌ ƌule.

áŶotheƌ ŵodifiĐaƟoŶ ƌefeƌs to theoƌeƟĐal ƌefleĐƟoŶs aďout the iŶteƌplaǇ of

the iŶsƟtuƟoŶs of ƌepƌessioŶ, ĐooptaƟoŶ aŶd legiƟŵaƟoŶ. GeƌsĐheǁski ;ϮϬϭϯͿ

pƌoposes iŶsƟtuƟoŶal ĐoŵpleŵeŶtaƌitǇ ďetǁeeŶ the thƌeepillaƌs, a ĐoŶĐeptǁhiĐh

is adopted fƌoŵ the ǀaƌieƟes of Đapitalisŵ liteƌatuƌe aŶd ǁas deǀeloped oŶ the ďa-

sis of ƌeĐuƌƌiŶg iŶsƟtuƟoŶal paƩeƌŶs iŶ liďeƌal oƌ ĐooƌdiŶated ŵaƌket eĐoŶoŵies

Ϲ“iŵilaƌ to the thƌee pillaƌs ;GeƌsĐheǁski, ϮϬϭϯ, ϮϱͿ, the heǆagoŶ ƌelies oŶ a ƌatheƌ ďƌoad his-
toƌiĐ iŶsƟtuƟoŶalist defiŶiƟoŶ of iŶsƟtuƟoŶs as ďehaǀioƌal paƩeƌŶs, foƌŵal aŶd iŶfoƌŵal pƌoĐe-
duƌes, ƌouƟŶes, Ŷoƌŵs, pƌiŶĐiples aŶd ĐoŶǀeŶƟoŶs ;Hall aŶd TaǇloƌ ϭϵϵϲ, ϲͿ.
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;Deeg, ϮϬϬϳ;Hall aŶd “oskiĐe, ϮϬϬϭͿ. GeƌsĐheǁski ;ϮϬϭϯ, ϮϵͿ ďoƌƌoǁsDeeg s͛ ;ϮϬϬϳͿ

Đlaiŵ that ĐoŵpleŵeŶtaƌitǇ ďetǁeeŶ iŶsƟtuƟoŶs pƌesuŵes oŶlǇ a liŵited aŵouŶt

of suĐĐessful iŶsƟtuƟoŶal ĐoŵďiŶaƟoŶs. Based oŶ Deeg s͛ theoƌǇ of iŶsƟtuƟoŶal

ĐlusteƌiŶg as ƌeappeaƌiŶg ĐoŶfiguƌaƟoŶs aĐƌoss a laƌge set of Đases, GeƌsĐheǁski

;ϮϬϭϯ, ϯϬͿ eǆpeĐts staďle autoĐƌaĐies to Đlusteƌ aƌouŶd tǁo staďle ĐoŶfiguƌaƟoŶs

- the tǁo ǁoƌlds of autoĐƌaĐies.

ás opposed to this, I aƌgue that the ĐoŶĐept of iŶsƟtuƟoŶal ĐoŵpleŵeŶtaƌitǇ

ĐaŶŶot ďe siŵplǇ tƌaŶsfeƌƌed to the iŶsƟtuƟoŶal seƫŶgs of autoĐƌaĐies. áuthoƌi-

taƌiaŶisŵ is ĐhaƌaĐteƌized ďǇ a highlǇ asǇŵŵetƌiĐ ďut ĐoŶstaŶt stƌuggle ďetǁeeŶ

pƌo-ƌegiŵe aŶd aŶƟ-ƌegiŵe aĐtoƌs oǀeƌ the poǁeƌ to shape the iŶsƟtuƟoŶal set-

ƟŶgs. áŵďiguitǇ is aŶ iŵŵaŶeŶt featuƌe of the ƌelaƟoŶship ďetǁeeŶ authoƌitaƌiaŶ

iŶsƟtuƟoŶs ;“Đhedleƌ, ϮϬϭϯͿ. áuthoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes suĐh as TajikistaŶϺ eŶduƌe de-

spite uŶstaďle ĐoŶdiƟoŶs, poiŶƟŶg to ĐƌuĐial diffeƌeŶĐes ďetǁeeŶ the thƌee pillaƌs͛

staďilitǇ aŶd the heǆagoŶ s͛ peƌsisteŶĐe. áŌeƌ haǀiŶg ŵaŶaged the staďilizaƟoŶ

pƌoĐesses, GeƌsĐheǁski ;ϮϬϭϯ, ϮϯͿ suggests that staďle autoĐƌaƟĐ ƌegiŵes ƌest

oŶ the thƌee pillaƌs of staďilitǇ. Yet, the heǆagoŶ is Ŷot ďased oŶ this disƟŶĐƟoŶ

ďetǁeeŶ pƌoĐess aŶd ƌesult siŶĐe it defiŶes peƌsisteŶĐe as a ƌegiŵe s͛ eŶduƌaŶĐe

oǀeƌ Ɵŵe - oĐĐasioŶallǇ uŶdeƌ ĐoŶdiƟoŶs ǁhiĐh seeŵ to ďe ƌatheƌ uŶstaďle. IŶ

liŶe ǁith “Đhedleƌ ;ϮϬϭϯ, ϭϮͿ, I hold that autoĐƌaƟĐ ƌuleƌs ĐaŶ Ŷeǀeƌ ͞sit ďaĐk aŶd

ƌelaǆ͟ ďut Ŷeed to adapt to Ŷeǁ ĐhalleŶges aŶd situaƟoŶs. Theƌefoƌe, I assuŵe

ǀaƌǇiŶg iŶsƟtuƟoŶal ƌelaƟoŶs - ďe it ĐoŶfliĐƟǀe, Ŷeutƌal oƌ iŶdeed ĐoŵpleŵeŶtaƌǇ

- ďetǁeeŶ all the siǆ featuƌes of the heǆagoŶ. Based oŶ this, the thiƌd studǇ of this

disseƌtaƟoŶ fiŶds ŵoƌe thaŶ tǁo ĐoŶfiguƌaƟoŶs of the heǆagoŶ ǁhiĐh geŶeƌate

authoƌitaƌiaŶ peƌsisteŶĐe.ϻ

Ϻ‘epeated upƌisiŶgs iŶ GoƌŶo-BadakhshaŶ keep ĐhalleŶgiŶg pƌesideŶt ‘ahŵoŶ s͛ ƌule. The ƌe-
ŵote aŶd autoŶoŵous ƌegioŶ of TajikistaŶ s͛ East ǁas a ďasƟoŶ foƌ the opposiƟoŶ alƌeadǇ duƌiŶg
the Ciǀil Waƌ ;ϭϵϵϮ-ϭϵϵϳͿ aŶd ƌeŵaiŶed a ƌisk faĐtoƌ foƌ the ƌegiŵe eǀeƌ siŶĐe.

ϻThe thiƌd studǇ also eǆplaiŶs hoǁ the heǆagoŶ is ƌooted iŶ set theoƌǇ.
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Outlook: IŶsƟtuƟoŶal ChaŶge iŶ PersisteŶt AutoĐraĐies

áuthoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes haǀe ǀaƌǇiŶg aďiliƟes to ĐhaŶge aŶd adapt to Ŷeǁ ĐiƌĐuŵ-

staŶĐes. The ĐoŶĐept of the heǆagoŶ aĐĐouŶts foƌ diffeƌeŶt foƌŵs of iŶsƟtuƟoŶal

ĐhaŶge iŶ authoƌitaƌiaŶ seƫŶgs. These foƌŵs iŶĐlude suddeŶ ƌuptuƌesǁhiĐhŵight

eǀeŶ lead to ƌegiŵe ĐhaŶge oƌ iŶĐƌeŵeŶtal tƌaŶsfoƌŵaƟoŶs aŶd steadǇ shiŌs oǀeƌ

loŶgeƌ peƌiods of Ɵŵe ǁhiĐh ĐaŶ help to fuƌtheƌ stƌeŶgtheŶ the ƌegiŵe.

The thƌee ĐoŵŵoŶ theoƌeƟĐal stƌaŶds of the Ŷeǁ iŶsƟtuƟoŶalisŵ ;ƌaƟoŶal

ĐhoiĐe, histoƌiĐal aŶd soĐiologiĐal iŶsƟtuƟoŶalisŵ, Hall aŶd TaǇloƌ, ϭϵϵϲͿ faĐe pƌoď-

leŵs iŶ eǆplaiŶiŶg iŶsƟtuƟoŶal ĐhaŶge. While ŵost ĐoŶtƌiďuƟoŶs foĐus oŶ eǆplaiŶ-

iŶg iŶsƟtuƟoŶal staďilitǇ, ĐhaŶge - if at all - is ŵaiŶlǇ eǆplaiŶed as a ƌesult of eǆoge-

Ŷous ƌuptuƌes ;MahoŶeǇ aŶd TheleŶ, ϮϬϭϬ, ϰ-ϱͿ. This is also tƌue foƌ GeƌsĐheǁski s͛

;ϮϬϭϯͿ fƌaŵeǁoƌk of the thƌee pillaƌs of autoĐƌaƟĐ staďilitǇ: FolloǁiŶg the ĐoŶ-

Đept of ĐƌiƟĐal juŶĐtuƌes iŶ histoƌiĐal iŶsƟtuƟoŶalisŵ, GeƌsĐheǁski et al. ;ϮϬϭϮ, ϭϯͿ

shoǁ that suĐh juŶĐtuƌes staƌt thƌeateŶiŶg the staďilitǇ of a ƌegiŵe if oŶe pillaƌ is

faĐiŶg seƌious pƌoďleŵs ǁhiĐh the otheƌ pillaƌs ĐaŶŶot ĐoŵpeŶsate. álthough this

aĐĐouŶts foƌ ĐoŶseƋueŶĐes of eǆogeŶous shoĐks oŶ autoĐƌaƟĐ staďilitǇ, eŶdoge-

ŶouslǇ Đaused step-ďǇ-step tƌaŶsfoƌŵaƟoŶs aŶd theiƌ effeĐts oŶ the staďilizaƟoŶ

pƌoĐesses aƌe Ŷot takeŶ iŶto ĐoŶsideƌaƟoŶ.

‘efleĐƟŶg oŶ the issues of eǆplaiŶiŶg iŶsƟtuƟoŶal ĐhaŶge, the liteƌatuƌe oŶ

histoƌiĐal iŶsƟtuƟoŶalisŵ offeƌs fiƌst aƩeŵpts to iŶĐoƌpoƌate iŶĐƌeŵeŶtal iŶsƟtu-

ƟoŶal ĐhaŶges iŶto the aŶalǇsis ;CapoĐĐia ϮϬϭϲͿ. “tƌeeĐk aŶd TheleŶ ;ϮϬϬϱͿ put

foƌǁaƌd fiǀe diffeƌeŶt ŵodes of gƌadual iŶsƟtuƟoŶal ĐhaŶge, Đalled displaĐeŵeŶt,

laǇeƌiŶg, dƌiŌ, ĐoŶǀeƌsioŶ aŶd eǆhausƟoŶ. Based oŶ the ǀieǁ that ͞ĐhaŶge aŶd sta-

ďilitǇ aƌe iŶ faĐt iŶeǆtƌiĐaďlǇ liŶked ,͟ MahoŶeǇ aŶd TheleŶ ;ϮϬϭϬ, ϵͿ fuƌtheƌ elaďo-

ƌate this theoƌǇ oŶ steadǇ shiŌs iŶ iŶsƟtuƟoŶs. Hoǁeǀeƌ, these aŶd otheƌ ĐoŶtƌi-

ďuƟoŶs aƌe the ƌesult of aŶalǇziŶg iŶsƟtuƟoŶal ĐhaŶge iŶ the Đapitalist sǇsteŵs of

liďeƌal deŵoĐƌaĐies aŶd aƌe oŶlǇ to a liŵited eǆteŶd appliĐaďle to the ĐoŶteǆt of

authoƌitaƌiaŶ iŶsƟtuƟoŶs.

‘eseaƌĐh oŶ gƌadual iŶsƟtuƟoŶal ĐhaŶge iŶ authoƌitaƌiaŶ seƫŶgs has ďeeŶ

sĐaƌĐe. ás oŶe of the feǁ eǆĐepƟoŶs, Tsai ;ϮϬϬϲͿ eǆaŵiŶes hoǁ ĐhaŶgiŶg iŶfoƌ-
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ŵal iŶsƟtuƟoŶs gƌaduallǇ ĐhaŶge foƌŵal iŶsƟtuƟoŶs ďǇ lookiŶg iŶto the Đase of

ChiŶa. Notaďle is also the ĐoŶtƌiďuƟoŶ of “lateƌ ;ϮϬϭϬaͿ ǁho aŶalǇzes hoǁ iŶĐƌe-

ŵeŶtal iŶsƟtuƟoŶal ĐhaŶge iŶ IŶdoŶesia led to sigŶifiĐaŶt ĐhaŶges iŶ the stƌuĐtuƌe

of the ƌegiŵe. BǇ ĐloselǇ eǆaŵiŶiŶg “uhaƌto s͛ stƌategies of iŶsƟtuƟoŶal shapiŶg,

“lateƌ ;ϮϬϭϬa, ϭϯϴͿ ƌeǀeals that the ƌegiŵe gƌaduallǇ tƌaŶsfoƌŵed fƌoŵ a ŵilitaƌǇ-

doŵiŶated ƌegiŵe to a highlǇ peƌsoŶalist oŶe.

The heǆagoŶ of authoƌitaƌiaŶ peƌsisteŶĐe pƌoǀides a theoƌeƟĐal fƌaŵeǁoƌk to

studǇ ĐhaŶge iŶ authoƌitaƌiaŶ iŶsƟtuƟoŶs aŶd its effeĐts oŶ ƌegiŵe suƌǀiǀal. “iŵilaƌ

to the ŵodel of the thƌee pillaƌs, the heǆagoŶ adopts the histoƌiĐal iŶsƟtuƟoŶalist

ĐoŶĐept of ĐƌiƟĐal juŶĐtuƌes to aĐĐouŶt foƌ suddeŶ eǀeŶts ǁhiĐh Đƌeate ďƌaŶĐhiŶg

poiŶts fƌoŵ ǁhiĐh histoƌiĐal deǀelopŵeŶt ĐaŶ ŵoǀe oŶto a Ŷeǁ path ;Hall aŶd

TaǇloƌ, ϭϵϵϲ, ϭϬͿ. I folloǁ the defiŶiƟoŶ of CapoĐĐia aŶd KeleŵeŶ ;ϮϬϬϳ, ϯϰϴͿ of

ĐƌiƟĐal juŶĐtuƌes ͞as ƌelaƟǀelǇ shoƌt peƌiods of Ɵŵe duƌiŶg ǁhiĐh theƌe is a suď-

staŶƟallǇ heighteŶed pƌoďaďilitǇ that ageŶts͛ ĐhoiĐes ǁill affeĐt the outĐoŵe of

iŶteƌest.͟ Thus, a ĐƌiƟĐal juŶĐtuƌe affeĐƟŶg oŶe oƌ seǀeƌal iŶsƟtuƟoŶs of a ƌegiŵe

ĐaŶ haǀe a de-staďiliziŶg iŵpaĐt - Ǉet, theƌe is also the possiďilitǇ that the iŶsƟtu-

ƟoŶal seƫŶg of the ƌegiŵe ŵaŶages to ĐoŵpeŶsate foƌ this shakǇ ŵoŵeŶt.

Beside ĐƌiƟĐal juŶĐtuƌes as a possiďle souƌĐe of aďƌupt iŶsƟtuƟoŶal ĐhaŶge, the

heǆagoŶ is ďased oŶ the assuŵpƟoŶ that theƌe aƌe ĐoŶstaŶt adaptaƟoŶ pƌoĐesses

aŶd suďtle ĐhaŶges oĐĐuƌƌiŶg ǁithiŶ aŶd ďetǁeeŶ the iŶsƟtuƟoŶal seƫŶgs of au-

thoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes. GeƌsĐheǁski ;ϮϬϭϯ, Ϯϯ-ϮϱͿ alƌeadǇ hiŶts at these pƌoĐesses ďǇ

suggesƟŶg Ŷot oŶlǇ eǆogeŶous ďut also eŶdogeŶous aŶd ƌeĐipƌoĐal ŵeĐhaŶisŵs

iŶ aŶd ďetǁeeŶ the thƌee pillaƌs. But this theoƌǇ is Ŷot takeŶ to its eŶd siŶĐe Geƌ-

sĐheǁski assuŵes theŵ to ďe autoŵaƟĐallǇ iŶ a ĐoŵpleŵeŶtaƌitǇ ƌelaƟoŶship

ǁith eaĐh otheƌ iŶ staďle authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes. This eǆplaŶaƟoŶ of autoĐƌaƟĐ sta-

ďilitǇ Đoŵes Đlose to the theoƌeƟĐallǇ appealiŶg ĐoŶĐept of self-eŶfoƌĐiŶg path

depeŶdeŶĐǇ ǁhiĐh is oŶlǇ iŶteƌƌupƟďle ďǇ ĐƌiƟĐal juŶĐtuƌes. Hoǁeǀeƌ, as CapoĐ-

Đia aŶd KeleŵeŶ ;ϮϬϬϳ, ϯϲϴͿ poiŶt out, suĐh iŶsƟtuƟoŶal seƫŶgs aƌe eŵpiƌiĐallǇ

ƌatheƌ ƌaƌe pheŶoŵeŶa. IŶ ĐoŶtƌast to this, I aƌgue that the aďoǀe illustƌated ǀaƌǇ-

iŶg iŶsƟtuƟoŶal ƌelaƟoŶs aŶd geŶeƌal iŶsƟtuƟoŶal uŶĐeƌtaiŶtǇ iŶ authoƌitaƌiaŶ

ƌegiŵes eŶĐouƌage gƌadual iŶsƟtuƟoŶal ĐhaŶge.
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The fiƌst iŵpulses foƌ gƌadual ĐhaŶge oĐĐuƌ ǁithiŶ iŶsƟtuƟoŶs as the ƌesult of

aĐtoƌs ďƌiŶgiŶg iŶ Ŷeǁ ideas. Theƌe is a ďuƌgeoŶiŶg stƌaŶd of liteƌatuƌe iŶ autoĐƌaĐǇ

ƌeseaƌĐh ǁhiĐh eŶgages ǁith these diffusioŶ effeĐts, authoƌitaƌiaŶ leaƌŶiŶg aŶd

otheƌ iŶteƌŶaƟoŶal aspeĐts of authoƌitaƌiaŶisŵ ;TaŶseǇ, ϮϬϭϲ; LaŶkiŶa et al., ϮϬϭϲ;

BaŶk aŶd Josua, ϮϬϭϳͿ. Yet, suĐh iŶŶoǀaƟoŶs aŶd eǆteƌŶal iŶflueŶĐes aƌe ŵost fƌe-

ƋueŶtlǇ faĐed ǁith iŶsƟtuƟoŶal iŶeƌƟa ;CaƌsteŶseŶ, ϮϬϭϭ; KoƌŶpƌoďst aŶd “eŶŶ,

ϮϬϭϳͿ. PaƌƟĐulaƌlǇ iŶ authoƌitaƌiaŶ ĐoŶteǆts, the ƌesistaŶĐe to ĐhaŶge is high due

to the aŵďiguitǇ of iŶsƟtuƟoŶs aŶd asǇŵŵetƌiĐ poǁeƌ ƌelaƟoŶs. IŶstead of sud-

deŶ ĐhaŶges, theƌe aƌe iŶĐƌeŵeŶtal adaptaƟoŶ pƌoĐesses, folloǁed ďǇ a gƌadual

ĐhaŶge of the iŶsƟtuƟoŶal seƫŶg at laƌge. Oǀeƌ Ɵŵe, these gƌadual iŶsƟtuƟoŶal

ĐhaŶges ĐaŶ lead to sigŶifiĐaŶt tƌaŶsfoƌŵaƟoŶs ;MahoŶeǇ aŶd TheleŶ, ϮϬϭϬ, ϯͿ.

Figuƌe Ϯ illustƌates suĐh eǆtƌeŵe deǀelopŵeŶts iŶ eaĐh of the iŶsƟtuƟoŶal seƫŶgs

of the heǆagoŶ.

Figure Ϯ: Eǆtƌeŵe DeǀelopŵeŶts of the HeǆagoŶ
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IŶteŶsiǀelǇ oppƌessiŶg Điǀil aŶd poliƟĐal ƌights ƌesults iŶ a suƌǀeillaŶĐe state.

‘egiŵes ǁhiĐh applǇ eǆtƌeŵelǇ high aŵouŶts of haƌd ƌepƌessioŶ eŶd up iŶ iŶteƌ-

ŶaƟoŶal isolaƟoŶ, etĐ. Yet, as aƌgued aďoǀe, it is Ŷot the eǆtƌeŵe deǀelopŵeŶt

of ŵeƌelǇ oŶe iŶsƟtuƟoŶal seƫŶg ǁhiĐh fosteƌs authoƌitaƌiaŶ peƌsisteŶĐe. While

oŶe of these eǆtƌeŵe iŶsƟtuƟoŶalizaƟoŶs ŵight ďeĐoŵe a pƌoŵiŶeŶt ĐhaƌaĐteƌ-

isƟĐ of a ƌegiŵe, the seĐoŶd aŶd thiƌd studǇ iŶ this disseƌtaƟoŶ eŵpiƌiĐallǇ shoǁ

that it is the ĐoŵďiŶaƟoŶ of the diffeƌeŶt foƌŵs of ƌepƌessioŶ, ĐooptaƟoŶ, aŶd

legiƟŵaƟoŶ ǁhiĐh keep authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes peƌsisteŶt. ás fuƌtheƌ illustƌated

iŶ the thiƌd studǇ, hegeŵoŶiĐ ƌegiŵes tǇpiĐallǇ siŵulate pluƌalisŵ ďǇ seƫŶg up

ŶoŶ-ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe ŵulƟpaƌtǇ sǇsteŵs. Hoǁeǀeƌ, these ƌuďďeƌ staŵp poliƟĐs aloŶe

do Ŷot ŵake theŵ ƌesilieŶt. Theiƌ Đoƌe suƌǀiǀal stƌategǇ is ƌatheƌ to ĐoŵďiŶe this

foƌŵ of ĐooptaƟoŶ ǁith aŶ iŶteŶse ƌepƌessioŶ of Điǀil aŶd poliƟĐal ƌights aŶd high

aŵouŶts of diffuse suppoƌt of legiƟŵaƟoŶ. The fouƌth studǇ illuŵiŶates, foƌ eǆaŵ-

ple, hoǁ the leadeƌs of hegeŵoŶiĐ ƌegiŵes ŵake use of a suƌpƌisiŶglǇ deŵoĐƌaƟĐ

stǇle of laŶguage to gaiŶ legiƟŵaĐǇ aŶd ƌhetoƌiĐallǇ suppoƌt the façade of pluƌal-

isŵ iŶ the highlǇ authoƌitaƌiaŶ suƌƌouŶdiŶgs of theiƌ ĐouŶtƌies.

This disseƌtaƟoŶ ĐoŶĐeptualizes authoƌitaƌiaŶ peƌsisteŶĐe as a ƌegiŵe s͛ ĐoŶƟŶ-

uaŶĐe oǀeƌ Ɵŵe. ás it has ďeeŶ aƌgued aďoǀe, this ĐoŶƟŶuaŶĐe does Ŷot autoŵat-

iĐallǇ iŵplǇ ĐoŶstaŶt staďilitǇ aŶd ĐaŶ also ďe ĐhaƌaĐteƌized ďǇ uŶstaďle ĐoŶdiƟoŶs

aŶd gƌadual ĐhaŶges. The eŵpiƌiĐal aŶalǇses iŶ this disseƌtaƟoŶ illustƌate the ŵul-

ƟfaĐeted Ŷatuƌe of authoƌitaƌiaŶ peƌsisteŶĐe aŶd poiŶt to seǀeƌal ĐoŶfiguƌaƟoŶs

of the heǆagoŶ ǁhiĐh sƟpulate autoĐƌaƟĐ suƌǀiǀal. Hoǁeǀeƌ, the aŶalǇses do Ŷot

Ǉet gƌasp the aĐtual pƌoĐess of gƌadual ĐhaŶge iŶ peƌsisteŶt authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes.

Due to data ĐoŶstƌaiŶts aŶd ŵethodologiĐal liŵitaƟoŶs, theǇ ŵeƌelǇ ƌefleĐt the

ƌesult of the iŶteƌplaǇ of seǀeƌal eǆtƌeŵelǇ deǀeloped iŶsƟtuƟoŶs as suĐĐessful

authoƌitaƌiaŶ suƌǀiǀal stƌategies. Fuƌtheƌ aŶd ŵoƌe detailed aŶalǇses aďout the

adaptaƟoŶ ŵeĐhaŶisŵs iŶ peƌsisteŶt autoĐƌaĐies aƌe Ŷeeded. ás aŶ outlook foƌ

futuƌe ƌeseaƌĐh, the ĐoŶĐeptualizaƟoŶ of the fƌaŵeǁoƌk of the heǆagoŶ iŶ this

seĐƟoŶ pƌoǀides the theoƌeƟĐal gƌouŶd foƌ suĐh aŶalǇses.
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Methods aŶd “truĐture of the DissertaƟoŶ

OŶe stƌeŶgth of this ĐuŵulaƟǀe disseƌtaƟoŶ is its ŵulƟŵethod appƌoaĐh. BǇ ap-

plǇiŶg ƋualitaƟǀe teĐhŶiƋues, set ŵethods aŶd ƋuaŶƟtaƟǀe teǆt aŶalǇsis, the fouƌ

studies pƌoǀide ĐƌuĐial iŶsights iŶto authoƌitaƌiaŶisŵ fƌoŵ ǀeƌǇ diffeƌeŶt aŶgles.

The diǀeƌsitǇ of ŵethods also helps to Đƌoss-ǀalidate the ƌesults aŶd, ŵoƌe geŶ-

eƌallǇ, ĐoŶtƌiďutes to pluƌalitǇ iŶ the field. IŶ addiƟoŶ, it is ŶoteǁoƌthǇ to poiŶt

out that thƌee out of the fouƌ studies ŵake use of highlǇ iŶŶoǀaƟǀe aŶd ĐuƫŶg-

edge teĐhŶiƋues of set ŵethods aŶd ƋuaŶƟtaƟǀe teǆt aŶalǇsis. The seĐoŶd studǇ

iŶĐludes a set-theoƌeƟĐ eǀaluaƟoŶ of theoƌǇ ;“ĐhŶeideƌ aŶd WageŵaŶŶ, ϮϬϭϮ,

Chapteƌ ϭϭ.ϯͿ. The thiƌd studǇ deǀelops Ŷeǁ ǁaǇs of illustƌaƟŶg QCá ƌesults. It

also applies “ĐhŶeideƌ aŶd ‘ohlfiŶg s͛ ;ϮϬϭϯͿ ĐategoƌizaƟoŶ iŶ tǇpiĐal, ŵost tǇpiĐal,

uŶiƋuelǇ Đoǀeƌed, aŶd deǀiaŶt Đases. Based oŶ this, it ŵakes detailed suggesƟoŶs

foƌ fƌuiƞul post-QCá Đase studies. ás oŶe of the fiƌst ĐoŶtƌiďuƟoŶs ǁhiĐh applǇ

ƋuaŶƟtaƟǀe teǆt ŵiŶiŶg ŵethods foƌ a laƌgeƌ Ŷuŵďeƌ of authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes,

the last studǇ deǀelops a sophisƟĐated diĐƟoŶaƌǇ aŶd tƌaŶsfoƌŵs the teǆt of Ϯ,Ϭϳϰ

poliƟĐal speeĐhes iŶto data ďǇ usiŶg a logit sĐaliŶg ŵodel ;Loǁe et al., ϮϬϭϭͿ.

The ĐhoiĐe of ŵethod iŶ eaĐh siŶgle studǇ ǁas stƌoŶglǇ guided ďǇ the ƌespeĐ-

Ɵǀe ƌeseaƌĐh ƋuesƟoŶ. The fiƌst studǇ aŶalǇzes hoǁ diffeƌeŶt tǇpes of authoƌitaƌ-

iaŶ ƌegiŵes use e-goǀeƌŶŵeŶt plaƞoƌŵs to legiƟŵate theiƌ ƌule. The pheŶoŵeŶoŶ

of autoĐƌaĐies seƫŶg up pƌofessioŶal ǁeďsites to pƌopagate effiĐieŶĐǇ aŶd ŵodeƌ-

ŶitǇ is ƌelaƟǀelǇ ŶeǁaŶdhas haƌdlǇ ďeeŶ ƌeseaƌĐhed so faƌ.While theUNE-goǀeƌŶ-

ŵeŶt suƌǀeǇ ;UNPáC“, ϮϬϭϰͿ offeƌs fiƌst data oŶ the ǁoƌldǁide deǀelopŵeŶt of

the ĐouŶtƌies͛ offiĐial ǁeďsites, this iŶdeǆ does Ŷot aĐĐouŶt foƌ the ĐƌuĐial dif-

feƌeŶĐes ďetǁeeŶ autoĐƌaƟĐ aŶd deŵoĐƌaƟĐ foƌŵs of goǀeƌŶŵeŶt to ŵake use

of these ǁeďsites. QualitaƟǀelǇ assessiŶg aŶd ĐoŵpaƌiŶg the e-goǀeƌŶŵeŶt plat-

foƌŵs of a liŵited Ŷuŵďeƌ of Đases faĐilitates iŶ-depth uŶdeƌstaŶdiŶgs of the diffeƌ-

eŶt ŵeĐhaŶisŵs iŶ authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes ďefoƌe fuƌtheƌ geŶeƌalizaƟoŶs aƌe ŵade.

The seĐoŶd aŶd thiƌd studǇ pƌoǀide detailed eǆplaŶaƟoŶs of ǁhǇ a set-theoƌeƟĐ

appƌoaĐh is ŵost suitaďle foƌ applǇiŶg the ŵodel of the thƌee pillaƌs aŶd the heǆa-

goŶ of authoƌitaƌiaŶ peƌsisteŶĐe. BeĐause ďoth ŵodels aƌe ďased oŶ the assuŵp-
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ƟoŶ that it is Ŷot ƌepƌessioŶ, ĐooptaƟoŶ oƌ legiƟŵaƟoŶ aloŶe ďut ƌatheƌ the Đoŵ-

ďiŶed iŵpaĐt of diffeƌeŶt foƌŵs of ƌepƌessioŶ, ĐooptaƟoŶ, aŶd legiƟŵaƟoŶ ǁhiĐh

eŶaďles autoĐƌaƟĐ suƌǀiǀal, eŵpiƌiĐal assessŵeŶts Ŷeed to aĐĐouŶt foƌ these ƌe-

ĐipƌoĐal effeĐts. The fuzzǇ-set QualitaƟǀe CoŵpaƌaƟǀe áŶalǇses of the suƌǀiǀal

of eleĐtoƌal ƌegiŵes ;seĐoŶd studǇͿ aŶd autoĐƌaĐies iŶ geŶeƌal ;thiƌd studǇͿ aƌe

aďle to gƌasp this Đausal ĐoŵpleǆitǇ. The fouƌth studǇ ďeŶefits fƌoŵ Ŷeǁ ƋuaŶƟ-

taƟǀe teǆt ŵiŶiŶg ŵethods aŶd tools ǁhiĐh alloǁ to aŶalǇze the ƌapidlǇ gƌoǁiŶg

aŵouŶts of teǆts aŶd speeĐhes ǁhiĐh autoĐƌats ŵake aǀailaďle oŶ theiƌ offiĐial

ǁeďsites. Based oŶ this ŵethodologiĐal appƌoaĐh, the ƌesults of this studǇ high-

light hoǁ autoĐƌats of diffeƌeŶt ƌegiŵe tǇpes ŵake stƌategiĐ use of a deŵoĐƌaƟĐ

oƌ autoĐƌaƟĐ stǇle of laŶguage.

Figuƌe ϯ illustƌates the stƌuĐtuƌe of this disseƌtaƟoŶ aŶd deŵoŶstƌates hoǁ the

fouƌ studies aƌe theoƌeƟĐallǇ iŶteƌliŶked. The fiƌst studǇ foĐuses oŶ siŶgle aspeĐts

of autoĐƌaƟĐ legiƟŵaƟoŶ ďǇ aŶalǇziŶg a sŵall Ŷuŵďeƌ of Đases. The seĐoŶd aŶd

thiƌd studǇ ƌefeƌ to laƌgeƌ aŵouŶts of Đases aŶd look at hoǁ autoĐƌaƟĐ ƌegiŵes

ĐoŵďiŶe ǀaƌious foƌŵs of legiƟŵaƟoŶ ǁith ƌepƌessioŶ aŶd ĐooptaƟoŶ to eŶsuƌe

theiƌ suƌǀiǀal. IŶ this seŶse, it is the thiƌd studǇǁhiĐh ĐoŶsƟtutes the Đoƌe of the dis-

seƌtaƟoŶ ďeĐause it offeƌs the ŵost ĐoŵpƌeheŶsiǀe aŶd geŶeƌalizaďle peƌspeĐƟǀe

oŶ the ǀaƌious suƌǀiǀal stƌategies of authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes. ás the ellipse iŶ Figuƌe

ϯ shoǁs, the last studǇ ŵoǀes fƌoŵ this geŶeƌal leǀel ďaĐk to ŵoƌe speĐifiĐ aspeĐts

of ĐooptaƟoŶ aŶd legiƟŵaƟoŶ. While the ƋuaŶƟtaƟǀe paƌt of the last studǇ sƟll

ƌefeƌs to ϮϮ Đases, the ƋualitaƟǀe paƌt foĐuses oŶlǇ oŶ thƌee authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes.

ás a ǁhole, all the fouƌ studies eƋuallǇ ĐoŶtƌiďute to illuŵiŶate the ŵaŶǇ faĐes of

authoƌitaƌiaŶ peƌsisteŶĐe.

Beside the theoƌeƟĐal liŶkages, Figuƌe ϯ suŵŵaƌizes the eŶƟƌe ƌeseaƌĐh ĐǇĐle

of this disseƌtaƟoŶ aŶd iŶdiĐates the ŵethodologiĐal ĐhoiĐe aŶd eŵpiƌiĐal sĐope

of eaĐh studǇ, as eǆplaiŶed aďoǀe. “iŵilaƌ to “ĐhŶeideƌ aŶd ‘ohlfiŶg ;ϮϬϭϯͿ, I di-

ǀide this ĐǇĐle iŶ a pƌe-QCá, QCá, aŶd post-QCá phase. The iŶ-depth aŶalǇses

duƌiŶg the pƌe-QCá phase of hoǁ autoĐƌats use the IŶteƌŶet to legiƟŵate theiƌ

ƌule seƌǀed iŶ ŵaŶǇ ǁaǇs as the ďasis foƌ the suďseƋueŶt ƌeseaƌĐh aŶd ǁas paƌ-

C
E

U
eT

D
C

ol
le

ct
io

n



IŶtƌoduĐƟoŶ Ϯϭ

Fi
gu

re
ϯ:

Th
eƌ

eƟ
Đa

lL
iŶ

ka
ge

s,
M

et
ho

ds
,a

Ŷd
“Đ

op
e

of
th

e
Fo

uƌ
“t

ud
ie

s

C
E

U
eT

D
C

ol
le

ct
io

n



IŶtƌoduĐƟoŶ ϮϮ

ƟĐulaƌlǇ useful foƌ the ĐhoiĐe aŶd ĐaliďƌaƟoŶ of the ĐoŶdiƟoŶs iŶ the suďseƋueŶt

QCá studies ;“ĐhŶeideƌ aŶd ‘ohlfiŶg, ϮϬϭϯ, ϱϲϭͿ. CoŶĐeptuallǇ, it helped ŵe to

ďeƩeƌ uŶdeƌstaŶd the Ŷoǀel ǁaǇs todaǇ s͛ autoĐƌats use to gaiŶ legiƟŵaĐǇ. It also

highlighted the iŵpoƌtaŶĐe of iŶĐludiŶg the diffeƌeŶt foƌŵs of speĐifiĐ aŶd diffuse

suppoƌt of legiƟŵaƟoŶ as ĐoŶdiƟoŶs foƌ the fsQCá iŶ the seĐoŶd aŶd thiƌd studǇ.

EŵpiƌiĐallǇ, this eǆploƌaƟoŶ eŶhaŶĐed ŵǇ ͞eǆteƌŶal͟ kŶoǁledge aďout legiƟŵa-

ƟoŶ as a fƌuiƞul ďasis foƌ ǀalid ĐaliďƌaƟoŶs ;‘agiŶ, ϳϯ, ϮϬϬϴ aŶd “ĐhŶeideƌ aŶd

WageŵaŶŶ, ϯϮ, ϮϬϭϮͿ.

The ƋuaŶƟtaƟǀe aŶd ƋualitaƟǀe teǆt aŶalǇses iŶ the post-QCá phase of this

disseƌtaƟoŶ folloǁ soŵe of the ƌeseaƌĐh suggesƟoŶs iŶ the thiƌd studǇ ǁhiĐh aƌe

ďased oŶ the QCá ƌesults. IŶspiƌed ďǇ the iŶteƌest iŶ peƌsisteŶt ͞hegeŵoŶiĐ͟ au-

toĐƌaĐies as those ƌegiŵes ǁhiĐh ĐoŵďiŶe diffuse legiƟŵaƟoŶ, ƌepƌessioŶ of Điǀil

aŶd poliƟĐal ƌights, aŶd ĐooptaƟoŶ as siŵulaƟŶg pluƌalisŵ as theiƌ suƌǀiǀal stƌat-

egǇ ;see the QCá soluƟoŶ paths illustƌated iŶ Taďle ϯ.ϲͿ, the last studǇ aŶalǇzes

the ĐooptaƟoŶ aŶd legiƟŵaƟoŶ teĐhŶiƋues of these ƌegiŵes iŶ ŵoƌe details. The

ƋuaŶƟtaƟǀe paƌt Đoŵpaƌes the offiĐial ƌhetoƌiĐ of hegeŵoŶiĐ ƌegiŵesǁith the laŶ-

guage stǇles used iŶ otheƌ ƌegiŵe tǇpes. The ƋualitaƟǀe paƌt of the fouƌth studǇ

aŶalǇzes UzďekistaŶ as theŵost tǇpiĐal Đase of the hegeŵoŶiĐ ĐoŶfiguƌaƟoŶ. Hoǁ-

eǀeƌ, ǁhile this last studǇ iŶ the disseƌtaƟoŶ fuƌtheƌ illuŵiŶates the suƌǀiǀal ŵeĐh-

aŶisŵs of these ƌegiŵes, it is ŵeƌelǇ a fiƌst step iŶ the ĐoŵpƌeheŶsiǀe post-QCá

Đase studǇ sĐheŵe as pƌoposed ďǇ “ĐhŶeideƌ aŶd ‘ohlfiŶg ;ϮϬϭϯͿ. The disĐussioŶ

of the fiŶdiŶgs iŶ the thiƌd studǇ of this disseƌtaƟoŶ fuƌtheƌ eǆplaiŶs hoǁ futuƌe

ƌeseaƌĐh Đould ĐoŶƟŶue these post-QCá eǆploƌaƟoŶs.

“uŵŵarǇ aŶd MaiŶ FiŶdiŶgs of the Four “tudies

The first studǇ is a repriŶt froŵ GoǀerŶŵeŶt IŶforŵaƟoŶ QuarterlǇ, Vol ϯϯ/ϰ,
“eraphiŶe F.Maerz, ͞The EleĐtroŶiĐ FaĐeofAuthoritariaŶisŵ: E-GoǀerŶŵeŶt as a
Tool for GaiŶiŶg LegiƟŵaĐǇ iŶ CoŵpeƟƟǀe aŶd NoŶ-CoŵpeƟƟǀe Regiŵes,͟ ϳϮϳ-
ϳϯϱ, CopǇright ;ϮϬϭϲͿ, ǁith perŵissioŶ froŵ Elseǀier.
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IŶtƌoduĐƟoŶ Ϯϯ

The fiƌst studǇ iŶ this disseƌtaƟoŶ iŶǀesƟgates iŶto e-goǀeƌŶŵeŶt iŶ autoĐƌa-

Đies as a seeŵiŶglǇ deŵoĐƌaƟĐ paƩeƌŶ of legiƟŵaƟoŶ ǁhiĐh ďeĐaŵe iŶĐƌeasiŶglǇ

populaƌ duƌiŶg the last deĐade. Theŵost ĐuƌƌeŶt data of theUNe-goǀeƌŶŵeŶt suƌ-

ǀeǇ ;ϮϬϭϰͿ shoǁ that seǀeƌal autoĐƌaĐies ŵassiǀelǇ eǆpaŶd theiƌ oŶliŶe faĐiliƟes.

‘eĐeŶt studies ƋuesƟoŶ the ǁidespƌead assuŵpƟoŶs that suĐh iŶiƟaƟǀes iŵpƌoǀe

tƌaŶspaƌeŶĐǇ aŶd fosteƌ deŵoĐƌaƟzaƟoŶ. TheǇ pƌopose the hǇpothesis that au-

thoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes set up e-goǀeƌŶŵeŶt as a ƌespoŶse to gloďalizaƟoŶ pƌessuƌes

aŶd to deŵoŶstƌate ŵodeƌŶitǇ aŶd legiƟŵaĐǇ to the iŶteƌŶaƟoŶal ĐoŵŵuŶitǇ.

Hoǁeǀeƌ, this fiƌst studǇ of the disseƌtaƟoŶ aƌgues that the hǇpothesis does Ŷot

aĐĐouŶt foƌ the ǀaƌiaƟoŶs of e-goǀeƌŶŵeŶt aĐƌoss diffeƌeŶt tǇpes of authoƌitaƌiaŶ

ƌegiŵes aŶd suggests a ƌefiŶeŵeŶt. The ƋualitaƟǀe assessŵeŶt of fouƌ post-“oǀiet

authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes poiŶts to ĐƌuĐial diffeƌeŶĐes of hoǁ e-goǀeƌŶŵeŶt is used

to legiƟŵate authoƌitaƌiaŶisŵ. While the ŶoŶ-ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe ƌegiŵes of TuƌkŵeŶ-

istaŶ aŶd UzďekistaŶ Đƌeate theiƌ ǁeď pƌeseŶĐes pƌiŵaƌilǇ foƌ aŶ iŶteƌŶaƟoŶal au-

dieŶĐe, the studǇ fiŶds a suƌpƌisiŶg ĐiƟzeŶ-ƌespoŶsiǀeŶess oŶ the ǁeďsites of the

ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe ƌegiŵes of KazakhstaŶ aŶd ‘ussia. This studǇ pƌoposes a Ŷeǁ ĐoŶĐept

of e-goǀeƌŶŵeŶt iŶ autoĐƌaĐies aŶd illustƌates that soŵe tǇpe of ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe au-

thoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes use theiƌ ǁeďsites Ŷot oŶlǇ foƌ gaiŶiŶg eǆteƌŶal legiƟŵaĐǇ ďut

also as aŶ effiĐieŶt tool foƌ oďtaiŶiŶg the suppoƌt of theiƌ people ďǇ offeƌiŶg oŶliŶe

seƌǀiĐes aŶd siŵulaƟŶg tƌaŶspaƌeŶĐǇ aŶd paƌƟĐipaƟoŶ.

The seĐoŶd studǇ is a repriŶt froŵ ͞)eitsĐhriŌ für ǀergleiĐheŶde PoliƟkǁis-
seŶsĐhaŌ͟ ;CoŵparaƟǀe GoǀerŶaŶĐe aŶd PoliƟĐsͿ, Vol ϭϭ/Ϯ, CarsteŶ Q. “ĐhŶ-
eider, “eraphiŶe F. Maerz, ͞LegiƟŵaƟoŶ, CooptaƟoŶ, aŶd RepressioŶ aŶd the
“urǀiǀal of EleĐtoral AutoĐraĐies,͟ Ϯϭϯ-Ϯϯϱ, CopǇright ;ϮϬϭϳͿ, ǁith perŵissioŶ
froŵ “priŶger.

The seĐoŶd studǇ iŶ this disseƌtaƟoŶ aŶalǇzes the suƌǀiǀal of eleĐtoƌal autoĐƌa-

Đies. CoŶĐeptualiziŶg the ͞thƌee pillaƌs of staďilitǇ ,͟ GeƌsĐheǁski ;ϮϬϭϯͿ pƌoposes

legiƟŵaƟoŶ, ĐooptaƟoŶ aŶd ƌepƌessioŶ as the fuŶdaŵeŶtal pƌiŶĐiples of lasƟŶg

autoĐƌaƟĐ ƌule. ‘eĐeŶt studies put this so-Đalled W)B ŵodel to aŶ eŵpiƌiĐal test
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IŶtƌoduĐƟoŶ Ϯϰ

aŶd pƌoďe the effeĐts these thƌee faĐtoƌs haǀe oŶ ƌegiŵe suƌǀiǀal iŶ light of auto-

ĐƌaƟĐ eleĐƟoŶs ;Luedeƌs et al., ϮϬϭϰͿ. Theiƌ fiŶdiŶg that the W)B ŵodel has oŶlǇ

liŵited eǆplaŶatoƌǇ poǁeƌ iŶ ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe autoĐƌaĐies has spaƌked a ďƌoadeƌ de-

ďate aďout the eŵpiƌiĐal appliĐaƟoŶ of the ŵodel as suĐh ;Kailitz aŶd TaŶŶeďeƌg,

ϮϬϭϱ; Luedeƌs aŶdCƌoissaŶt, ϮϬϭϱͿ. The thiƌd studǇ of this disseƌtaƟoŶ, Đo-authoƌed

ǁith CaƌsteŶ Q. “ĐhŶeideƌ, ĐoŶtƌiďutes to this deďate iŶ seǀeƌal ǁaǇs: ;ϭͿ ƌatheƌ

thaŶ aŶalǇziŶg eaĐh pillaƌ s͛ effeĐt iŶ isolaƟoŶ, ǁe iŶǀesƟgate theiƌ ĐoŵďiŶed ef-

feĐts; ;ϮͿ ƌatheƌ thaŶ assuŵiŶg Đausal sǇŵŵetƌǇ, ǁe eǆpeĐt to fiŶd diffeƌeŶt eǆpla-

ŶaƟoŶs foƌ autoĐƌaƟĐ staďilitǇ aŶd ďƌeakdoǁŶ, ƌespeĐƟǀelǇ; ;ϯͿ ďǇ foĐusiŶg oŶ ĐoŶ-

figuƌaƟoŶs of pillaƌs, ǁe aƌe iŶ the posiƟoŶ to ideŶƟfǇ disƟŶĐt tǇpes - oƌ ͞ǁoƌlds͟

;GeƌsĐheǁski, ϮϬϭϯͿ - of ;uŶͿstaďle autoĐƌaĐies. UsiŶg the data fƌoŵ Luedeƌs et al.

;ϮϬϭϰͿ oŶ eleĐƟoŶs iŶ hegeŵoŶiĐ aŶd ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes ďetǁeeŶ

ϭϵϵϬ aŶd ϮϬϬϵ, ǁe applǇ fuzzǇ-set QualitaƟǀe CoŵpaƌaƟǀe áŶalǇsis to eŵpiƌiĐallǇ

iŶǀesƟgate ǁhiĐh, if aŶǇ, ĐoŵďiŶaƟoŶ of the diŵeŶsioŶs of legiƟŵaƟoŶ, Đoopta-

ƟoŶ, aŶd ƌepƌessioŶ lead to the suƌǀiǀal of autoĐƌaƟĐ ƌegiŵes aŶd ǁhiĐh oŶes to

theiƌ ďƌeakdoǁŶ. Ouƌ fiŶdiŶgs suggest that siŶgle pillaƌs iŶ isolaƟoŶ aƌe ĐausallǇ

iƌƌeleǀaŶt; that the W)B ŵodel is, iŶdeed, Đapaďle of ideŶƟfǇiŶg staďle autoĐƌaĐǇ

tǇpes ďut it does Ŷot peƌfoƌŵǁell iŶ ideŶƟfǇiŶg the ƌeasoŶsǁhǇ autoĐƌaĐies ďƌeak

doǁŶ; aŶd that the tǁo ǀiaďle tǇpes of autoĐƌaĐies ideŶƟfied ďǇ us aƌe ŵeaŶiŶg-

fullǇ disƟŶguished ďǇ theiƌ diffeƌeŶt legiƟŵaƟoŶ stƌategies.

The third studǇ is ĐurreŶtlǇ uŶder reǀieǁ for puďliĐaƟoŶ. The full Ɵtle of the
ŵaŶusĐript is ͞TheMaŶǇ FaĐes of AuthoritariaŶ PersisteŶĐe. A “et-TheoreƟĐ Per-
speĐƟǀe oŶ the “urǀiǀal “trategies of AuthoritariaŶ Regiŵes.͟

The thiƌd studǇ iŶ this disseƌtaƟoŶ eǆaŵiŶes hoǁ authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes Đoŵ-

ďiŶe ǀaƌious stƌategies of ƌepƌessioŶ, ĐooptaƟoŶ, aŶd legiƟŵaƟoŶ to ƌeŵaiŶ iŶ

poǁeƌ. IŶ seǀeƌal ǁaǇs, this studǇ is a ĐoŶƟŶuaƟoŶ of the seĐoŶd studǇ iŶ this dis-

seƌtaƟoŶ. Thus, it ƌefeƌs Ŷot oŶlǇ to eleĐtoƌal ƌegiŵes ďut autoĐƌaĐies iŶ geŶeƌal. IŶ

addiƟoŶ, its theoƌeƟĐal fƌaŵeǁoƌk - the heǆagoŶ of authoƌitaƌiaŶ peƌsisteŶĐe - is

paƌtlǇ ďased oŶ GeƌsĐheǁski s͛ ;ϮϬϭϯͿ thƌee pillaƌs ďut fuƌtheƌ deǀelops the theoƌǇ
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IŶtƌoduĐƟoŶ Ϯϱ

of autoĐƌaƟĐ suƌǀiǀal. The ĐoŶtƌiďuƟoŶ of the studǇ is tǁo-fold: Fiƌst, I ĐoŶĐeptual-

ize the heǆagoŶ of authoƌitaƌiaŶ peƌsisteŶĐe as a fƌaŵeǁoƌk to eǆplaiŶ hoǁauthoƌ-

itaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes ŵaŶage to suƌǀiǀe. IŶ ĐoŶtƌast to the ŵodel of the thƌee pillaƌs, the

heǆagoŶ ĐaŶ gƌasp the Đausal ĐoŵpleǆitǇ of autoĐƌaƟĐ suƌǀiǀal ďeĐause it is ƌooted

iŶ set theoƌǇ aŶd aĐĐouŶts foƌ asǇŵŵetƌiĐ Đausal ƌelaƟoŶs, ĐoŶjuŶĐtuƌal Đausa-

ƟoŶ, aŶd eƋuifiŶalitǇ. Based oŶ this, it illuŵiŶates hoǁ authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes use

ŵulƟple, ŵutuallǇ ŶoŶ-eǆĐlusiǀe suƌǀiǀal stƌategies. The seĐoŶd ĐoŶtƌiďuƟoŶ is aŶ

eŵpiƌiĐal eǆploƌaƟoŶ ǁhiĐh applies the heǆagoŶ aŶd pƌoǀides a Đase-oƌieŶtated

aŶalǇsis of ϲϮ peƌsisteŶt aŶd ŶoŶ-peƌsisteŶt authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes ;ϭϵϵϭ-ϮϬϭϬͿ. BǇ

usiŶg fuzzǇ-set QualitaƟǀe CoŵpaƌaƟǀe áŶalǇsis, the fiŶdiŶgs of this assessŵeŶt

illustƌate fiǀe ĐoŶfiguƌaƟoŶs of the heǆagoŶ as those ĐoŵďiŶaƟoŶs of stƌategies

ǁhiĐh faĐilitate authoƌitaƌiaŶ suƌǀiǀal.

The fourth studǇ ǁas prepared for the AP“A AŶŶual MeeƟŶg ϮϬϭϳ iŶ “aŶ
FraŶĐisĐo aŶd has ďeeŶ suďŵiƩed to a peer-reǀieǁed jourŶal. The full Ɵtle is
͞“iŵulaƟŶg Pluralisŵ: The LaŶguage of DeŵoĐraĐǇ iŶ HegeŵoŶiĐ AuthoritariaŶ-
isŵ.͟

The last studǇ of this disseƌtaƟoŶ aŶalǇzes the laŶguage authoƌitaƌiaŶ leadeƌs

use to legiƟŵate theiƌ ƌule. It eǆaŵiŶes the offiĐial speeĐhes of autoĐƌats iŶ hege-

ŵoŶiĐ ƌegiŵes aŶd Đoŵpaƌes theŵ to the ƌhetoƌiĐ stǇles of leadeƌs iŶ Đlosed oƌ

ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe ƌegiŵes aŶd deŵoĐƌaĐies.While ƌeĐeŶt autoĐƌaĐǇ ƌeseaƌĐh has dƌaǁŶ

ŵost aƩeŶƟoŶ to the pheŶoŵeŶoŶ of ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe authoƌitaƌiaŶisŵ, the suƌǀiǀal

stƌategies of hegeŵoŶiĐ ƌegiŵes aƌe less eǆploƌed. Thus, the studǇ foĐuses oŶ the

siŵulaƟoŶ of pluƌalisŵ as a keǇ featuƌe of hegeŵoŶiĐ ƌegiŵes. BǇ iŶstalliŶg ŶoŶ-

ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe ŵulƟpaƌtǇ sǇsteŵs ǁhiĐh ŵeƌelǇ pƌeteŶd pluƌalisŵ, these ƌegiŵes

ŵaiŶtaiŶ a stƌoŶg gƌip oŶ poǁeƌ. The studǇ fiŶds that the leadeƌs of hegeŵoŶiĐ

ƌegiŵes use a suƌpƌisiŶglǇ deŵoĐƌaƟĐ stǇle of laŶguage to sustaiŶ this façade of

pluƌalisŵ. The diĐƟoŶaƌǇ-ďased ƋuaŶƟtaƟǀe teǆt aŶalǇsis of Ϯ,Ϭϳϰ speeĐhes of Đuƌ-

ƌeŶt leadeƌs iŶ ϮϮ ĐouŶtƌies illustƌates that Đoŵpaƌed to otheƌ autoĐƌaĐies, hege-

ŵoŶiĐ ƌegiŵes oǀeƌ-eŵphasize the ;ŶoŶ-eǆisƟŶgͿ deŵoĐƌaƟĐ pƌoĐeduƌes iŶ theiƌ
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ĐouŶtƌǇ to fake a paƌƟĐipatoƌǇ foƌŵ of goǀeƌŶŵeŶt aŶd gaiŶ ŶaƟoŶal aŶd iŶteƌ-

ŶaƟoŶal legiƟŵaĐǇ. The suďseƋueŶt Đase studies of UzďekistaŶ, “audi áƌaďia, aŶd

‘ussia fuƌtheƌ ƌeǀeal the diffeƌeŶĐes iŶ ĐoŶteǆt aŶd ŵoƟǀes foƌ autoĐƌats iŶ hege-

ŵoŶiĐ, Đlosed, aŶd ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe ƌegiŵes to use autoĐƌaƟĐ oƌ deŵoĐƌaƟĐ stǇles of

laŶguage.

The fouƌ studies of this ĐuŵulaƟǀe disseƌtaƟoŶ aƌe suĐĐeeded ďǇ soŵe ĐoŶ-

ĐludiŶg ƌeŵaƌks ǁhiĐh offeƌ a fiŶal suŵŵaƌǇ of the disseƌtaƟoŶ s͛ ŵajoƌ ĐoŶtƌiďu-

ƟoŶs, poiŶt to soŵe of its ĐoŶstƌaiŶts, aŶd eŶgageǁith alteƌŶaƟǀe eǆplaŶaƟoŶs. IŶ

addiƟoŶ, the ĐoŶĐlusioŶ disĐusses ďƌoadeƌ iŵpliĐaƟoŶs of the fouƌ studies͛ fiŶd-

iŶgs aďout authoƌitaƌiaŶ peƌsisteŶĐe aŶd suggests seǀeƌal aǀeŶues foƌ futuƌe ƌe-

seaƌĐh.ϼ

ϼThe ĐoŶĐludiŶg ƌeŵaƌks aƌe folloǁed ďǇ a glossaƌǇǁhiĐh pƌoǀides defiŶiƟoŶs foƌ a ƌaŶge of keǇ
teƌŵs used iŶ this disseƌtaƟoŶ. The glossaƌǇ also Đlaƌifies that foƌ seǀeƌal teƌŵs, the opeƌaƟoŶal-
izaƟoŶ ǁas iŵpƌoǀed thƌoughout the disseƌtaƟoŶ ďeĐause iŶdiĐatoƌs ǁeƌe fƌuiƞullǇ ĐoŵďiŶed oƌ
used iŶ a Ŷeǁ ǁaǇ aŶd Ŷoǀel data ďeĐaŵe aǀailaďle.
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Study 1

The Electronic Face of Authoritarianism

This studǇ is a ƌepƌiŶt fƌoŵ GoǀeƌŶŵeŶt IŶfoƌŵaƟoŶ QuaƌteƌlǇ, Vol ϯϯ/ϰ, “eƌa-

phiŶe F. Maeƌz, ͞The EleĐtƌoŶiĐ FaĐe of áuthoƌitaƌiaŶisŵ: E-GoǀeƌŶŵeŶt as a Tool

foƌ GaiŶiŶg LegiƟŵaĐǇ iŶ CoŵpeƟƟǀe aŶd NoŶ-CoŵpeƟƟǀe ‘egiŵes,͟ ϳϮϳ-ϳϯϱ,

CopǇƌight ;ϮϬϭϲͿ, ǁith peƌŵissioŶ fƌoŵ Elseǀieƌ.¹

ϭ.ϭ The Rise of E-GoǀerŶŵeŶt iŶ AutoĐraĐies

OŶe theoƌeƟĐal ŵeƌit of the ĐuƌƌeŶtlǇ ƌeǀiǀiŶg field of autoĐƌaĐǇ ƌeseaƌĐh is the ƌe-

iŶtegƌaƟoŶ of legiƟŵaƟoŶ as a ĐƌuĐial faĐtoƌ of autoĐƌaƟĐ peƌsisteŶĐe ;GeƌsĐheǁ-

ski, ϮϬϭϯͿ. á ƌaŶge of Ŷeǁ ĐoŶtƌiďuƟoŶs eŶgage ǁith the diffeƌeŶt paƩeƌŶs of le-

giƟŵaƟŶg authoƌitaƌiaŶisŵ ;áhƌeŶs et al., ϮϬϭϱ; HoffŵaŶŶ, ϮϬϭϱ; BeiĐhelt, ϮϬϭϰ;

Gƌauǀogel aŶd ǀoŶ “oest, ϮϬϭϰͿ aŶd suggest Ŷoǀel Đƌoss-ŶaƟoŶal tǇpologies oŶ

autoĐƌaƟĐ legiƟŵaƟoŶ ;Kailitz, ϮϬϭϯͿ.ϸ This aŶalǇsis adds to this ŶasĐeŶt stƌaŶd of

liteƌatuƌe aŶd eǆaŵiŶes hoǁ e-goǀeƌŶŵeŶt is used as a tool foƌ gaiŶiŶg legiƟŵaĐǇ

iŶ ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe aŶd ŶoŶ-ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes.

“iŶĐe the eaƌlǇ Ɵŵes of the IŶteƌŶet, aŶ eǀeƌ iŶĐƌeasiŶg Ŷuŵďeƌ of goǀeƌŶ-

ŵeŶts has seized the oppoƌtuŶitǇ of iŵpƌoǀiŶg the effiĐieŶĐǇ aŶd tƌaŶspaƌeŶĐǇ of

¹ás peƌ this agƌeeŵeŶt, Ŷo ŵodifiĐaƟoŶ of the oƌigiŶallǇ puďlished teǆt haǀe ďeeŶ ŵade.
ϸáutoĐƌaĐǇ is used heƌe as aŶ uŵďƌella teƌŵ foƌ all ŶoŶ-deŵoĐƌaƟĐ ƌegiŵes, ĐoŵpƌisiŶg ďoth

the disƟŶĐƟoŶs ďetǁeeŶ authoƌitaƌiaŶ aŶd ;post-ͿtotalitaƌiaŶŵadeďǇ LiŶz ;ϮϬϬϬͿ aŶdotheƌ ƌeĐeŶt
ĐlassifiĐaƟoŶs ;Geddes et al., ϮϬϭϰͿ. á ƌegiŵe is a set of foƌŵal aŶd iŶfoƌŵal iŶsƟtuƟoŶs ;“Đhedleƌ,
ϮϬϭϯ, ϮϯͿ aŶd legiƟŵaƟoŶ is uŶdeƌstood as the pƌoĐess of legiƟŵaƟŶg ǁheƌeas legiƟŵaĐǇ ƌefeƌs
to its ƌesult ;BeiĐhelt, ϮϬϭϰͿ.
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ϭ. The EleĐtƌoŶiĐ FaĐe of áuthoƌitaƌiaŶisŵ Ϯϴ

theiƌ adŵiŶistƌaƟoŶs ďǇ seƫŶg up e-goǀeƌŶŵeŶt plaƞoƌŵs. BeŶefiƟŶg fƌoŵ the

ƌapid diffusioŶ of the Ŷeǁ iŶfoƌŵaƟoŶ aŶd ĐoŵŵuŶiĐaƟoŶ teĐhŶologies ;ICTsͿ,

theǇ Đƌeated aŶ ͞eleĐtƌoŶiĐ faĐe of goǀeƌŶŵeŶt.͟ Ϲ ǁhiĐh ǁould help theŵ to eŶ-

gage ĐiƟzeŶs, pƌoǀide seƌǀiĐes aŶd theƌeďǇ eŶhaŶĐe theiƌ legiƟŵaĐǇ ;ChadǁiĐk,

ϮϬϬϭ, ϰϮϱͿ “uĐh effoƌts of pƌoŵoƟŶg ĐiƟzeŶ paƌƟĐipaƟoŶ aŶd iŶteƌaĐƟoŶ aƌe geŶ-

eƌallǇ peƌĐeiǀed as fuŶdaŵeŶtal eleŵeŶts of deŵoĐƌaƟĐ poliƟĐs aŶd uŶƟl ƌeĐeŶtlǇ,

e-goǀeƌŶŵeŶt has ďeeŶ pƌeǀaleŶtlǇ assoĐiated ǁith deŵoĐƌaĐies. Hoǁeǀeƌ, as

shoǁŶ ďǇ the UN E-GoǀeƌŶŵeŶt DeǀelopŵeŶt IŶdeǆ foƌ the last deĐade, the ǁaǀe

of e-goǀeƌŶŵeŶt iŶ deŵoĐƌaĐies has ďeeŶ pƌoŵptlǇ folloǁed ďǇ a seĐoŶd ǁaǀe

of oŶliŶe iŶiƟaƟǀes iŶ autoĐƌaĐies. IŶ faĐt, seƫŶg up offiĐial ǁeďsites aŶd iŶǀest-

iŶg iŶ e-goǀeƌŶŵeŶt aŶd e-paƌƟĐipaƟoŶ ďeĐaŵe ǀeƌǇ fashioŶaďle iŶ authoƌitaƌiaŶ

ƌegiŵes aŶd ďǇ Ŷoǁ, soŵe of theiƌ e-paƌƟĐipaƟoŶ plaƞoƌŵs eǀeŶ outƌuŶ those of

WesteƌŶ liďeƌal deŵoĐƌaĐies ;UNPáC“, ϮϬϭϰͿ.

‘eĐeŶt ĐoŶtƌiďuƟoŶs oŶ thepoliƟĐal iŵpaĐt of ICTs addƌess theŵassiǀe gƌoǁth

of e-goǀeƌŶŵeŶt iŶ autoĐƌaĐies aŶd ĐhalleŶge the ǁidespƌead assuŵpƟoŶs that

suĐh iŶiƟaƟǀes iŵpƌoǀe tƌaŶspaƌeŶĐǇ aŶd the pƌospeĐts foƌ deŵoĐƌaƟzaƟoŶ. IŶ-

depth Đase studies shoǁ that e-goǀeƌŶŵeŶt is Ŷot a oŶe-ǁaǇ ƌoad to e-deŵoĐƌaĐǇ

;KaƌdaŶ aŶd “adeghiaŶi, ϮϬϭϭͿ aŶd illustƌate hoǁ authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌuleƌs use ICTs to

ĐoŶsolidate aŶd pƌoŵote theiƌ ƌegiŵe ;JohŶsoŶ et al., ϮϬϭϬ; Göďel, ϮϬϭϯͿ.

Otheƌ ƌeseaƌĐh ĐoŶduĐt laƌge-N ĐoŵpaƌisoŶs aŶd ƌeǀeal a ĐoƌƌelaƟoŶ ďetǁeeŶ

the estaďlishŵeŶt of e-paƌƟĐipaƟoŶ plaƞoƌŵs iŶ autoĐƌaĐies aŶd a deĐƌease of

IŶteƌŶet fƌeedoŵ ;LiŶde aŶd KaƌlssoŶ, ϮϬϭϯͿ oƌ geŶeƌallǇ iŶƋuiƌe aďout the diffeƌ-

eŶt poliƟĐal deteƌŵiŶaŶts of e-goǀeƌŶŵeŶt iŶ deŵoĐƌaĐies aŶd autoĐƌaĐies ;“Ɵeƌ,

ϮϬϭϱďͿ. Åstƌöŵ et al. ;ϮϬϭϮͿ paƌƟĐulaƌlǇ foĐus oŶ the ƌise of e-paƌƟĐipaƟoŶ iŶ au-

toĐƌaĐies. BǇ eǆaŵiŶiŶg doŵesƟĐ aŶd iŶteƌŶaƟoŶal faĐtoƌs, theiƌ fiŶdiŶgs iŶdiĐate

that eĐoŶoŵiĐ gloďalizaƟoŶ aŶd teĐhŶologiĐal deǀelopŵeŶt aƌe the stƌoŶgest dƌiǀ-

iŶg foƌĐes foƌ the eǆteŶsiǀe gƌoǁth - ƌegaƌdless of the ĐouŶtƌǇ s͛ leǀel of deŵoĐ-

ƌaƟzaƟoŶ. TheǇ aƌgue that iŶ ĐoŶtƌast to the doŵesƟĐallǇ dƌiǀeŶ e-paƌƟĐipaƟoŶ

iŶiƟaƟǀes iŶ deŵoĐƌaĐies, authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes ƌespoŶd to gloďal pƌessuƌes aŶd

ϹThe Ɵtle of this aƌƟĐle is paƌtlǇ iŶspiƌed ďǇ ChadǁiĐk ;ϮϬϬϭͿ.
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ϭ. The EleĐtƌoŶiĐ FaĐe of áuthoƌitaƌiaŶisŵ Ϯϵ

set up e-paƌƟĐipaƟoŶ plaƞoƌŵs to deŵoŶstƌate ŵodeƌŶitǇ aŶd legiƟŵaĐǇ to the

iŶteƌŶaƟoŶal eŶǀiƌoŶŵeŶt.

IŶ light of the ĐuƌƌeŶt adǀaŶĐes iŶ the field of autoĐƌaĐǇ ƌeseaƌĐh, this ͞legiƟŵa-

ƟoŶ hǇpothesis͟ of Åstƌöŵ et al. ;ϮϬϭϮ, ϭϰϰͿ is highlǇ ĐoŵpelliŶg aŶd theiƌ studǇ

pƌoǀide iŵpoƌtaŶt iŶsights iŶto e-goǀeƌŶŵeŶt iŶ autoĐƌaĐies. Hoǁeǀeƌ, this aƌƟĐle

aƌgues that it suffeƌs fƌoŵ a ĐƌuĐial shoƌtĐoŵiŶg: BǇ Ŷot disƟŶguishiŶg ďetǁeeŶ

diffeƌeŶt tǇpes of authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes aŶd ŵeƌelǇ applǇiŶg a ŵeasuƌeŵeŶt of

degƌee, the pƌoposed geŶeƌalizaƟoŶs aďout the dƌiǀiŶg foƌĐes foƌ seƫŶg up e-

paƌƟĐipaƟoŶ faĐiliƟes iŶ autoĐƌaĐies aƌe flaǁed. IŶ dƌaǁiŶg a Đleaƌ liŶe ďetǁeeŶ

ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe aŶd ŶoŶ-ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes aŶd illustƌaƟŶg hoǁ the

paƩeƌŶs of usiŶg e-goǀeƌŶŵeŶt aŶd e-paƌƟĐipaƟoŶ as a tool foƌ gaiŶiŶg legiƟŵaĐǇ

ĐaŶ diffeƌ iŶ ďoth ƌegiŵe tǇpes, this aƌƟĐle offeƌs a ŵoƌe ŶuaŶĐed peƌspeĐƟǀe oŶ

the eleĐtƌoŶiĐ faĐe of authoƌitaƌiaŶisŵ aŶd suggests a ƌefiŶeŵeŶt of theiƌ legiƟŵa-

ƟoŶ hǇpothesis: The aƌƟĐle fiŶds that the eǆaŵiŶed ŶoŶ-ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe ƌegiŵes do

set up theiƌ e-goǀeƌŶŵeŶt plaƞoƌŵs fiƌst aŶd foƌeŵost as a ƌespoŶse to eǆteƌŶal

legiƟŵaƟoŶ pƌessuƌes. Yet, the ŵodeƌŶ aŶd teĐhŶiĐallǇ sophisƟĐated ǁeďsites of

soŵe ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes ŵaiŶlǇ aiŵ foƌ iŶteƌŶal legiƟŵaĐǇ ďǇ siŵ-

ulaƟŶg tƌaŶspaƌeŶĐǇ aŶd paƌƟĐipaƟoŶ aŶd offeƌiŶg a sigŶifiĐaŶt aŵouŶt of ͞ƌeal͟

seƌǀiĐes to theiƌ ĐiƟzeŶs.

The aƌƟĐle pƌoĐeeds as folloǁs: áŌeƌ ĐoŶĐeptualiziŶg e-goǀeƌŶŵeŶt aŶd e-

paƌƟĐipaƟoŶ iŶ authoƌitaƌiaŶ seƫŶgs ;ϮͿ aŶd eǆplaiŶiŶg the ŵethodologiĐal ap-

pƌoaĐh ;ϯͿ, the Đoƌe paƌt of the aƌƟĐle ;ϰͿ outliŶes aŶd disĐusses the ƌesults of the

aŶalǇsis. The ĐoŶĐludiŶg paƌt ;ϱͿ suŵŵaƌizes the aƌƟĐle aŶd offeƌs a ďƌief ageŶda

foƌ futuƌe ƌeseaƌĐh.

ϭ.Ϯ CoŶĐeptualiziŶg E-GoǀerŶŵeŶt iŶ AutoĐraĐies

The ďuƌgeoŶiŶg liteƌatuƌe oŶ e-goǀeƌŶŵeŶt aŶd e-paƌƟĐipaƟoŶ suggests a ple-

thoƌa of defiŶiƟoŶs foƌ ďoth teƌŵs. LiŶde aŶd KaƌlssoŶ defiŶe e-goǀeƌŶŵeŶt as ͞all

effoƌts of goǀeƌŶŵeŶts to use ICTs, paƌƟĐulaƌlǇ the IŶteƌŶet, iŶ oƌdeƌ to suppoƌt
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goǀeƌŶŵeŶt opeƌaƟoŶs, eŶgage ĐiƟzeŶs, aŶd pƌoǀide goǀeƌŶŵeŶt seƌǀiĐes.͟ TheǇ

speĐifǇ e-paƌƟĐipaƟoŶ as a kiŶd of suď-ĐoŶĐept of e-goǀeƌŶŵeŶt ǁhiĐh ͞ƌefeƌs to

goǀeƌŶŵeŶt iŶiƟated effoƌts to sƟŵulate aŶd iŶĐƌease ĐiƟzeŶ paƌƟĐipaƟoŶ aŶd

iŶteƌaĐƟoŶ ǁith goǀeƌŶŵeŶt authoƌiƟes ;ǁhiĐh is a fuŶdaŵeŶtal ǀalue of deŵo-

ĐƌaƟĐ poliƟĐsͿ ǁith the suppoƌt of ICTs.͟ ;LiŶde aŶd KaƌlssoŶ, ϮϬϭϯ, ϮϲϵͿ.

These aŶd otheƌ defiŶiƟoŶs eǆhiďit a ďias iŶ faǀoƌ of deŵoĐƌaĐǇ aŶd do Ŷot ƌe-

fleĐt the aďoǀe ŵeŶƟoŶed iŶsights iŶto the speĐifiĐ Ŷatuƌe of e-goǀeƌŶŵeŶt iŶ au-

toĐƌaĐies. Theƌefoƌe, this aƌƟĐle suggests aŶ adjusted defiŶiƟoŶ of e-goǀeƌŶŵeŶt

aŶde-paƌƟĐipaƟoŶǁhiĐh paƌƟĐulaƌlǇ ƌefeƌs to authoƌitaƌiaŶ ĐoŶteǆts aŶd aĐĐouŶts

foƌ its puƌpose of legiƟŵaƟŶg authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌule, as poiŶted out ďǇ Åstƌöŵ et al.

;ϮϬϭϮͿ aŶd JohŶsoŶ et al. ;ϮϬϭϬͿ. While the defiŶiƟoŶ ƌelies oŶ theiƌ oďseƌǀa-

ƟoŶs as ǁell as oŶ soŵe aspeĐts of LiŶde aŶd KaƌlssoŶ ;ϮϬϭϯͿ, it also ďoƌƌoǁs

fƌoŵ “Ɵeƌ ;ϮϬϭϱď, ϮϳϬ-ϮϳϭͿ ǁho puts aŶ eŵphasis oŶ the eĐoŶoŵiĐ diŵeŶsioŶ of

e-goǀeƌŶŵeŶt. Thus, the ĐoŶĐept of e-goǀeƌŶŵeŶt iŶ autoĐƌaĐies is uŶdeƌstood

heƌe as all effoƌts of the ƌegiŵe to use ICTs, espeĐiallǇ the IŶteƌŶet, iŶ oƌdeƌ to

eŶhaŶĐe its legiƟŵaĐǇ. HeƌeďǇ, the ƌegiŵe applies pƌopagaŶdisƟĐ laŶguage aŶd

sǇŵďolisŵ ďut ĐaŶ also eǆhiďit ĐiƟzeŶ-ƌespoŶsiǀeŶess ďǇ offeƌiŶg seƌǀiĐes, aĐĐess

to goǀeƌŶŵeŶt-ƌelated iŶfoƌŵaƟoŶ aŶd possiďiliƟes foƌ iŶteƌaĐƟoŶǁhiĐh eŶhaŶĐe

the effiĐieŶĐǇ, aĐĐouŶtaďilitǇ aŶdŵodeƌŶitǇ of the ƌegiŵe aŶd sƟŵulate eĐoŶoŵiĐ

gƌoǁth. E-paƌƟĐipaƟoŶ iŶ autoĐƌaĐies is seeŶ as a suď-ĐategoƌǇ of e-goǀeƌŶŵeŶt iŶ

autoĐƌaĐies ǁhiĐh offeƌs poliƟĐal iŶĐlusioŶ. E-paƌƟĐipaƟoŶ iŶ autoĐƌaĐies is geŶeƌ-

allǇ eǆpeĐted to ďe eitheƌ uŶdeƌdeǀeloped oƌ as ƌelaƟŶg to shaŵ oƌ ŵeƌe ƌouƟŶe

iŶteƌaĐƟoŶs.

ϭ.ϯ MethodologǇ aŶd OperaƟoŶalizaƟoŶ

The post-“oǀiet ƌegioŶ ƌeǀeals oŶe of theŵost sigŶifiĐaŶt gƌoǁth ƌates of e-goǀeƌŶ-

ŵeŶt aŶd e-paƌƟĐipaƟoŶ iŶ autoĐƌaĐies duƌiŶg the last deĐade ;UNPáC“, ϮϬϭϰ;

Åstƌöŵ et al., ϮϬϭϮͿ. The Đase seleĐƟoŶ foƌ this aŶalǇsis is paƌtlǇ guided ďǇ the ƌise

of e-paƌƟĐipaƟoŶ as iŶdiĐated iŶ the last ĐoluŵŶ of Taďle ϭ.ϭ. Thus, out of all post-
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“oǀiet ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes, KazakhstaŶ aŶd ‘ussia displaǇ the high-

est Ŷuŵďeƌs of ƌaŶk ĐhaŶge ǁhile UzďekistaŶ aŶd TuƌkŵeŶistaŶ aƌe the oŶlǇ post-

“oǀiet ŶoŶ-ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes.Ϻ The UN iŶdeǆ of e-goǀeƌŶŵeŶt

aŶd e-paƌƟĐipaƟoŶ does Ŷot aĐĐouŶt foƌ the ĐoŶĐeptual diffeƌeŶĐes of the teƌŵs

iŶ deŵoĐƌaƟĐ aŶd authoƌitaƌiaŶ seƫŶgs as suggested iŶ this aƌƟĐle aŶd the ƌaŶk-

iŶg iŶ Taďle ϭ.ϭ should Ŷot ďe ŵisuŶdeƌstood iŶ teƌŵs of deŵoĐƌaƟzaƟoŶ leǀels

oƌ tƌeŶds.

CouŶtrǇ RaŶk ϮϬϬϯ RaŶk ϮϬϭϰ RaŶk ChaŶge
NetheƌlaŶds ϴ ϭ ϳ
FƌaŶĐe ϴ ϰ ϰ
UŶited KiŶgdoŵ ϭ ϰ -ϯ
ItalǇ ϭϳ ϭϵ -Ϯ
“paiŶ ϱϲ ϭϵ ϯϳ
KazakhstaŶ ϲϵ ϮϮ ϰϳ
FiŶlaŶd ϮϬ Ϯϰ -ϰ
GeƌŵaŶǇ ϭϱ Ϯϰ -ϵ
NoƌǁaǇ ϯϮ ϯϬ Ϯ
RussiaŶ FederaƟoŶ ϵϭ ϯϬ ϲϭ
IƌelaŶd ϭϮ ϯϯ -Ϯϭ
Poƌtugal ϮϬ ϯϯ -ϭϯ
áustƌia ϲϭ ϰϬ Ϯϭ
Belgiuŵ ϯϳ ϰϬ -ϯ
“ǁedeŶ ϭϮ ϰϱ -ϯϯ
DeŶŵaƌk ϮϬ ϱϰ -ϯϰ
Luǆeŵďouƌg ϯϳ ϱϰ -ϭϳ
UzďekistaŶ ϭϱϭ ϳϭ ϴϬ
ázeƌďaijaŶ ϭϮϯ ϳϳ ϰϲ
KǇƌgǇzstaŶ ϭϬϮ ϴϭ Ϯϭ
“ǁitzeƌlaŶd ϭϳ ϵϭ -ϳϰ
Belaƌus ϭϬϮ ϵϮ ϭϬ
TajikistaŶ ϭϱϭ ϭϱϴ -ϳ
TurkŵeŶistaŶ ϭϮϯ ϭϱϴ -ϯϱ

Taďle ϭ.ϭ: The Gƌoǁth of E-PaƌƟĐipaƟoŶ iŶ Post-“oǀiet áuthoƌitaƌiaŶ ‘egiŵes Coŵpaƌed
to WesteƌŶ EuƌopeaŶ DeŵoĐƌaĐies, e-paƌƟĐipaƟoŶ iŶdeǆ ;UNPáC“, ϮϬϭϰͿ. The seleĐted
Đases foƌ the aŶalǇsis aƌe iŶ ďold.

Ϻás opposed to the otheƌ thƌee Đases, TuƌkŵeŶistaŶ shoǁs a ŶegaƟǀe deǀelopŵeŶt ƌegaƌd-
iŶg ƌaŶk ĐhaŶges. It is Ŷeǀeƌtheless ĐoŶsideƌed as a Đase siŶĐe the aŶalǇsis iŶƋuiƌes aďout hoǁ e-
goǀeƌŶŵeŶt is used foƌ legiƟŵaƟŶg ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe aŶd ŶoŶ-ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes ƌatheƌ
thaŶ geŶeƌallǇ eǆplaiŶiŶg the ƌeĐeŶt gƌoǁth of e-goǀeƌŶŵeŶt iŶ autoĐƌaĐies.
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ϭ. The EleĐtƌoŶiĐ FaĐe of áuthoƌitaƌiaŶisŵ ϯϮ

IŶ theiƌ studǇ of e-goǀeƌŶŵeŶt ǁeďsites iŶ CeŶtƌal ásia, JohŶsoŶ et al. ;ϮϬϭϬ,

ϮϭͿ alsoǁaƌŶ ofŵisiŶteƌpƌeƟŶg e-paƌƟĐipaƟoŶ iŶiƟaƟǀes iŶ authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes

aŶd theiƌ ŵaŶipulaƟoŶ of e-goǀeƌŶŵeŶt faĐiliƟes at laƌge as aŶǇ sigŶ of deŵoĐƌa-

ƟzaƟoŶ.

IŶ oƌdeƌ to eǆaŵiŶe the e-goǀeƌŶŵeŶt ǁeďsites of the fouƌ Đases, the aƌƟĐle

applies ƋualitaƟǀe ĐoŶteŶt aŶalǇsis aŶd foƌŵulates thƌee aŶalǇƟĐal Đategoƌies: ;ϭͿ

áudieŶĐe, “tǇle aŶd Puƌpose, ;ϮͿ IŶfoƌŵaƟoŶ aŶd TƌaŶspaƌeŶĐǇ, ;ϯͿ “eƌǀiĐe, IŶ-

teƌaĐƟoŶ aŶd PaƌƟĐipaƟoŶ. EaĐh ĐategoƌǇ Đoŵpƌises a ƌaŶge of ƋuesƟoŶs ǁhiĐh

guided the aŶalǇsis of the Đases aŶd faĐilitated theiƌ ĐoŵpaƌisoŶ.ϻ The aŶalǇsis

sought to seleĐt a siŵilaƌ set of offiĐialǁeďsites iŶ all ĐasesǁhiĐh tǇpiĐallǇ iŶĐluded

a ĐouŶtƌǇ s͛ goǀeƌŶŵeŶt poƌtal, its e-goǀeƌŶŵeŶt plaƞoƌŵ;sͿ, the pƌesideŶt s͛ ǁeď-

sites aŶd oĐĐasioŶallǇ also the Đapital s͛ offiĐial ǁeďsite. The fiƌst page of the ǁeď-

sites ǁas geŶeƌallǇ ŵost ƌeleǀaŶt foƌ aŶsǁeƌiŶg the ƋuesƟoŶs iŶ ĐategoƌǇ oŶe.

Hoǁeǀeƌ, foƌ the otheƌ tǁo Đategoƌies, ŵost ǁeďsites ǁeƌe aŶalǇzed up to thƌee

oƌ ŵoƌe leǀels deepeƌ.

Oǀeƌall, this pƌoĐeediŶg ďƌoadlǇ folloǁs JohŶsoŶ aŶd Kolko s͛ ;ϮϬϭϬͿ fƌuiƞul

suggesƟoŶs ƌegaƌdiŶg ŵethods aŶd opeƌaƟoŶalizaƟoŶ - Ǉet, theiƌ Đategoƌies aŶd

ƋuesƟoŶs ǁeƌe ŵostlǇ ƌefoƌŵulated aŶd adapted to the speĐifiĐ iŶteƌest of this aƌ-

ƟĐle iŶ hoǁ authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes use e-goǀeƌŶŵeŶt as a tool foƌ legiƟŵiziŶg theiƌ

ƌule. Fuƌtheƌŵoƌe, iŶ ĐoŶtƌast to JohŶsoŶ aŶdKolko s͛ loŶg-teƌŵoďseƌǀaƟoŶ ;ϮϬϬϰ-

ϮϬϬϴͿ, this aƌƟĐle ƌefeƌs oŶlǇ to the Đaptuƌes of offiĐial ǁeďsites iŶ DeĐeŵďeƌ ϮϬϭϱ.

JohŶsoŶ aŶd Kolko illustƌate the ŵajoƌ ĐhaƌaĐteƌisƟĐs of e-goǀeƌŶŵeŶt iŶ autoĐ-

ƌaĐies ďǇ eǆaŵiŶiŶg the deǀelopŵeŶt of ŶaƟoŶal- aŶd ĐitǇ-leǀel e-goǀeƌŶŵeŶt

ǁeďsites iŶ KǇƌgǇzstaŶ, KazakhstaŶ aŶd UzďekistaŶ. Theiƌ fiŶdiŶgs oŶ hoǁ soŵe

tǇpe of authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes ŵake use of ICTs to ƌespoŶd to iŶteƌŶaƟoŶal le-

giƟŵaƟoŶ pƌessuƌes aƌe iŶ liŶe ǁith the ŵeŶƟoŶed legiƟŵaƟoŶ hǇpothesis of

Åstƌöŵ et al. ;ϮϬϭϮͿ aŶd theiƌ thoƌough aŶalǇsis ĐaŶ ďe ĐoŶsideƌed as a seŵiŶal

ǁoƌk oŶ e-goǀeƌŶŵeŶt iŶ authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes. Yet, theiƌ peƌiod of eǆaŵiŶaƟoŶ

lasts oŶlǇ uŶƟl ϮϬϬϴ aŶd theƌefoƌe does Ŷot aĐĐouŶt foƌ the ƌeĐeŶt eǆplosioŶ of e-

ϻ“ee áppeŶdiǆ á foƌ the guidiŶg ƋuesƟoŶs used iŶ eaĐh ĐategoƌǇ.
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goǀeƌŶŵeŶt iŶiƟaƟǀes iŶ post-“oǀiet ƌegiŵes ;UNPáC“, ϮϬϭϰͿ. IŶ addiƟoŶ, it does

Ŷot gƌasp the ĐhaŶgiŶg paƩeƌŶs of legiƟŵaƟoŶ to ďe oďseƌǀed iŶ soŵe tǇpes of

authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes ǁhiĐh ďeĐaŵe kŶoǁŶ as ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe oƌ eleĐtoƌal ƌegiŵes

;LeǀitskǇ aŶd WaǇ, ϮϬϭϬ; “Đhedleƌ, ϮϬϬϲͿ. Theƌefoƌe, this aƌƟĐle ƌeĐogŶizes the

Ŷeed foƌ updaƟŶg theiƌ ƌesults aŶd offeƌs a ŵoƌe ĐuƌƌeŶt aŶd ŶuaŶĐed aŶalǇsis

of e-goǀeƌŶŵeŶt iŶ authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes ďǇ aĐĐouŶƟŶg foƌ ƌeĐeŶt deǀelopŵeŶts

aŶd disƟŶguishiŶg ďetǁeeŶ ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe aŶd ŶoŶ-ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe ƌegiŵes.

This aƌƟĐle folloǁs LeǀitskǇ aŶd WaǇ s͛ ;ϮϬϭϬͿ defiŶiƟoŶ of ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe authoƌ-

itaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes.ϼ Foƌ opeƌaƟoŶaliziŶg the ĐoŶĐept of ĐoŵpeƟƟǀeŶess, the aŶalǇ-

sis applies HǇde aŶd MaƌiŶoǀ s͛ data set ǁhiĐh eǆaŵiŶes ŶaƟoŶal eleĐƟoŶs aĐƌoss

deŵoĐƌaĐǇ aŶd autoĐƌaĐǇ ;NELDáͿ. BǇ defiŶiŶg ŵiŶiŵal ĐoŶdiƟoŶs foƌ eleĐtoƌal

ĐoŵpeƟƟoŶ,Ͻ the data set dƌaǁs a Đleaƌ ďoƌdeƌliŶe ďetǁeeŶ ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe aŶd ŶoŶ-

ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe ƌegiŵes aŶd theƌeďǇ sidesteps ŵaŶǇ of the ŵeasuƌeŵeŶt pƌoďleŵs

deteĐted iŶ the liteƌatuƌe oŶ ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe ƌegiŵes ;HǇde aŶd MaƌiŶoǀ, ϮϬϭϮͿ. The

thƌeshold ďetǁeeŶ ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes aŶd deŵoĐƌaĐies is deteƌ-

ŵiŶed ďǇ the ŵiŶiŵal aŶd pƌoĐeduƌal defiŶiƟoŶ of deŵoĐƌaĐǇ applied iŶ the data

set of Geddes et al. ;ϮϬϭϰͿ. These tǁo data sets used foƌ ĐategoƌiziŶg ‘ussia aŶd

KazakhstaŶ as ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe aŶd TuƌkŵeŶistaŶ aŶd UzďekistaŶ as ŶoŶ-ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe

ƌegiŵes Đoǀeƌ oŶlǇ the Ǉeaƌs uŶƟl ϮϬϭϬ ;Geddes et al.Ϳ aŶd ϮϬϭϮ ;NELDáͿ. Yet, this

ĐlassifiĐaƟoŶ is sƟll ǀalid iŶ ϮϬϭϱ siŶĐe these ƌegiŵes did Ŷot uŶdeƌgo aŶǇ sigŶifi-

ĐaŶt ĐhaŶges ;áŶĐesĐhi, ϮϬϭϱͿ oƌ, if theƌe ǁeƌe soŵe shiŌs toǁaƌd a ŵoƌe authoƌi-

taƌiaŶ ƌule suĐh as iŶ the Đase of ‘ussia, the ƌegiŵe is sƟll peƌĐeiǀed as ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe

iŶ the ĐuƌƌeŶt liteƌatuƌe ;ǀoŶ “oest, ϮϬϭϱͿ.

ϼLeǀitskǇ aŶd WaǇ ;ϮϬϭϬ, ϱͿ defiŶe ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe authoƌitaƌiaŶisŵ as ͞ĐiǀiliaŶ ƌegiŵes iŶ ǁhiĐh
foƌŵal deŵoĐƌaƟĐ iŶsƟtuƟoŶs eǆist aŶd aƌe ǁidelǇ used as the pƌiŵaƌǇ ŵeaŶs of gaiŶiŶg poǁeƌ,
ďut iŶ ǁhiĐh iŶĐuŵďeŶts͛ aďuse of the state plaĐes theŵ at a sigŶifiĐaŶt adǀaŶtage ǀis-ă-ǀis theiƌ
oppoŶeŶts. “uĐh ƌegiŵes aƌe ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe, iŶ that opposiƟoŶ paƌƟes use deŵoĐƌaƟĐ iŶsƟtuƟoŶs
to ĐoŶtest seƌiouslǇ foƌ poǁeƌ, ďut theǇ aƌe Ŷot deŵoĐƌaƟĐ, as the plaǇiŶg field is heaǀilǇ skeǁed
iŶ faǀoƌ of iŶĐuŵďeŶts. CoŵpeƟƟoŶ is thus ƌeal ďut uŶfaiƌ.͟

ϽThis ŵiŶiŵal defiŶiƟoŶ of ĐoŵpeƟƟǀeŶess is guided ďǇ thƌee ƋuesƟoŶs: Was opposiƟoŶ al-
loǁed? Was ŵoƌe thaŶ oŶe paƌtǇ legal? Was theƌe a ĐhoiĐe of ĐaŶdidates oŶ the ďallot? ;HǇde
aŶd MaƌiŶoǀ, ϮϬϭϮ, ϭϵϰͿ.
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ϭ.ϰ Results aŶd DisĐussioŶ

This seĐƟoŶ is diǀided iŶto tǁo paƌts: The fiƌst outliŶes ŵajoƌ fiŶdiŶgs foƌ eaĐh of

the fouƌ Đases aŶd oĐĐasioŶallǇ juǆtaposes ĐouŶtƌǇ paiƌs. The seĐoŶd paƌt fuƌtheƌ

Đoŵpaƌes these fiŶdiŶgs oŶ a Đƌoss-ĐouŶtƌǇ ďasis, geŶeƌallǇ disĐusses theiƌ sĐope

of ƌeleǀaŶĐe aŶd eŶgages ǁith alteƌŶaƟǀe eǆplaŶaƟoŶs.

ϭ.ϰ.ϭ E-GoǀerŶŵeŶt iŶ NoŶ-CoŵpeƟƟǀe Regiŵes

TurkŵeŶistaŶ

álthough the highlǇ authoƌitaƌiaŶ aŶd sƟll ƌatheƌ isolatedϾ ĐouŶtƌǇ of TuƌkŵeŶ-

istaŶ is Ŷot peƌfoƌŵiŶgǁell iŶ teƌŵsof its UNe-goǀeƌŶŵeŶt ƌaƟŶg ;UNPáC“, ϮϬϭϰͿ,

the ƌegiŵe does iŶǀest iŶ its oŶliŶe appeaƌaŶĐe aŶd is ĐuƌƌeŶtlǇ ŵaiŶtaiŶiŶg seǀ-

eƌal offiĐial ǁeďsites, ǁhiĐh aƌe ƌegulaƌlǇ updated. This aƌƟĐle eǆaŵiŶes ͞TuƌkŵeŶ-

istaŶ - the GoldeŶ áge͟ ;TU‘, ϮϬϭϱͿ as the ĐouŶtƌǇ s͛ ǁeď pƌeseŶĐe ǁhiĐh Đoŵes

Đlosest to the ĐoŶĐept of e-goǀeƌŶŵeŶt iŶ autoĐƌaĐies aŶd addiƟoŶallǇ studies the

ǁeďsites of the TuƌkŵeŶ Neǁs ágeŶĐǇ ;TDH, ϮϬϭϱͿ aŶd the MiŶistƌǇ of FoƌeigŶ áf-

faiƌs ;MFá, ϮϬϭϱͿ. Fuƌtheƌŵoƌe, the ǁeďsite of TuƌkŵeŶistaŶ s͛ Đapital ;áshgaďat,

ϮϬϭϱͿ ǁas iŶĐluded iŶ the aŶalǇsis.Ͽ

MaŶǇ of JohŶsoŶ aŶd Kolko s͛ ;ϮϬϭϬͿ fiŶdiŶgs aďout the eaƌlǇ usage of ICTs iŶ

KazakhstaŶ, KǇƌgǇzstaŶ aŶd UzďekistaŶ duƌiŶg ϮϬϬϰ-ϮϬϬϴ aƌe siŵilaƌ to this aƌƟ-

Đle s͛ oďseƌǀaƟoŶs oŶ hoǁ the TuƌkŵeŶ ƌegiŵe uses the IŶteƌŶet. Thus, all offiĐial

ǁeďsites lag ďehiŶd iŶ teƌŵs of pƌofessioŶalisŵ aŶd teĐhŶiĐal sophisƟĐaƟoŶ. NoŶe

of theŵ pƌoǀides aŶǇ iŶteƌaĐƟǀe fuŶĐƟoŶ ǁhiĐh goes ďeǇoŶd the seaƌĐh fuŶĐƟoŶ.

The laǇout of the ǁeďsites is pooƌlǇ doŶe, iŶfoƌŵaƟoŶ is Ŷot ǁell aƌƌaŶged aŶd

iŶ ŵaŶǇ Đases, aŶŶouŶĐed seĐƟoŶs tuƌŶ out to ďe eŵptǇ. The pƌiŶĐipal laŶguage

of all ǁeďsites is ‘ussiaŶ - Ǉet, TuƌkŵeŶ aŶd EŶglish tƌaŶslaƟoŶs aƌe aǀailaďle aŶd

ŵoƌe oƌ less up-to-date ǁith the ‘ussiaŶ ĐoŶteŶt, although the EŶglish ǀeƌsioŶ is

Ͼ“iŶĐe the death of TuƌkŵeŶistaŶ s͛ foƌŵeƌ pƌesideŶt NiǇazoǀ iŶ ϮϬϬϲ, the ĐuƌƌeŶt pƌesideŶt
BeƌdǇŵukhaŵŵedoǀ has ďeeŶ oŶlǇ gƌaduallǇ aďaŶdoŶiŶg the isolaƟoŶist thƌust of his pƌedeĐessoƌ
;áŶĐesĐhi, ϮϬϭϬͿ.

ϿIŶ oƌdeƌ to pƌeǀeŶt asǇŵŵetƌiĐ data ďodies, the aŶalǇsis ĐoŶsideƌed the ǁeďsite of a ĐouŶtƌǇ s͛
Đapital as aŶ addiƟoŶal souƌĐe ǁheŶ e-goǀeƌŶŵeŶt ǁas ĐoŵpaƌaƟǀelǇ less deǀeloped.
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oŌeŶ of pooƌ ƋualitǇ. GeŶeƌallǇ, the ǁeďsites pƌoǀide oŶlǇ a ŵiŶiŵuŵ aŵouŶt

of iŶfoƌŵaƟoŶ aďout the goǀeƌŶŵeŶt aŶd ŵake heaǀǇ use of pƌopagaŶdisƟĐ laŶ-

guage, pƌaisiŶg the aĐhieǀeŵeŶts of the ƌegiŵe aŶd its pƌesideŶt. The ideologiĐal

teǆts pƌoŵoƟŶg the appaƌeŶt ŵodeƌŶitǇ of the ĐouŶtƌǇ aŶd its ͞peaĐeful Ŷeutƌal-

itǇ͟ aƌe ƌiĐhlǇ deĐoƌated ǁith ŶaƟoŶal sǇŵďols aŶd piĐtuƌes of ŶaƟoŶalisƟĐ, folk-

loƌiĐ fesƟǀiƟes oƌ iŶteƌŶaƟoŶal eǀeŶts, shoǁiŶg the TuƌkŵeŶ pƌesideŶt ŵeeƟŶg

ƌepƌeseŶtaƟǀes fƌoŵ otheƌ ĐouŶtƌies. The ŵissioŶ stateŵeŶts ĐleaƌlǇ addƌess aŶ

iŶteƌŶaƟoŶal audieŶĐe. The flag ĐouŶteƌ oŶ the goǀeƌŶŵeŶt s͛ ǁeďsite also shoǁs

that ŵost of its ǀisitoƌs do iŶdeed Đoŵe fƌoŵ ‘ussia ;TU‘, ϮϬϭϱͿ.

Oǀeƌall, it is ƌatheƌ oďǀious that ŶoŶe of these ǁeďsites offeƌ aŶǇ sigŶifiĐaŶt

seƌǀiĐe to TuƌkŵeŶ ĐiƟzeŶs aŶd that theǇ aƌe ĐleaƌlǇ diffeƌeŶt fƌoŵ the ŶoƟoŶ of

e-goǀeƌŶŵeŶt iŶ deŵoĐƌaƟĐ seƫŶgs oƌ fƌoŵ the ƌeĐeŶt ƌealizaƟoŶs of the ĐoŶĐept

iŶ soŵe ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe ƌegiŵes. The ĐoŵpaƌaƟǀelǇ loǁ peƌĐeŶtage of the TuƌkŵeŶ

people haǀiŶg aĐĐess to the IŶteƌŶet ;ϵ,ϲ peƌĐeŶt iŶ ϮϬϭϯ, Đf. Figuƌe ϭ.ϭ iŶ this aƌ-

ƟĐleͿ fuƌtheƌ stƌeŶgtheŶs this assuŵpƟoŶ aŶd shoǁs that TuƌkŵeŶistaŶ s͛ usage

of the Ŷeǁ ICTs is a tǇpiĐal Đase of the ͞legiƟŵaƟoŶ hǇpothesis͟ as pƌoposed ďǇ

Åstƌöŵ et al. ;ϮϬϭϮͿ: The ŶoŶ-ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵe sets up offiĐial

ǁeďsites as a ƌespoŶse to gloďalizaƟoŶ pƌessuƌes aŶd aiŵs at iŶĐƌeasiŶg its legiƟ-

ŵaĐǇ iŶ the iŶteƌŶaƟoŶal ĐoŵŵuŶitǇ ďǇ ĐƌeaƟŶg aŶ eleĐtƌoŶiĐ faĐe of the ƌegiŵe

ǁhiĐh is supposed to ƌefleĐt ͞ƌespoŶsiǀeŶess, iŵpaƌƟalitǇ, fƌaŶkŶess aŶd ƋualitǇ͟

;TU‘, ϮϬϭϱͿ - Ǉet, the ǁeďsites ƌeǀeal to ďe ŵeƌe PoteŵkiŶ poƌtals.
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Figure ϭ.ϭ: PeƌĐeŶtage of IŶdiǀiduals UsiŶg the IŶteƌŶet, ITU ;ϮϬϭϱͿ.
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ϭ. The EleĐtƌoŶiĐ FaĐe of áuthoƌitaƌiaŶisŵ ϯϲ

UzďekistaŶ

Of all the fouƌ eǆaŵiŶed Đases, UzďekistaŶ s͛ e-goǀeƌŶŵeŶt eŶǀiƌoŶŵeŶt tuƌŶs out

to ďe the ŵost ǀiďƌaŶt aŶd puzzliŶg Đase. GeŶeƌallǇ, the ŶoŶ-ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe authoƌ-

itaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵe is kŶoǁŶ foƌ its staƟĐ, pateƌŶalisƟĐ aŶd ĐeŶtƌalized oƌgaŶizaƟoŶ

of poliƟĐal aŶd soĐio-eĐoŶoŵiĐ life ;FƌǇe, ϮϬϭϬͿ. This is ǁhǇ the diǀeƌsitǇ of the

ƌegiŵe s͛ offiĐial ǁeď pƌeseŶĐes is ƌatheƌ suƌpƌisiŶg: The aŶalǇsis of the Uzďek e-

goǀeƌŶŵeŶt plaƞoƌŵ ;U), ϮϬϭϱͿ, its “iŶgle Poƌtal foƌ IŶteƌaĐƟǀe “tate “eƌǀiĐes

;“PI““, ϮϬϭϱͿ, a ďeta-ǀeƌsioŶ of a Ŷeǁ poƌtal to ďe lauŶĐhed sooŶ ;U)ďeta, ϮϬϭϱͿ,

the ǁeďsite of the pƌesideŶt s͛ pƌess seƌǀiĐe ;Kaƌiŵoǀ, ϮϬϭϱͿ aŶd the oŶliŶe eŶǀi-

ƌoŶŵeŶt of the Đapital ;TashkeŶt, ϮϬϭϱͿ ƌeǀealed that the offiĐial sites highlǇ diffeƌ

iŶ teƌŵs of ĐoŶteŶt, degƌee of iŶfoƌŵaƟzaƟoŶ, ƋualitǇ, pƌofessioŶalisŵ aŶd stǇle.

LoŶg-ƌuŶŶiŶg Uzďek pƌesideŶt Islaŵ Kaƌiŵoǀ ƌepeatedlǇ deŵoŶstƌated his stƌ-

oŶg gƌip to poǁeƌ thƌoughout the last tǁo deĐades aŶd eŶfoƌĐed a ǀeƌǇ peƌsoŶalis-

ƟĐ ƌule of the ƌegiŵe ;áŵďƌosio, ϮϬϭϱͿ. Hoǁeǀeƌ, the siŵplisƟĐ, Ŷot ǀeƌǇ ŵodeƌŶ

aŶd sloǁlǇ ǁoƌkiŶg ǁeďsite of the pƌesideŶt s͛ pƌess seƌǀiĐe is ƌatheƌ uŶdeƌǁhelŵ-

iŶg, paƌƟĐulaƌlǇ ǁheŶ Đoŵpaƌed to the iŵpƌessiǀe ǁeď pƌeseŶĐes of the Kazakh

oƌ ‘ussiaŶ pƌesideŶt. Yet, also iŶ light of UzďekistaŶ s͛ otheƌ offiĐial ǁeďsites, these

pooƌlǇ ŵaiŶtaiŶed pages sƟĐk out as old-fashioŶed. “iŵilaƌ to the TuƌkŵeŶ ǁeď-

sites, theǇ do Ŷot offeƌ aŶǇ iŶteƌaĐƟǀe fuŶĐƟoŶs, ŵake use of pƌopagaŶdisƟĐ laŶ-

guage aŶd pƌoǀide ŵeƌelǇ seleĐted iŶfoƌŵaƟoŶ aďout the ĐuƌƌeŶt aĐƟǀiƟes aŶd

aĐhieǀeŵeŶts of pƌesideŶt Kaƌiŵoǀ, desĐƌiďed heƌe as ͞the heƌo of UzďekistaŶ͟

;Kaƌiŵoǀ, ϮϬϭϱͿ. NoteǁoƌthǇ is also that this ǁeďsite is Ŷot seƌǀiĐed ďǇ aŶǇ of the

loĐal IT ĐoŵpaŶies oǀeƌseeiŶg the opeƌaƟoŶs of UzďekistaŶ s͛ otheƌ offiĐial ǁeď

pƌeseŶĐes aŶd stƌaŶgelǇ, the ǁeďsite is Ŷot eǀeŶ liŶked to these sites. OŶe ĐaŶ

oŶlǇ assuŵe that this ŵight ďe a ǀague iŶdiĐatoƌ of the ƌegiŵe s͛ eaƌlǇ aƌƌaŶge-

ŵeŶts foƌ a post-Kaƌiŵoǀ suƌǀiǀal.

CoŶtƌaƌilǇ to this, the Uzďek e-goǀeƌŶŵeŶt plaƞoƌŵ is heaǀilǇ liŶked to the Đoƌ-

ƌespoŶdiŶg iŶteƌaĐƟǀe poƌtal as ǁell as to the so-Đalled opeŶ-data plaƞoƌŵ aŶd

a ƌaŶge of otheƌ offiĐial aŶd seŵi-offiĐial ǁeďsites ;U), ϮϬϭϱͿ. át fiƌst glaŶĐe, the

Uzďek e-goǀeƌŶŵeŶt eŶǀiƌoŶŵeŶt appeaƌs ƌeŵaƌkaďlǇ pƌofessioŶal aŶd seƌǀiĐe-
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ϭ. The EleĐtƌoŶiĐ FaĐe of áuthoƌitaƌiaŶisŵ ϯϳ

oƌieŶtated. The goǀeƌŶŵeŶt ǁeďsite is ƌegulaƌlǇ updated iŶ fouƌ diffeƌeŶt laŶ-

guages ;Uzďek, ‘ussiaŶ, Kaƌakalpak aŶd EŶglishͿ aŶd offeƌs tǁo Uzďek ǀeƌsioŶs

;CǇƌilliĐ oƌ LaƟŶ alphaďetͿ. The iŶteƌaĐƟǀe poƌtal Đlaiŵs to pƌoǀide ďasiĐ adŵiŶ-

istƌaƟǀe aŶd ĐoŶsulaƌ seƌǀiĐes aŶd pƌoŵiŶeŶtlǇ aŶŶouŶĐes the opƟoŶ of suďŵit-

ƟŶg ͞appeals to state authoƌitǇ͟ ;“PI““, ϮϬϭϱͿ. The goǀeƌŶŵeŶt plaƞoƌŵ is aŶ uŶ-

eǆpeĐtedlǇ ƌiĐh souƌĐe of iŶfoƌŵaƟoŶ ǁhiĐh posts joď ǀaĐaŶĐies aŶd liŶks to the

ƌegiŵe s͛ soĐial ŵedia aĐĐouŶts oƌ a foƌuŵ ;all iŶ ‘ussiaŶͿ. CoŵpƌeheŶsiǀe teĐh-

ŶiĐal assistaŶĐe aŶd detailed ĐoŶtaĐt iŶfoƌŵaƟoŶ fuƌtheƌ iŶĐƌease the seƌǀiĐes

of these ǁeďsites ǁhiĐh ǁeƌe ŵostlǇ set up iŶ ϮϬϭϱ - a Ǉeaƌ ǁhiĐh saǁ ŵaŶǇ

Ŷeǁ laǁs aŶd ƌegulaƟoŶs oŶ e-goǀeƌŶŵeŶt iŶ UzďekistaŶ ;Leǆ.uz, ϮϬϭϱͿ. CoŶsid-

eƌiŶg these aŶd otheƌ ƌeĐeŶt ĐhaŶges, it seeŵs that the Uzďek ƌegiŵe folloǁs the

tƌeŶd of ďeiŶg ƌespoŶsiǀe aŶd offeƌiŶg ͞ƌeal͟ seƌǀiĐes aŶd eǀeŶ the pƌospeĐt of

e-paƌƟĐipaƟoŶ to its ĐiƟzeŶs as to ďe oďseƌǀed iŶ KazakhstaŶ oƌ ‘ussia.

át the seĐoŶd glaŶĐe, hoǁeǀeƌ, the Uzďek e-goǀeƌŶŵeŶt ǁeďsites ƌeǀeal to ďe

holloǁ iŵitaƟoŶs of the oŶliŶe plaƞoƌŵs set up ďǇ its ŶoƌtheƌŶ Ŷeighďoƌs. ás peƌ a

ƌepoƌt puďlished oŶ the ďeta-ǀeƌsioŶ of the Ŷeǁ plaƞoƌŵ to ďe lauŶĐhed iŶ ϮϬϭϲ,

the deǀelopŵeŶt of e-goǀeƌŶŵeŶt iŶ UzďekistaŶ is guided ďǇ the Đƌiteƌia of the

UN e-goǀeƌŶŵeŶt iŶdeǆ aŶd aiŵs at gaiŶiŶg a high sĐoƌe duƌiŶg the assessŵeŶt iŶ

ϮϬϭϲ: ͞To iŵpƌoǀe UzďekistaŶ s͛ ƌaƟŶg ďǇ the ϮϬϭϲ, fiƌst thiŶg is to Đoŵpile list of

ϲ state oƌgaŶs seƌǀiĐes ǁhiĐh aƌe assessed ďǇ UN [siĐ!]. ;...Ϳ The Ŷeǆt is peƌfeĐƟŶg

aŶd ŵodeƌŶiziŶg the state oƌgaŶs͛ ǁeď sites ďased oŶ the assessiŶg Đƌiteƌia aŶd ƌe-

ƋuiƌeŵeŶts ŵade ďǇ UN.͟ ;U)ďeta ‘epoƌt, ϮϬϭϱͿ. IŶdeed, ŵaŶǇ of the ǁeďsites͛

seĐƟoŶs do ŵake the iŵpƌessioŶ of ďeiŶg set up to pƌoŵptlǇ ĐoŶǀiŶĐe the UN

ĐoŵŵiƩee aŶd iŵpƌess aŶ iŶteƌŶaƟoŶal audieŶĐe ƌatheƌ thaŶ offeƌiŶg de faĐto

seƌǀiĐes to the Uzďek populaƟoŶ. The ďeta-ǀeƌsioŶ of the Ŷeǁ plaƞoƌŵ dƌops a

ǀaƌietǇ of ďuzzǁoƌds suĐh as ͞tƌaŶspaƌeŶt dialogue,͟ ͞effiĐieŶĐǇ͟ oƌ ͞full iŶfoƌŵa-

ƟoŶ͟ aŶd ƌeŵaƌkaďlǇ states that ͞the fiƌst oďjeĐƟǀe of UzďekistaŶ s͛ foƌeigŶ pol-

iĐǇ is ďuildiŶg a deŵoĐƌaƟĐ soĐietǇ͟ ;U)ďeta, ϮϬϭϱͿ. álthough these aŶd otheƌ

keǇǁoƌds aŶd phƌases aƌe Ŷot so pƌoŵiŶeŶtlǇ used oŶ the ĐuƌƌeŶt ǁeďsites, the

iŶteƌaĐƟǀe poƌtal aŶŶouŶĐes fuŶĐƟoŶs suĐh as the eǀaluaƟoŶ aŶd disĐussioŶ of
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͞peŶdiŶg legislaƟoŶ.͟ Yet, haƌdlǇ aŶǇ of the ϰϬϴ uploaded legislaƟǀe teǆts¹⁰ siŶĐe

JaŶuaƌǇ ϮϬϭϱ had ďeeŶ ĐoŵŵeŶted oŶ ďǇ ŵoƌe thaŶ a haŶdful of useƌs - iŶ faĐt,

ŵost ͞dƌaŌs͟ ƌeĐeiǀed Ϭ ĐoŵŵeŶts thƌoughout the tǁo-ǁeek peƌiod of opeŶ dis-

ĐussioŶ ;“PI““, ϮϬϭϱͿ. The huƌdle of the ƌegistƌaƟoŶ pƌoĐess, ǁhiĐh ƌeƋuiƌes de-

tailed peƌsoŶal iŶfoƌŵaƟoŶ of poteŶƟal useƌs oƌ the teƌŵs of use of the iŶteƌaĐ-

Ɵǀe poƌtal ǁhiĐh thƌeateŶ ǁith legal ĐoŶseƋueŶĐes iŶ Đase of false deŶuŶĐiaƟoŶs,

ŵight Đause this laĐk of paƌƟĐipaƟoŶ. Yet, aŶotheƌ ƌeasoŶ Đould also ďe that these

aŶd otheƌ fuŶĐƟoŶs aƌe Ŷot set up to ƌeaĐh out to Uzďek ĐiƟzeŶs ďut ƌatheƌ folloǁ

the guideliŶes of the UN e-goǀeƌŶŵeŶt deǀelopŵeŶt ĐoŵŵiƩee.

The staƟsƟĐs aŶd ĐouŶƟŶg fuŶĐƟoŶs giǀeŶ oŶ the ǁeďsites fuƌtheƌ suppoƌt the

assuŵpƟoŶ aďout the aĐtual audieŶĐe of the plaƞoƌŵ: The ĐuƌƌeŶt iŶteƌaĐƟǀe poƌ-

tal, lauŶĐhed iŶ ϮϬϭϯ, has aŶ aǀeƌage Ŷuŵďeƌ of ϳϬ ϬϬϬ ǀisitoƌs eaĐh ŵoŶth ;“PI““,

ϮϬϭϱͿ. GiǀeŶ that ŶeaƌlǇ ϰϬ peƌĐeŶt of UzďekistaŶ s͛ ϯϬ ŵillioŶ iŶhaďitaŶts haǀe aĐ-

Đess to the IŶteƌŶet ;see Figuƌe ϭ.ϭ iŶ this aƌƟĐleͿ, this is a ƌatheƌ sŵall aŵouŶt of

useƌs aŶd iŶdiĐates that the ƌegiŵe s͛ e-goǀeƌŶŵeŶt faĐiliƟes aƌe Ŷot ďƌoadlǇ used

ďǇ the Uzďek populaƟoŶ. Fuƌtheƌŵoƌe, oŶ Đlose iŶspeĐƟoŶ, the iŶfoƌŵaƟzaƟoŶ of

the goǀeƌŶŵeŶt poƌtal is eitheƌ ĐoŵpaƌaƟǀelǇ Ŷaƌƌoǁ oƌ siŵplǇ iŵplausiďle. The

seĐƟoŶ ͞goǀeƌŶŵeŶt͟ ĐoŶtaiŶs aďstƌaĐt teǆt-ďook like desĐƌipƟoŶs of ǀaƌious offi-

Đial posts ƌatheƌ thaŶ giǀiŶg ĐoŶĐƌete details aďout aŶǇ of the peƌsoŶs iŶ offiĐe. Yet,

stƌaŶgelǇ, the seĐƟoŶ oŶ state ďodies pƌoǀides a Ŷaŵe iŶdeǆ oŶ seǀeƌal huŶdƌed

offiĐials aŶd ďusiŶess ŵeŶ, iŶdiĐates theiƌ detailed ĐoŶtaĐt iŶfoƌŵaƟoŶ aŶd eǀeŶ

speĐifies daǇ aŶdhouƌ of ƌeĐepƟoŶ ;U), ϮϬϭϱͿ. OffeƌiŶg to the eŶƟƌeUzďek popula-

ƟoŶ the opƟoŶ to ǀisit the offiĐe houƌs of áziŵoǀ ‘ustaŵ “odikoǀiĐh, UzďekistaŶ s͛

Fiƌst DeputǇ Pƌiŵe MiŶisteƌ aŶd MiŶisteƌ of FiŶaŶĐe, ŵight eǀoke the spiƌit of di-

alogue aŶd deŵoĐƌaĐǇ iŶ soŵe people s͛ ŵiŶd - Ǉet, iŶdiĐaƟŶg puďliĐ offiĐe houƌs

of a ĐoŵpaƌaďlǇ high-ƌaŶkiŶg offiĐial oŶ the e-goǀeƌŶŵeŶt sites of a deŵoĐƌaƟĐ

ĐouŶtƌǇ ǁith a siŵilaƌ aŵouŶt of populaƟoŶ ǁould suƌelǇ pƌoǀoke highlǇ ĐhaoƟĐ

situaƟoŶs iŶ the goǀeƌŶŵeŶt s͛ ďuildiŶgs. Otheƌ duďious iŶfoƌŵaƟoŶ ĐoŶĐeƌŶ the

ƌesults of oŶliŶe suƌǀeǇs puďlished oŶ the iŶteƌaĐƟǀe plaƞoƌŵs. IŶ oŶe of these

¹⁰The legislaƟǀe teǆts aƌe oŶlǇ uploaded iŶ ‘ussiaŶ, Ŷot iŶ Uzďek oƌ Kaƌakalpak.
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suƌǀeǇs, useƌs ͞ǀoted͟ foƌ theiƌ faǀoƌite seƌǀiĐe used oŶ the plaƞoƌŵ. ‘efilliŶg a

Visa Đaƌd ǀia the plaƞoƌŵ s͛ paǇŵeŶt sǇsteŵ is ĐuƌƌeŶtlǇ the top seƌǀiĐe, ĐhoseŶ

ďǇ just a liƩle ŵoƌe thaŶ ϱ ϬϬϬ people ;“PI““, ϮϬϭϱͿ.

IŶ suŵŵaƌǇ, these aŶd otheƌ eǆaŵples of the offiĐial Uzďek ǁeďsites shoǁ

that the ƌegiŵe has a ƌatheƌ aŵďiǀaleŶt ǁeď pƌeseŶĐe. The ŵiǆed appeaƌaŶĐe

is fuƌtheƌ iŶĐƌeased ďǇ the diffeƌeŶt IT ĐoŵpaŶies ŵaiŶtaiŶiŶg the sites. Fuƌtheƌ-

ŵoƌe, ŵost of the plaƞoƌŵs aƌe oďǀiouslǇ ǁoƌk iŶ pƌogƌess. álthough the ŶeǁlǇ

estaďlished MiŶistƌǇ foƌ DeǀelopŵeŶt of IŶfoƌŵaƟoŶ TeĐhŶologies aŶd Coŵŵu-

ŶiĐaƟoŶs ;MITC, ϮϬϭϱͿ seeŵs to ďe iŶ Đhaƌge of the ĐuƌƌeŶt ƌedeǀelopŵeŶts aŶd

ŵodeƌŶizaƟoŶ, the oƌgaŶizaƟoŶ of the ƌegiŵe s͛ IŶteƌŶet pƌeseŶĐe appeaƌs sĐat-

teƌed aŶd Ŷot ǀeƌǇ ǁell ĐooƌdiŶated. The useƌ staƟsƟĐs ĐleaƌlǇ illustƌate that the

Uzďek e-goǀeƌŶŵeŶt poƌtals aƌe Ŷot ǁidelǇ used Ǉet - hoǁeǀeƌ, this ĐaŶ ĐhaŶge iŶ

the Ŷeaƌ futuƌe. It ƌeŵaiŶs to ďe seeŶ ǁhetheƌ aŶd hoǁ the ƌegiŵe ǁill eŶhaŶĐe

its oŶliŶe seƌǀiĐes aŶd hoǁ it ǁill use the faĐiliƟes iŶ the ĐouŶtƌǇ foƌ its adǀaŶtage.

Yet, foƌ Ŷoǁ the plaƞoƌŵs do Ŷot ƋualifǇ as ŵostlǇ ĐiƟzeŶ-oƌieŶtated seƌǀiĐes ďut

ƌatheƌ as a tool foƌ gaiŶiŶg iŶteƌŶaƟoŶal ƌeĐogŶiƟoŶ ďǇ pƌeteŶdiŶg to haǀe a ƌe-

spoŶsiǀe aŶd tƌaŶspaƌeŶt stǇle of e-goǀeƌŶŵeŶt.

ϭ.ϰ.Ϯ E-GoǀerŶŵeŶt iŶ CoŵpeƟƟǀe Regiŵes

KazakhstaŶ

The siŵilaƌiƟes aŶd diffeƌeŶĐes ďetǁeeŶ theUzďek aŶd Kazakh pathǁaǇs siŶĐe the

ĐouŶtƌies͛ iŶdepeŶdeŶĐe haǀe ďeeŶ fƌeƋueŶtlǇ poiŶted out ;áhƌeŶs et al., ϮϬϭϱ;

MĐGliŶĐheǇ, ϮϬϭϭ; ‘usteŵoǀa, ϮϬϭϭ; ádaŵs aŶd ‘usteŵoǀa, ϮϬϬϵ; JoŶes LuoŶg

aŶd WeiŶthal, ϮϬϬϮͿ. FaĐtoƌs suĐh as the “oǀiet aŶd otheƌ histoƌiĐ legaĐies, Ŷatu-

ƌal ƌesouƌĐes, the oƌgaŶizaƟoŶ of the eĐoŶoŵǇ, leadeƌship stǇle, iŶfoƌŵal poliƟĐs

aŶd diffeƌeŶt paƩeƌŶs of legiƟŵaƟoŶ aƌe also ƌefleĐted iŶ the appeaƌaŶĐe of ďoth

ƌegiŵes͛ offiĐial ǁeďsites. “iŶĐe this aƌƟĐle eǆploƌes e-goǀeƌŶŵeŶt iŶ ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe

aŶd ŶoŶ-ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe ƌegiŵes, it is paƌƟĐulaƌlǇ iŶteƌested iŶ ĐoŵpaƌiŶg the ǁeď

pƌeseŶĐes of the ŶeighďoƌiŶg ĐouŶtƌies ǁhiĐh ƌeǀeal ŵaŶǇ paƌallels ďut aƌe tǁo

authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes of a diffeƌeŶt kiŶd.
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WheŶ lookiŶg at the ǁelĐoŵe page of ďoth ĐouŶtƌies͛ goǀeƌŶŵeŶt poƌtal ;U),

ϮϬϭϱ; K), ϮϬϭϱͿ, oŶe aspeĐt is iŵŵediatelǇ eǇe-ĐatĐhiŶg: IŶstead of pƌoŵiŶeŶtlǇ

displaǇiŶg piĐtuƌes of the pƌesideŶt as doŶe oŶ the Uzďek poƌtal, the Kazakh page

- offeƌed iŶ Kazakh, ‘ussiaŶ oƌ EŶglish - shoǁs a disĐƌete photo galleƌǇ of its pƌiŵe

ŵiŶisteƌ, Kaƌiŵ Massiŵoǀ, ŵeeƟŶg iŶteƌŶaƟoŶal ƌepƌeseŶtaƟǀes. While it is diffi-

Đult to fiŶd eǀeŶ the Ŷaŵe of the ĐuƌƌeŶt pƌiŵe ŵiŶisteƌ oŶ the Uzďek pages, the

Kazakh ǀeƌsioŶ pƌoǀides a ͞goǀeƌŶŵeŶt͟ seĐƟoŶ ǁhiĐh ĐoŶtaiŶs Ŷaŵes, a piĐtuƌe

aŶd a shoƌt ďiogƌaphǇ of all ŵiŶisteƌs. á ĐeŶtƌal topiĐ oŶ the Kazakh page is the

pƌopagaƟoŶ of the ideologiĐal state pƌogƌaŵ ͞KazakhstaŶ ϮϬϱϬ.͟ ¹¹ Yet, geŶeƌallǇ,

the stǇle of the Kazakh page is siŵple aŶd ŵodeƌŶ, iŶfoƌŵaƟoŶ is ǁell-aƌƌaŶged

aŶd the site is Ŷot as oǀeƌloaded as its Uzďek ĐouŶteƌpaƌt. IŶ otheƌ ǁoƌds, iŶteƌaĐ-

Ɵǀe fuŶĐƟoŶs aƌe Ŷot flaŵďoǇaŶtlǇ aŶŶouŶĐed ďut siŵplǇ offeƌed: The liŶk ͞ďlogs

of goǀeƌŶŵeŶt͟ diƌeĐts to a sepaƌate page oŶ ǁhiĐh useƌs ĐaŶ addƌess ƋuesƟoŶs

aŶd appeals to high-ƌaŶkiŶg offiĐials. The page ĐouŶts oǀeƌ ϯϬϬ ϬϬϬ ƌeĐeiǀed iŶ-

Ƌuiƌies aŶd iŶ ĐoŶtƌast to the Uzďek ǀeƌsioŶ, all posts aƌe ƌe-Đallaďle aŶd also aǀail-

aďle foƌ ŶoŶ-ƌegisteƌed useƌs. While soŵe of the ƋuesƟoŶs seeŵ to ƌeŵaiŶ uŶaĐ-

kŶoǁledged, otheƌs aƌe peƌsoŶallǇ aŶsǁeƌed ďǇ the ƌespeĐƟǀe offiĐials ǁith ŵoƌe

oƌ less details.

The e-goǀeƌŶŵeŶt plaƞoƌŵs of UzďekistaŶ aŶd KazakhstaŶ seeŵ ǀeƌǇ siŵilaƌ

ǁheŶ Đoŵpaƌed iŶ teƌŵs of laǇout aŶd pƌeseŶtaƟoŶ. Hoǁeǀeƌ, theƌe aƌe at least

thƌee ĐƌuĐial diffeƌeŶĐes: Fiƌst, the Kazakh ŵissioŶ stateŵeŶt Đlaiŵs the puƌpose

of its e-goǀeƌŶŵeŶt plaƞoƌŵs to ďe the fulfillŵeŶt of its ĐiƟzeŶs͛ deŵaŶds aŶd

pƌoŵotes KazakhstaŶ as a ͞state foƌ people͟ ;Egoǀ.kz, ϮϬϭϱͿ. álthough the pƌopa-

gaŶdisƟĐ Ŷatuƌe of these phƌases is eǀideŶt, it is ĐleaƌlǇ diffeƌeŶt fƌoŵ the Uzďek

stateŵeŶt ǁhiĐh does Ŷot eǀeŶ ŵeŶƟoŶ the ǁoƌd ͞ĐiƟzeŶ͟ ;“PI““, ϮϬϭϱͿ. “eĐoŶd,

the staƟsƟĐs pƌoǀided ďǇ a seƌǀiĐe oŶ the Kazakh plaƞoƌŵ shoǁ that these sites

aƌe fƌeƋueŶted eaĐh ŵoŶth ďǇ aƌouŶd ϭ.Ϯ ŵillioŶ useƌs aŶd oǀeƌ ϭϲ ŵillioŶ ǀisi-

toƌs. Fuƌtheƌŵoƌe, the site ǁas ƌaŶked Ϯϭ of the ŵost fƌeƋueŶtlǇ ǀisited ǁeďsites

iŶ KazakhstaŶ oŶ the daǇ of ĐaptuƌiŶg foƌ this aŶalǇsis ;)eƌo, ϮϬϭϱͿ. This aƌƟĐle is

¹¹KudaiďeƌgeŶoǀa ;ϮϬϭϱͿ offeƌs a detailed aŶalǇsis of this pƌogƌaŵ aŶd illustƌates hoǁ it is used
ďǇ the ƌegiŵe foƌ legiƟŵaƟŶg its ƌule.
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aǁaƌe of the issues aŶd ƌeliaďilitǇ pƌoďleŵs ǁhiĐh ĐaŶ oĐĐuƌ ǁheŶ ƌelǇiŶg oŶ data

pƌoǀided ďǇ authoƌitaƌiaŶ states ;‘olleƌ, ϮϬϭϯͿ. Neǀeƌtheless, these Ŷuŵďeƌs aƌe

iŶ staƌk ĐoŶtƌast to the useƌ staƟsƟĐs of the Uzďek site, as ŵeŶƟoŶed aďoǀe. ás

Figuƌe ϭ.ϭ iŶ this aƌƟĐle shoǁs, the peƌĐeŶtage of the people usiŶg the IŶteƌŶet has

ďeeŶ ƌeĐeŶtlǇ higheƌ iŶ KazakhstaŶ thaŶ iŶ UzďekistaŶ - Ǉet, the laƩeƌ has a ŵoƌe

Ŷuŵeƌous populaƟoŶ aŶd this ĐoŵpaƌaƟǀelǇ liƩle diffeƌeŶĐe aloŶe ĐaŶŶot eǆplaiŶ

the sigŶifiĐaŶtlǇ feǁeƌ useƌs of the Uzďek poƌtal. á thiƌd disƟŶĐƟoŶ ďetǁeeŶ ďoth

ƌegiŵes͛ e-goǀeƌŶŵeŶt faĐiliƟes ĐoŶĐeƌŶs the pƌoǀided seƌǀiĐes. While the Uzďek

poƌtal pƌoudlǇ Đlaiŵs to offeƌ alƌeadǇ Ϯϱϳ seƌǀiĐes ;U), ϮϬϭϱͿ, ŵaŶǇ of the seƌǀiĐe

seĐƟoŶs ƌeǀeal oŶlǇ liƩle iŶfoƌŵaƟoŶ aŶd tƌaŶspaƌeŶĐǇ aďout the aĐtual pƌoĐe-

duƌe aŶd soŵe seĐƟoŶs tuƌŶ out to ďe Ŷot ŵuĐh ŵoƌe thaŶ eŵptǇ shells ;e.g.

͞“poƌts aŶd Cultuƌe,͟ “PI““, ϮϬϭϱͿ. ás opposed to this, the Kazakh site pƌoǀides a

detailed iŶfoƌŵaƟoŶ sheet aďout eaĐh siŶgle seƌǀiĐe ǁhiĐh iŶĐludes speĐifiĐaƟoŶs

aďout fees, leŶgth of pƌoĐess, seƌǀiĐe deliǀeƌǇ loĐaƟoŶ aŶd otheƌs. Fuƌtheƌŵoƌe,

the site offeƌs tƌaiŶiŶg ǀideos aŶd ǀiƌtual assistaŶĐe foƌ ŵost seƌǀiĐes aŶd the op-

ƟoŶ to ĐheĐk the status of the pƌoĐessed doĐuŵeŶts. It goes ďeǇoŶd the sĐope

of this aƌƟĐle to fuƌtheƌ Đoŵpaƌe aŶd assess the effiĐieŶĐǇ aŶd iŵpaĐt of the pƌo-

ǀided seƌǀiĐes oŶ ďoth plaƞoƌŵs, Ǉet, the disĐussed eǆaŵples shoǁ that the offi-

Đial ǁeďsites of KazakhstaŶ offeƌ plausiďle possiďiliƟes foƌ iŶteƌaĐƟoŶ aŶd a higheƌ

degƌee of tƌaŶspaƌeŶĐǇ as ǁell as iŶfoƌŵaƟzaƟoŶ. Fuƌtheƌŵoƌe, the ǁeďsites pƌi-

ŵaƌilǇ addƌess Kazakh ĐiƟzeŶs of ǁhoŵ a laƌge paƌt seeŵs to ŵake ƌegulaƌ use

of the goǀeƌŶŵeŶt s͛ seƌǀiĐes. The Kazakh ƌegiŵe is ĐuƌƌeŶtlǇ ƌeďuildiŶg its oŶliŶe

eŶǀiƌoŶŵeŶt aŶd pƌoŵotes a Ŷeǁ aŶd iŵpƌessiǀelǇ ŵodeƌŶ site oŶ ͞opeŶ goǀeƌŶ-

ŵeŶt͟ ;OpeŶ GoǀeƌŶŵeŶt K), ϮϬϭϱͿ. Heƌe, aŶ eǀeŶ laƌgeƌ aŵouŶt of iŶfoƌŵaƟoŶ,

tƌaŶspaƌeŶĐǇ aŶd seƌǀiĐes suĐh as opeŶ peƟƟoŶs aŶd the assessŵeŶt of goǀeƌŶ-

ŵeŶt ageŶĐies͛ aĐƟǀiƟes aƌe aŶŶuŶĐiated to Đoŵe iŶ ϮϬϭϲ ďut ŶoŶe of the seƌǀiĐes

has ďeeŶ eŶaĐted Ǉet.

álthough theƌe aƌe ƋualitaƟǀe diffeƌeŶĐes ďetǁeeŶ the Uzďek aŶd Kazakh e-

goǀeƌŶŵeŶt faĐiliƟes, KazakhstaŶ s͛ ĐuƌƌeŶt ǁeď pƌeseŶĐe is sƟll ƌeǀealiŶg aŶ eleĐ-

tƌoŶiĐ faĐe of authoƌitaƌiaŶisŵ. IŶ otheƌ ǁoƌds, the ƌegiŵe s͛ effoƌts of pƌoǀidiŶg
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suďstaŶƟal seƌǀiĐes to its ĐiƟzeŶs should Ŷot ďe ŵistakeŶ as a sigŶ of deŵoĐƌaƟza-

ƟoŶ ďut ƌatheƌ as the ƌegiŵe s͛ aƩeŵpts of iŶĐƌeasiŶg the suppoƌt of its populaƟoŶ

aŶd heŶĐe, gaiŶiŶg iŶteƌŶal legiƟŵaĐǇ. Based oŶ the tǁofold ĐoŶĐept ďǇ EastoŶ

;ϭϵϲϱͿ, speĐifiĐ suppoƌt of legiƟŵaĐǇ ƌefeƌs to ĐoŶĐƌete fulfillŵeŶt of ĐiƟzeŶs͛ de-

ŵaŶds suĐh as a good soĐio-eĐoŶoŵiĐ peƌfoƌŵaŶĐe oƌ, iŶ this Đase, effiĐieŶt ad-

ŵiŶistƌaƟǀe pƌoĐeduƌes offeƌed ǀia the IŶteƌŶet ǁhiĐh deĐƌease ďuƌeauĐƌaĐǇ aŶd

fosteƌ eĐoŶoŵiĐ gƌoǁth. The otheƌ ĐoŵpoŶeŶt is diffuse suppoƌt, gaiŶed ďǇ the

Đhaƌisŵa of a leadeƌ, ŶaƟoŶalisƟĐ aŶd tƌadiƟoŶal Đlaiŵs aŶd ideologies. IŶ the ĐoŶ-

teǆt of the Kazakh e-goǀeƌŶŵeŶt eŶǀiƌoŶŵeŶt, the offiĐial aŶd pƌiǀate ǁeďsites

of pƌesideŶt NuƌsultaŶ NazaƌďaǇeǀ ;ákoƌda, ϮϬϭϱ; NazaƌďaǇeǀ, ϮϬϭϱͿ aƌe ĐleaƌlǇ

souƌĐes of diffuse suppoƌt: IŶ ĐoŶtƌast to the Ŷeutƌal aŶd teĐhŶoĐƌaƟĐ stǇle of the

Kazakh e-goǀeƌŶŵeŶt poƌtal, theǇ iŶteŶsiǀelǇ pƌopagate the pƌesideŶt s͛ aĐhieǀe-

ŵeŶts aŶd peƌsoŶalitǇ ďǇ usiŶg glaƌiŶg piĐtuƌes, ŶaƟoŶal sǇŵďols aŶd hoƌtaƟǀe

laŶguage. TakeŶ togetheƌ, these souƌĐes of speĐifiĐ aŶd diffuse suppoƌt ďelie the

illiďeƌal Ŷatuƌe of the ƌegiŵe aŶd aiŵ at ŵakiŶg the populaƟoŶ ďelieǀe iŶ its legit-

iŵaĐǇ.

Russia

Coŵpaƌed to KazakhstaŶ s͛ ĐategoƌizaƟoŶ as ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe ƌegiŵe - ǁhiĐh is a ƌatheƌ

aŵďiguous ďoƌdeƌliŶe Đase that Đould also pass as ŶoŶ-ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe, depeŶdiŶg

oŶ the applied Đƌiteƌia - ‘ussia eǆhiďits seǀeƌal of the seeŵiŶglǇ deŵoĐƌaƟĐ iŶsƟ-

tuƟoŶs aŶd tǇpiĐal featuƌes of ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe oƌ hǇďƌid ƌegiŵes ;LeǀitskǇ aŶd WaǇ,

ϮϬϭϬͿ. This is also tƌue foƌ the ĐouŶtƌǇ s͛ offiĐialǁeďsites: ás opposed to the CeŶtƌal

ásiaŶ ǀeƌsioŶs of e-goǀeƌŶŵeŶt, ‘ussia s͛ oŶliŶe poƌtals aŶd iŶteƌaĐƟǀe plaƞoƌŵs

;‘U, ϮϬϭϱ; KƌeŵliŶ, ϮϬϭϱ; Gosuslugi, ϮϬϭϱ; OpeŶ GoǀeƌŶŵeŶt ‘ussia, ϮϬϭϱͿ ƌe-

ǀeal a stuŶŶiŶg pƌeseŶtaƟoŶal pƌofessioŶalisŵ. TheǇ seeŵ, iŶ the fiƌst iŶstaŶĐe at

least, ǀeƌǇ siŵilaƌ to e-goǀeƌŶŵeŶt faĐiliƟes iŶ deŵoĐƌaĐies. Fuƌtheƌŵoƌe, ‘ussia s͛

ƌeĐeŶt eǆpaŶsioŶ aŶd ŵodeƌŶizaƟoŶ of its e-goǀeƌŶŵeŶt eŶǀiƌoŶŵeŶt goes paƌ-

allel ǁith soŵe of the ĐuƌƌeŶt deǀelopŵeŶts iŶ deŵoĐƌaƟĐ ĐoŶteǆts. Foƌ eǆaŵple,

the ‘ussiaŶ ǁeďsites displaǇ aŶ iŶĐƌeased seŶsiƟǀitǇ iŶ teƌŵs of data seĐuƌitǇ aŶd
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ϭ. The EleĐtƌoŶiĐ FaĐe of áuthoƌitaƌiaŶisŵ ϰϯ

pƌoteĐƟoŶ, soŵethiŶg ǁhiĐh is ďaƌelǇ disĐussed oŶ the ǁeďsites of the eǆaŵiŶed

CeŶtƌal ásiaŶ Đases. Thus, the site of the KƌeŵliŶ ĐoŶtaiŶs a detailed stateŵeŶt

oŶ hoǁ it deals ǁith peƌsoŶal data of useƌs ;KƌeŵliŶ, ϮϬϭϱͿ, the e-goǀeƌŶŵeŶt

plaƞoƌŵ giǀes iŶstƌuĐƟoŶs oŶ hoǁ to eŶsuƌe seĐuƌitǇ iŶ the IŶteƌŶet aŶd oŶ the

plaƞoƌŵ aŶd the goǀeƌŶŵeŶt poƌtal has a CƌeaƟǀe CoŵŵoŶs liĐeŶse. á detailed

ĐoŵpaƌaƟǀe aŶalǇsis of ‘ussia s͛ ǁeďsites aŶd a deŵoĐƌaƟĐ e-goǀeƌŶŵeŶt eŶǀi-

ƌoŶŵeŶt is Ŷeeded to ŵake aŶǇ pƌofouŶd judgŵeŶt oŶ ǁhetheƌ the ďƌoad ƌaŶge

of seƌǀiĐes aŶd fuŶĐƟoŶs of the ‘ussiaŶ e-goǀeƌŶŵeŶt Đoŵe up to the staŶdaƌds

of offiĐial ǁeďsites iŶ deŵoĐƌaĐies. Yet, iŶ this aƌƟĐle it is iŵpoƌtaŶt to Ŷote that

these seƌǀiĐes aƌe offeƌed to ĐiƟzeŶs, legal eŶƟƟes aŶd ďusiŶess oƌgaŶizaƟoŶs aŶd

theƌeďǇ ĐleaƌlǇ aiŵed at a ŶaƟoŶal audieŶĐe.

‘elated to this aƌe the stƌategies of dealiŶg ǁith useƌ staƟsƟĐs aŶd tƌaŶsla-

ƟoŶs iŶto otheƌ laŶguages. The ‘ussiaŶ goǀeƌŶŵeŶt sees Ŷo Ŷeed to iŶstall tools

foƌ ĐouŶƟŶg useƌs aŶd ǀisitoƌs of its offiĐial ǁeďsites as it is doŶe ďǇ the CeŶtƌal

ásiaŶ ƌegiŵes to pƌoǀe theiƌ ƌeleǀaŶĐe iŶ the iŶteƌŶaƟoŶal aƌeŶa. IŶ ĐoŶtƌast to

the e-goǀeƌŶŵeŶt ǁeďsites of KazakhstaŶ, UzďekistaŶ oƌ TuƌkŵeŶistaŶ, ‘ussia s͛

e-goǀeƌŶŵeŶt poƌtal pƌoǀides oŶlǇ Ŷaƌƌoǁ ǀeƌsioŶs iŶ otheƌ laŶguages thaŶ ‘us-

siaŶ - the EŶglish, FƌeŶĐh aŶd GeƌŵaŶ tƌaŶslaƟoŶs aƌe sigŶifiĐaŶtlǇ shoƌteŶed aŶd

offeƌ solelǇ ĐoŶsulaƌ seƌǀiĐes, ǁhiĐh fuƌtheƌ iŶdiĐates that the poƌtal is ŵaiŶlǇ set

up foƌ aŶd used ďǇ ‘ussiaŶ ĐiƟzeŶs.

álthough the ‘ussiaŶ goǀeƌŶŵeŶt puts effoƌt iŶ ŵakiŶg a possiďlǇ deŵoĐƌaƟĐ

iŵpƌessioŶ oŶ the IŶteƌŶet aŶd its ǁeďsites ƌeǀeal a ĐoŵpaƌaƟǀelǇ high degƌee of

iŶfoƌŵaƟzaƟoŶ, theǇ also shoǁ soŵe of the tǇpiĐal ĐhaƌaĐteƌisƟĐs of e-goǀeƌŶ-

ŵeŶt iŶ autoĐƌaƟĐ seƫŶgs. The ͞opeŶ goǀeƌŶŵeŶt͟ ǁeďsite, foƌ iŶstaŶĐe, aŶ-

ŶouŶĐes seǀeƌal possiďiliƟes foƌ poliƟĐal eŶgageŵeŶt aŶd paƌƟĐipaƟoŶ, ďut suĐh

iŶiƟaƟǀes seeŵ - if at all - oŶlǇ supeƌfiĐiallǇ iŵpleŵeŶted ;OpeŶ GoǀeƌŶŵeŶt ‘us-

sia, ϮϬϭϱͿ. IŶ ϮϬϭϯ, ‘ussia ƌeĐalled its ŵeŵďeƌship iŶ the OpeŶ GoǀeƌŶŵeŶt Paƌt-

Ŷeƌship ;OGPͿ, aŶ iŶteƌŶaƟoŶal ĐollaďoƌaƟoŶ ǁhiĐh is ĐoŵŵiƩed to ŵoƌe tƌaŶs-

paƌeŶt aŶd aĐĐouŶtaďle goǀeƌŶŵeŶts ;OGP, ϮϬϭϱͿ.While the ƌegiŵedid Ŷot ĐleaƌlǇ

ĐoŵŵuŶiĐate the ƌeasoŶs foƌ its ǁithdƌaǁal, it has ďeeŶ assuŵed that the OGP s͛
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ĐoŵŵitŵeŶts to tƌaŶspaƌeŶĐǇ ǁeƌe Ŷot iŶ liŶe ǁith ‘ussia s͛ stƌategies of deal-

iŶg ǁith the IŶteƌŶet. IŶstead, the ƌegiŵe lauŶĐhed its oǁŶ ǀeƌsioŶ of aŶ ͞opeŶ

goǀeƌŶŵeŶt͟ plaƞoƌŵ, alloǁiŶg foƌ a ŵoƌe ĐoŶtƌollaďle soluƟoŶ ;Hoǁaƌd, ϮϬϭϯ;

OpeŶ GoǀeƌŶŵeŶt ‘ussia, ϮϬϭϱͿ.

TheƋualitǇ aŶd ƌaŶgeof seƌǀiĐes aŶd iŶfoƌŵaƟoŶoŶ the‘ussiaŶ e-goǀeƌŶŵeŶt

pages aƌe ŵoƌe ĐapaĐious thaŶ those of the Kazakh, Uzďek aŶd paƌƟĐulaƌlǇ of the

TuƌkŵeŶ ǁeďsites. Neǀeƌtheless, it is ƌatheƌ eǀideŶt that ‘ussia s͛ oŶliŶe plaƞoƌŵs

seƌǀe iŶ ŵaŶǇ ǁaǇs as a ŵodel foƌ the CeŶtƌal ásiaŶ ƌegiŵes. The teƌŵiŶologǇ aŶd

stƌuĐtuƌe applied oŶ the Uzďek iŶteƌaĐƟǀe poƌtal ƌeseŵďles the e-goǀeƌŶŵeŶt fa-

ĐiliƟes of ‘ussia ;“PI““, ϮϬϭϱ; Gosuslugi, ϮϬϭϱͿ. The Kazakh goǀeƌŶŵeŶt poƌtal

is stƌikiŶglǇ siŵilaƌ to the stƌuĐtuƌe, Đoloƌ aŶd laǇout of the ‘ussiaŶ poƌtal ;K),

ϮϬϭϱ; ‘U, ϮϬϭϱͿ. The Ŷot Ǉet fullǇ ŵaiŶtaiŶed ͞opeŶ goǀeƌŶŵeŶt͟ plaƞoƌŵ of the

Kazakh ƌegiŵe ŵatĐhes the laǇout of ‘ussia s͛ Ŷeǁ e-goǀeƌŶŵeŶt poƌtal - ĐuƌƌeŶtlǇ

aǀailaďle as ďeta ǀeƌsioŶ ;Gosuslugiďeta, ϮϬϭϱͿ. Theƌe aƌe fuƌtheƌ siŵilaƌiƟes iŶ

foƌŵ aŶd ĐoŶteŶt, paƌƟĐulaƌlǇ ǁheŶ it Đoŵes doǁŶ to the ƌatheƌ ďiased Ŷeǁs ƌe-

poƌƟŶg oŶ the goǀeƌŶŵeŶt poƌtal, ĐeŶteƌiŶg oŶ the aĐĐoŵplishŵeŶts of Pƌiŵe

MiŶisteƌ Medǀedeǀ ;‘U, ϮϬϭϱͿ, oƌ otheƌ issues iŶ teƌŵs of liŵited tƌaŶspaƌeŶĐǇ.

These ĐhaƌaĐteƌisƟĐs of the ǁeďsites shoǁ that ‘ussia s͛ e-goǀeƌŶŵeŶt faĐiliƟes

aƌe siŵilaƌ to the Kazakh ĐouŶteƌpaƌts aŶd seƌǀe the puƌpose of alluƌiŶg the pop-

ulaƟoŶ ďǇ pƌoǀidiŶg effiĐieŶt seƌǀiĐes aŶd siŵulaƟŶg aŶ opeŶŶess aŶd degƌee of

paƌƟĐipaƟoŶ ǁhiĐh aƌe de faĐto ŶoŶ-eǆisteŶt.

ϭ.ϰ.ϯ CoŵpariŶg aŶd DisĐussiŶg Major FiŶdiŶgs

Taďle ϭ.Ϯ pƌoǀides aŶ oǀeƌǀieǁ of the ŵost iŵpoƌtaŶt fiŶdiŶgs ǁheŶ ĐoŵpaƌiŶg

the peƌfoƌŵaŶĐe of e-goǀeƌŶŵeŶt iŶ TuƌkŵeŶistaŶ, UzďekistaŶ, KazakhstaŶ aŶd

‘ussia as Đases of ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe aŶd ŶoŶ-ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe ƌegiŵes.

álthough theƌe aƌe ĐƌuĐial diffeƌeŶĐes ďetǁeeŶ TuƌkŵeŶistaŶ s͛ ƌatheƌ uŶdeƌ-

deǀelopedoffiĐialǁeďsitesǁhiĐh ďaƌelǇ ƌeseŵďle e-goǀeƌŶŵeŶt aŶdUzďekistaŶ s͛

ŶeǁlǇ lauŶĐhed aŶd teĐhŶologiĐallǇ sophisƟĐated plaƞoƌŵs, ďoth sets of ǁeďsites

ŵaiŶlǇ addƌess aŶ iŶteƌŶaƟoŶal audieŶĐe aŶd do Ŷot ďƌoadlǇ eŶgage ǁith theiƌ Đit-
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izeŶs. “iŵilaƌ to the TuƌkŵeŶ ǁeďsites, the teǆts oŶ the Uzďek poƌtals poƌtƌaǇ the

goǀeƌŶŵeŶt as ŵodeƌŶ ďǇ ŵakiŶg ƌatheƌ iŵplausiďle Đlaiŵs of aĐĐouŶtaďilitǇ aŶd

ƌespoŶsiǀeŶess - hoǁeǀeƌ, ŶoŶe of the oŶliŶe faĐiliƟes pƌoǀide aŶǇ suďstaŶƟal eǀi-

deŶĐe foƌ these Đlaiŵs. IŶ ĐoŶtƌast to TuƌkŵeŶistaŶ, the Uzďek ƌegiŵe puts ǀisiďle

effoƌts iŶ deǀelopiŶg ǁeďsites ǁhiĐh ŵake the iŵpƌessioŶ of offeƌiŶg Ŷuŵeƌous

ĐiƟzeŶ-ĐeŶtƌiĐ seƌǀiĐes aŶd possiďiliƟes foƌ iŶteƌaĐƟoŶ. Yet, ŵaŶǇ of the seƌǀiĐes

aƌe Ŷot eŶaĐted aŶd the oŶliŶe plaƞoƌŵs aƌe geŶeƌallǇ Ŷot ŵuĐh fƌeƋueŶted ďǇ

the populaƟoŶ of ǁhiĐh a ŵajoƌitǇ is sƟll Ŷot usiŶg the IŶteƌŶet. The ǁeďsites of

ďoth ĐouŶtƌies aƌe oǀeƌloadedǁith piĐtuƌes, sǇŵďols aŶd, iŶ theUzďek Đase, faŶĐǇ

iĐoŶs oƌ fuŶĐƟoŶsǁhiĐh fuƌtheƌ eŵphasize the ƌegiŵes͛ aƩeŵpts of appeaƌiŶg ͞at

theiƌ ďest͟ iŶ the iŶteƌŶaƟoŶal aƌeŶa.

ás opposed to the TuƌkŵeŶ aŶd Uzďek offiĐial ǁeďsites, KazakhstaŶ s͛ aŶd ‘us-

sia s͛ e-goǀeƌŶŵeŶt faĐiliƟes do iŶdeed offeƌ a ďƌoad ƌaŶge of seƌǀiĐes, ǁhiĐh seeŵ

ǁidelǇ used ďǇ the populaƟoŶ. “oŵe of the Kazakh aŶd ‘ussiaŶ offiĐial ǁeď pages

also speak to the iŶteƌŶaƟoŶal ĐoŵŵuŶitǇ ďǇ tƌǇiŶg to ŵake a possiďlǇ ŵodeƌŶ

aŶd ͞opeŶ͟ iŵpƌessioŶ, Ǉet, the pƌeĐediŶg seĐƟoŶs eluĐidated that the Đoƌe paƌt

of theiƌ e-goǀeƌŶŵeŶt eŶǀiƌoŶŵeŶt addƌesses a ŶaƟoŶal audieŶĐe. Fuƌtheƌ siŵ-

ilaƌiƟes of the Kazakh aŶd ‘ussiaŶ ƌegiŵes͛ oŶliŶe faĐiliƟes ĐoŶĐeƌŶ the stǇle of

the pƌesideŶts͛ offiĐial aŶd pƌiǀate ǁeďsites ;KƌeŵliŶ, ϮϬϭϱ; PuƟŶ, ϮϬϭϱ; ákoƌda,

ϮϬϭϱ; NazaƌďaǇeǀ, ϮϬϭϱͿ. While the e-goǀeƌŶŵeŶt poƌtals of KazakhstaŶ aŶd ‘us-

sia folloǁ a Ŷeutƌal, pƌofessioŶal aŶd siŵplisƟĐ desigŶ, the elaďoƌate pages of the

pƌesideŶts aƌe set up to gaiŶ diffuse suppoƌt ǁithiŶ the populaƟoŶ ďǇ eŵphasiziŶg

the leadeƌs͛ ǀiƌtues aŶd suĐĐesses.¹ϸ Vladiŵiƌ PuƟŶ s͛ ǁeďsites, foƌ eǆaŵple, offeƌ

seleĐted ƌepoƌƟŶg aďout his aĐƟǀiƟes aŶd suĐĐesses, ďleŶded ǁith the pƌopaga-

ƟoŶ of a ƌaŶge of aŶiŵal ǁelfaƌe pƌojeĐts iŶ ǁhiĐh he plaǇs a pƌoŵiŶeŶt ƌole ďǇ

saǀiŶg eŶdaŶgeƌed speĐies. Both ǁeďsites aƌe liŶked to those pƌojeĐts ǁhiĐh pƌo-

ǀide foƌ ǀideos of PuƟŶ iŶ the ǁildeƌŶess, tƌaĐiŶg aŶ áŵuƌ Ɵgeƌ oƌ Beluga ǁhale

foƌ ǀeteƌiŶaƌǇ eǆaŵiŶaƟoŶ. Yet, seƫŶg up ǁeďsites of the head of goǀeƌŶŵeŶt

¹ϸThe Uzďek aŶd TuƌkŵeŶ ƌegiŵe haǀe eitheƌ ŶoŶe ;TuƌkŵeŶistaŶͿ oƌ oŶlǇ a pooƌlǇ ŵaiŶtaiŶed
ǁeďsite of the pƌesideŶt ;UzďekistaŶͿ aŶd pƌopagate theiƌ leadeƌs͛ stƌeŶgth oŶ the goǀeƌŶŵeŶt
poƌtals iŶstead.

C
E

U
eT

D
C

ol
le

ct
io

n



ϭ. The EleĐtƌoŶiĐ FaĐe of áuthoƌitaƌiaŶisŵ ϰϲ

Au
di
eŶ

Đe
,“
tǇ
le

aŶ
d
Pu

rp
os
e

IŶ
fo
rŵ

aƟ
oŶ

aŶ
d
Tr
aŶ

sp
ar
eŶ

ĐǇ
“e

rǀ
iĐe

,I
Ŷt
er
aĐ
Ɵo

Ŷ
aŶ

d
Pa

rƟ
Đip

aƟ
oŶ

Tu
ƌk

ŵ
eŶ

ist
aŶ

Offi
Đia

l
ǁ

eď
sit

es
ad

dƌ
es

s
aŶ

iŶ
te

ƌŶ
a-

Ɵo
Ŷa

la
ud

ie
ŶĐ

e.
Th

e
ŵ

ai
Ŷ

la
Ŷg

ua
ge

is
‘u

ss
ia

Ŷ
-t

he
Tu

ƌk
ŵ

eŶ
aŶ

d
EŶ

gl
ish

ǀe
ƌ-

sio
Ŷs

aƌ
e

Ŷo
t

as
Đo

ŵ
pƌ

eh
eŶ

siǀ
e

oƌ
of

po
oƌ

Ƌu
al

itǇ
.T

he
st

Ǉl
e

is
iŶ

do
Đt

ƌiŶ
aƟ

Ŷg
,

th
e

ǁ
eď

sit
es

se
ƌǀ

e
th

e
pu

ƌp
os

e
of

ga
iŶ

-
iŶ

g
eǆ

te
ƌŶ

al
le

gi
Ɵŵ

aĐ
Ǉ.

“e
le

Đt
ed

Ŷe
ǁ

s,
ŵ

ai
Ŷl

Ǉ
aď

ou
t

th
e

pƌ
es

i-
de

Ŷt
,s

po
ƌt

eǀ
eŶ

ts
oƌ

iŵ
pl

au
siď

le
iŶ

fo
ƌ-

ŵ
aƟ

oŶ
ǁ

hi
Đh

po
ƌt

ƌa
Ǉt

he
ƌe

gi
ŵ

ea
sŵ

od
-

eƌ
Ŷ

oƌ
ƌe

sp
oŶ

siǀ
e.

No
fu

ƌt
he

ƌ
iŶ

fo
ƌŵ

a-
Ɵo

Ŷ
aď

ou
tt

he
go

ǀe
ƌŶ

ŵ
eŶ

tď
od

ie
s,

ŵ
aŶ

Ǉ
se

ĐƟ
oŶ

s
of

th
e

ǁ
eď

sit
es

aƌ
e

eŵ
pt

Ǉ,
Ŷo

su
ďs

ta
ŶƟ

al
tƌa

Ŷs
pa

ƌe
ŶĐ

Ǉ.

No
se

ƌǀ
iĐe

s
oƌ

iŶ
te

ƌa
ĐƟ

ǀe
fu

ŶĐ
Ɵo

Ŷs
.

M
os

tǁ
eď

sit
es

do
Ŷo

te
ǀe

Ŷ
ha

ǀe
th

es
ta

Ŷ-
da

ƌd
Đo

Ŷt
aĐ

tf
oƌ

ŵ
.T

he
la

Ǉo
ut

is
uŶ

pƌ
o-

fe
ss

io
Ŷa

lď
ut

th
e

ǁ
eď

sit
es

aƌ
e

ƌe
la

Ɵǀ
el

Ǉ
up

-to
-d

at
e.

Th
e

us
eƌ

st
aƟ

sƟ
Đs

of
th

e
go

ǀ-
eƌ

Ŷŵ
eŶ

ts͛
ǁ

eď
sit

e
sh

oǁ
th

at
ŵ

os
tǀ

isi
-

to
ƌs

Đo
ŵ

e
fƌo

ŵ
‘u

ss
ia

.

Uz
ďe

ki
st

aŶ
M

os
tǁ

eď
sit

es
ad

dƌ
es

s
aŶ

iŶ
te

ƌŶ
aƟ

oŶ
al

au
di

eŶ
Đe

aŶ
d

ai
ŵ

fo
ƌ
eǆ

te
ƌŶ

al
le

gi
Ɵŵ

a-
Ɵo

Ŷ.
Th

e
eff

oƌ
ts

of
ƌe

aĐ
hi

Ŷg
ou

t
to

a
ďƌ

oa
de

ƌ
Ŷa

Ɵo
Ŷa

l
au

di
eŶ

Đe
aƌ

e
ǀi

siď
le

ďu
ts

o
fa

ƌŶ
ot

Đo
Ŷǀ

iŶ
ĐiŶ

g.
Th

e
ǁ

eď
sit

es
ap

pe
aƌ

iŶ
up

to
fo

uƌ
la

Ŷg
ua

ge
s.

Th
e

st
Ǉl

e
ƌa

Ŷg
es

fƌo
ŵ

pƌ
op

ag
aŶ

di
sƟ

Đ
to

ƌe
la

Ɵǀ
el

Ǉ
Ŷe

ut
ƌa

lď
ut

oǀ
eƌ

lo
ad

ed
de

sig
Ŷs

.

Th
eƌ

e
aƌ

e
ǀe

ƌǇ
liŵ

ite
d

Ŷe
ǁ

s
aď

ou
t

th
e

oŶ
go

iŶ
g

po
liƟ

Đa
l

pƌ
oĐ

es
se

s,
Đe

Ŷt
eƌ

iŶ
g

aƌ
ou

Ŷd
th

e
pƌ

es
id

eŶ
t.

“o
ŵ

e
ďu

siŶ
es

s-
ƌe

la
te

d
iŶ

fo
ƌŵ

aƟ
oŶ

aŶ
d

a
Ŷu

ŵ
ďe

ƌo
fd

u-
ďi

ou
sd

et
ai

ls
aď

ou
tt

he
go

ǀe
ƌŶ

ŵ
eŶ

ta
Ŷd

its
offi

Đia
ls

aƌ
e

pƌ
oǀ

id
ed

.á
Đo

ŵ
pƌ

eh
eŶ

-
siǀ

e
Đo

lle
ĐƟ

oŶ
of

le
gi

sla
Ɵǀ

e
te

ǆt
is

aĐ
Đe

s-
siď

le
.

Th
e

e-
go

ǀe
ƌŶ

ŵ
eŶ

tp
oƌ

ta
ls

pƌ
et

eŶ
Ɵo

us
lǇ

aŶ
Ŷo

uŶ
Đe

a
gƌ

ea
t

Ŷu
ŵ

ďe
ƌ

of
se

ƌǀ
iĐe

s
aŶ

d
ŵ

ak
e

th
e

iŵ
pƌ

es
sio

Ŷ
of

te
Đh

Ŷi
Đa

llǇ
so

ph
isƟ

Đa
te

d
pl

aƞ
oƌ

ŵ
s.

Ye
t,

ŵ
aŶ

Ǉo
ft

he
se

ƌǀ
iĐe

s
aŶ

d
iŶ

te
ƌa

ĐƟ
ǀe

fu
ŶĐ

Ɵo
Ŷs

aƌ
e

Ŷo
t

eŶ
aď

le
d

oƌ
ƌa

ƌe
lǇ

us
ed

.
Us

eƌ
s

Đa
Ŷ

eǀ
al

ua
te

th
e

ǁ
eď

sit
es

,ď
ut

th
eƌ

e
aƌ

e
Ŷo

eff
oƌ

ts
fo

ƌp
ol

iƟ
Đa

li
ŶĐ

lu
sio

Ŷ.

Ka
za

kh
st

aŶ
Th

e
ǁ

eď
sit

es
ad

dƌ
es

sŶ
aƟ

oŶ
al

aŶ
d

iŶ
te

ƌ-
Ŷa

Ɵo
Ŷa

l
au

di
eŶ

Đe
s

aŶ
d

aƌ
e

pu
ďl

ish
ed

iŶ
th

ƌe
e

la
Ŷg

ua
ge

s.
Th

e
st

Ǉl
e

is
ŵ

os
tlǇ

siŵ
pl

e,
effi

Đie
Ŷt

aŶ
d

ŵ
od

eƌ
Ŷ.

Th
e

se
ƌǀ

iĐe
-o

ƌie
Ŷt

at
ed

e-
go

ǀe
ƌŶ

ŵ
eŶ

t
pl

at
-

fo
ƌŵ

s
ǁ

eƌ
e

Đle
aƌ

lǇ
se

t
up

fo
ƌ

Ŷa
Ɵo

Ŷa
l

us
eƌ

s.

IŶ
fo

ƌŵ
aƟ

oŶ
aď

ou
t

go
ǀe

ƌŶ
ŵ

eŶ
t-ƌ

el
at

ed
iss

ue
s

is
Đo

ŵ
pa

ƌa
Ɵǀ

el
Ǉ

ƌiĐ
h.

“e
le

Đt
ed

Ŷe
ǁ

s
aď

ou
t

Đu
ƌƌ

eŶ
t

po
liƟ

Đa
l

eǀ
eŶ

ts
,

la
ƌg

e
aŵ

ou
Ŷt

s
of

le
gi

sla
Ɵǀ

e
te

ǆt
s.

Th
e

Ŷe
ǁ

lǇ
la

uŶ
Đh

ed
͞O

pe
Ŷ

Go
ǀe

ƌŶ
ŵ

eŶ
t͟

ǁ
eď

sit
e

is
Ŷo

t
Ǉe

t
fu

llǇ
fu

ŶĐ
Ɵo

Ŷi
Ŷg

ďu
t

aŶ
Ŷo

uŶ
Đe

sŵ
oƌ

e
tƌa

Ŷs
pa

ƌe
ŶĐ

Ǉ.

Bƌ
oa

d
ƌa

Ŷg
e

of
se

ƌǀ
iĐe

s,
ge

Ŷe
ƌa

llǇ
us

ed
ďǇ

ĐiƟ
ze

Ŷs
;a

s
pe

ƌ
us

eƌ
st

aƟ
sƟ

Đs
Ϳ.

Va
ƌi-

ou
sd

oĐ
uŵ

eŶ
te

d
fo

ƌŵ
so

fi
Ŷt

eƌ
aĐ

Ɵo
Ŷ

ďe
-

tǁ
ee

Ŷ
go

ǀe
ƌŶ

ŵ
eŶ

ta
Ŷd

ĐiƟ
ze

Ŷs
.L

iŶ
ks

to
go

ǀe
ƌŶ

ŵ
eŶ

ts͛
so

Đia
lŵ

ed
ia

sit
es

.P
aƌ

ƟĐ
-

ip
aƟ

oŶ
do

es
Ŷo

t
go

ďe
Ǉo

Ŷd
eǀ

al
ua

ƟŶ
g

th
e

offi
Đia

lǁ
eď

sit
es

.

‘u
ss

ia
E-

go
ǀe

ƌŶ
ŵ

eŶ
t

pl
aƞ

oƌ
ŵ

s
ad

dƌ
es

s
a

Ŷa
-

Ɵo
Ŷa

la
ud

ie
ŶĐ

e
aŶ

d
ga

iŶ
fo

ƌi
Ŷt

eƌ
Ŷa

ll
e-

gi
Ɵŵ

aĐ
Ǉ.

Ve
ƌs

io
Ŷs

iŶ
ot

he
ƌ

la
Ŷg

ua
ge

s
th

aŶ
‘u

ss
ia

Ŷ
aƌ

e
Ŷo

t
as

de
ta

ile
d

aŶ
d

ŵ
ai

Ŷl
Ǉ

ƌe
fe

ƌ
to

ǀi
sa

iss
ue

s
aŶ

d
to

uƌ
isŵ

.
Th

e
st

Ǉl
e

is
ŵ

od
eƌ

Ŷ
aŶ

d
fo

llo
ǁ

s
th

e
la

Ǉo
ut

of
Eu

ƌo
pe

aŶ
e-

go
ǀe

ƌŶ
ŵ

eŶ
t

ǁ
eď

-
sit

es
.

Th
e

ǁ
eď

sit
es

off
eƌ

de
ta

ile
d

iŶ
fo

ƌŵ
aƟ

oŶ
aď

ou
tt

he
go

ǀe
ƌŶ

ŵ
eŶ

ta
Ŷd

its
ƌe

sp
oŶ

si-
ďi

liƟ
es

.T
he

ƌe
aƌ

e
so

ŵ
e

Ŷe
ǁ

so
Ŷ

Đu
ƌƌ

eŶ
t

po
liƟ

Đa
le

ǀe
Ŷt

s
aŶ

d
go

ǀe
ƌŶ

ŵ
eŶ

ts͛
de

Đi-
sio

Ŷs
.L

eg
isl

aƟ
ǀe

te
ǆt

s
aŶ

d
ot

he
ƌ

do
Đu

-
ŵ

eŶ
ts

aƌ
e

aĐ
Đe

ss
iď

le
aŶ

d
ge

Ŷe
ƌa

llǇ
,t

he
de

gƌ
ee

of
tƌa

Ŷs
pa

ƌe
ŶĐ

Ǉ
se

eŵ
s

to
so

ŵ
e

eǆ
te

Ŷt
hi

gh
eƌ

th
aŶ

iŶ
th

e
ot

he
ƌĐ

as
es

.

ál
lǁ

eď
sit

es
aƌ

e
hi

gh
lǇ

pƌ
of

es
sio

Ŷa
l,

of
-

fe
ƌiŶ

g
su

ďs
ta

ŶƟ
al

se
ƌǀ

iĐe
s

aŶ
d

op
po

ƌt
u-

Ŷi
Ɵe

s
fo

ƌ
iŶ

te
ƌa

ĐƟ
oŶ

.
LiŶ

ks
to

go
ǀe

ƌŶ
-

ŵ
eŶ

ts͛
so

Đia
lŵ

ed
ia

sit
es

.T
he

͞o
pe

Ŷ
go

ǀ-
eƌ

Ŷŵ
eŶ

t͟
ǁ

eď
sit

e
-

pu
ďl

ish
ed

oŶ
lǇ

iŶ
‘u

ss
ia

Ŷ
-a

ŶŶ
ou

ŶĐ
es

op
Ɵo

Ŷs
fo

ƌp
ol

iƟ
Đa

l
pa

ƌƟ
Đip

aƟ
oŶ

ďu
t

th
eǇ

se
eŵ

su
pe

ƌfi
Đia

l
oƌ

Ŷo
ti

ŵ
pl

eŵ
eŶ

te
d.

Ta
ďl
e
ϭ.
Ϯ:

Co
ŵ

pa
ƌiŶ

g
E-

Go
ǀe

ƌŶ
ŵ

eŶ
tP

eƌ
fo

ƌŵ
aŶ

Đe
iŶ

No
Ŷ-

Co
ŵ

pe
ƟƟ

ǀe
aŶ

d
Co

ŵ
pe

ƟƟ
ǀe

‘e
gi

ŵ
es

.

C
E

U
eT

D
C

ol
le

ct
io

n



ϭ. The EleĐtƌoŶiĐ FaĐe of áuthoƌitaƌiaŶisŵ ϰϳ

foƌ gaiŶiŶg diffuse suppoƌt iŶ the populaƟoŶ is Ŷot a disƟŶĐt ĐhaƌaĐteƌisƟĐ of au-

toĐƌaĐies, as the ǁeďsite of the GeƌŵaŶ ĐhaŶĐelloƌ áŶgela Meƌkel shoǁs. While

PuƟŶ is poƌtƌaǇed as a stƌoŶg aŶd ŵasĐuliŶe leadeƌ ǁithout feaƌ, Meƌkel s͛ ǁeď-

site illustƌates heƌ as a ĐaƌiŶg houseǁife ǁho gƌoǁs ǀegetaďles iŶ heƌ gaƌdeŶ aŶd

pƌefeƌaďlǇ Đooks ƌoulades ǁith potato soup ;Meƌkel, ϮϬϭϱͿ.

This poiŶts to oďtƌusiǀe siŵilaƌiƟes ďetǁeeŶ e-goǀeƌŶŵeŶt iŶ autoĐƌaĐies aŶd

deŵoĐƌaĐies. Hoǁeǀeƌ, the deĐisiǀe diffeƌeŶĐe is that ǁhile soŵe autoĐƌaƟĐ ƌeg-

iŵes suĐh as KazakhstaŶ aŶd‘ussiaŵaiŶtaiŶ highlǇ pƌofessioŶal aŶd seƌǀiĐe-oƌieŶ-

tated ǁeďsites, theiƌ eleĐtƌoŶiĐ faĐes do Ŷot aiŵ foƌ ŵoƌe tƌaŶspaƌeŶĐǇ oƌ deŵoĐ-

ƌaƟzaƟoŶ. OffeƌiŶg effiĐieŶt ǁeď seƌǀiĐes to the populaƟoŶ is oŶe of theiƌ stƌate-

gies foƌ gaiŶiŶg iŶteƌŶal legiƟŵaĐǇ siŶĐe these ƌegiŵes alloǁ foƌ ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe eleĐ-

ƟoŶs aŶd theƌefoƌe faĐe aŶ iŶĐƌeased aŵouŶt of iŶteƌŶal legiƟŵaƟoŶ pƌessuƌes.

Hoǁ faƌ ĐaŶ this ƌefoƌŵulaƟoŶ of the ͞legiƟŵaƟoŶ hǇpothesis͟ tƌaǀel? IŶ otheƌ

ǁoƌds, do ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes iŶ geŶeƌal use theiƌ e-goǀeƌŶŵeŶt

plaƞoƌŵs to ƌespoŶd to iŶĐƌeased iŶteƌŶal legiƟŵaƟoŶ pƌessuƌes? WheŶ takiŶg

a look at “iŶgapoƌe oƌ MalaǇsia as otheƌ autoĐƌaĐies ǁhiĐh sƟĐk out iŶ teƌŵs of

theiƌ highlǇ ŵodeƌŶ aŶd ǁell-deǀeloped e-goǀeƌŶŵeŶt seƌǀiĐes, oŶe fiŶds ĐoŶfiƌ-

ŵaƟoŶ foƌ this assuŵpƟoŶ siŶĐe these ƌegiŵes aƌe iŶdeed Đategoƌized as ĐoŵpeƟ-

Ɵǀe. Yet, otheƌ ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe ƌegiŵes ǁith less eĐoŶoŵiĐ gƌoǁth aŶd a loǁ diffusioŶ

of the IŶteƌŶet suĐh as TajikistaŶ do ƌatheƌ Đoŵpaƌe to the pooƌlǇ deǀeloped e-

goǀeƌŶŵeŶt of TuƌkŵeŶistaŶ. Fuƌtheƌŵoƌe, BahƌaiŶ, “audi áƌaďia aŶd the UŶited

áƌaď Eŵiƌates - all ŶoŶ-ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe ƌegiŵes ǁhiĐh aƌe ƌiĐh iŶ Ŷatuƌal ƌesouƌĐes -

ƌiǀal ǁith the high-ƌaŶkiŶg ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe autoĐƌaĐies iŶ teƌŵs of theiƌ e-goǀeƌŶŵeŶt

aŶd e-paƌƟĐipaƟoŶ iŶdeǆ ;UNPáC“, ϮϬϭϰͿ. Hoǁeǀeƌ, as the Đase of UzďekistaŶ

highlights, these ƌaŶkiŶgs ĐaŶ ďe ŵisleadiŶg siŶĐe a good peƌfoƌŵaŶĐe iŶ the UN

e-paƌƟĐipaƟoŶ iŶdeǆ does Ŷot autoŵaƟĐallǇ ŵeaŶ that the offiĐial ǁeďsites ƌeaĐh

out foƌ the ĐouŶtƌǇ s͛ populaƟoŶ ďǇ offeƌiŶg aĐtual seƌǀiĐes. Oǀeƌall, these eǆaŵ-

ples shoǁ that fuƌtheƌ ƌeseaƌĐh is Ŷeeded ďefoƌe the ƌefoƌŵulated ͞legiƟŵaƟoŶ

hǇpothesis͟ ĐaŶ ďe eǆpaŶded ďeǇoŶd the Đases studied iŶ this aƌƟĐle.
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ϭ. The EleĐtƌoŶiĐ FaĐe of áuthoƌitaƌiaŶisŵ ϰϴ

áŶotheƌ ƋuesƟoŶ is ǁhetheƌ the ǀaƌiaƟoŶ of e-goǀeƌŶŵeŶt peƌfoƌŵaŶĐe iŶ

autoĐƌaĐies as illustƌated iŶ this aƌƟĐle Đould also ďe eǆplaiŶed ďǇ otheƌ doŵesƟĐ

faĐtoƌs thaŶ the iŶĐƌeased iŶteƌŶal legiƟŵaƟoŶ pƌessuƌes iŶ ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe authoƌ-

itaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes. “Ɵeƌ ;ϮϬϭϱďͿ, foƌ eǆaŵple, illuŵiŶates iŶ his studǇ oŶ poliƟĐal

deteƌŵiŶaŶts of e-goǀeƌŶŵeŶt peƌfoƌŵaŶĐe iŶ deŵoĐƌaĐies aŶd autoĐƌaĐies that

goǀeƌŶŵeŶt ĐapaĐitǇ oƌ effeĐƟǀeŶess ďeĐoŵes iŶĐƌeasiŶglǇ iŵpoƌtaŶt iŶ this ƌe-

gaƌd. IŶdeed, the ϮϬϭϰ Woƌldǁide GoǀeƌŶaŶĐe IŶdiĐatoƌ foƌ goǀeƌŶŵeŶt effeĐƟǀe-

Ŷess ƌeseŵďles the desĐƌiďed alteƌaƟoŶ iŶ this aƌƟĐle, ƌaŶkiŶg fƌoŵ a ƌatheƌ ǁeak

peƌfoƌŵaŶĐe iŶ the Đase of TuƌkŵeŶistaŶ aŶd UzďekistaŶ to ďeƩeƌ ƌesults foƌ Kaza-

khstaŶ aŶd ‘ussia ;WGI, ϮϬϭϰͿ. ápaƌt fƌoŵ this, the aďoǀe ŵeŶƟoŶed iŶdiĐatoƌ foƌ

IŶteƌŶet diffusioŶ ŵiƌƌoƌs the ǀaƌǇiŶg e-goǀeƌŶŵeŶt peƌfoƌŵaŶĐe eǀeŶ ďeƩeƌ ;Đf.

Taďle ϭ.ϭͿ. Hoǁeǀeƌ, ǁhile these alteƌŶaƟǀe ǀaƌiaďles ĐaŶ pƌediĐt the degƌee of

e-goǀeƌŶŵeŶt ŵatuƌaƟoŶ iŶ the eǆaŵiŶed Đases to soŵe eǆteŶt, the ǀaƌiaďle of

ƌegiŵe tǇpe iŵpoƌtaŶtlǇ illuŵiŶates the diffeƌeŶt kiŶd of legiƟŵaƟoŶ ŵeĐhaŶisŵs

iŶ ŶoŶ-ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe aŶd ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe autoĐƌaĐies ǁhiĐh ƌesult iŶ a diffeƌiŶg usage

of e-goǀeƌŶŵeŶt, as desĐƌiďed iŶ this aƌƟĐle.

ϭ.ϱ CoŶĐlusioŶ

This aƌƟĐle iŶƋuiƌed aďout hoǁ diffeƌeŶt tǇpes of authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes use e-

goǀeƌŶŵeŶt to legiƟŵate theiƌ ƌule. It illustƌated that TuƌkŵeŶistaŶ, a ŶoŶ-Đoŵp-

eƟƟǀe autoĐƌaĐǇ ǁith a ĐoŵpaƌaƟǀelǇ loǁ peƌĐeŶtage of IŶteƌŶet diffusioŶ, uses

its offiĐial ǁeďsites ŵaiŶlǇ foƌ deŵoŶstƌaƟŶg legiƟŵaĐǇ to the iŶteƌŶaƟoŶal Đoŵ-

ŵuŶitǇ. It ǁas fuƌtheƌ deŵoŶstƌated that the e-goǀeƌŶŵeŶt faĐiliƟes iŶ ŶoŶ-Đoŵp-

eƟƟǀe UzďekistaŶ also ƌatheƌ addƌess aŶ iŶteƌŶaƟoŶal audieŶĐe thaŶ offeƌiŶg suď-

staŶƟal seƌǀiĐes to the ďƌoad Uzďek populaƟoŶ - although this ŵight ĐhaŶge iŶ

the Ŷeaƌ futuƌe siŶĐe the ƌegiŵe is ĐuƌƌeŶtlǇ ƌefuƌďishiŶg its oŶliŶe eŶǀiƌoŶŵeŶt

to a laƌge eǆteŶt. Hoǁeǀeƌ, iŶ ĐoŶtƌast to these tǁo Đases the aƌƟĐle shoǁed hoǁ

the ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe ƌegiŵes of KazakhstaŶ aŶd ‘ussia sigŶifiĐaŶtlǇ eŶhaŶĐed theiƌ e-

goǀeƌŶŵeŶt plaƞoƌŵs aŶd use theŵ as effiĐieŶt tools foƌ gaiŶiŶg iŶteƌŶal legiƟ-
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ϭ. The EleĐtƌoŶiĐ FaĐe of áuthoƌitaƌiaŶisŵ ϰϵ

ŵaĐǇ. BǇ faĐilitaƟŶg adŵiŶistƌaƟǀe seƌǀiĐes ǀia the IŶteƌŶet, deĐƌeasiŶg ďuƌeauĐƌa-

ƟzaƟoŶ aŶd pƌeteŶdiŶg to iŶĐƌease tƌaŶspaƌeŶĐǇ as ǁell as ĐiƟzeŶs͛ eŶgageŵeŶt,

these ƌegiŵes aiŵ at geŶeƌaƟŶg the suppoƌt of theiƌ people.

IŶ suŵŵaƌǇ, this aƌƟĐle aƌgued that e-goǀeƌŶŵeŶt iŶ autoĐƌaĐies is Ŷot oŶlǇ de-

teƌŵiŶed ďǇ eĐoŶoŵiĐ gloďalizaƟoŶ aŶd iŶteƌŶaƟoŶal pƌessuƌes foƌ deŵoŶstƌat-

iŶg ŵodeƌŶitǇ aŶd legiƟŵaĐǇ ďut is also iŶĐƌeasiŶglǇ dƌiǀeŶ ďǇ iŶteƌŶal legiƟŵa-

ƟoŶ pƌessuƌes. This Ŷeǁ paƩeƌŶ of sƟŵulaƟŶg the suppoƌt of the people has ďeeŶ

oďseƌǀed iŶ soŵe ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe ƌegiŵes - Ǉet, iŶ light of the gƌoǁiŶg teĐhŶologi-

Đal diffusioŶ aŶd the dǇŶaŵiĐs of the e-goǀeƌŶŵeŶt deǀelopŵeŶt iŶ autoĐƌaĐies,

it ĐaŶ ďe eǆpeĐted that ŵoƌe aŶd ŵoƌe ŶoŶ-ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe ƌegiŵes ǁill folloǁ this

tƌeŶd. ás aŶ ageŶda foƌ futuƌe ƌeseaƌĐh, this aƌƟĐle poiŶts to the Ŷeed foƌ ŵoƌe

ĐoŶteǆtualized aŶd ƋualitaƟǀe aŶalǇses ǁhiĐh assess the iŵpliĐaƟoŶs of this gƌad-

ual shiŌ. IŶ addiƟoŶ, it ǁould ďe fƌuiƞul to fuƌtheƌ aŶalǇze the ǀaƌǇiŶg ĐausalŵeĐh-

aŶisŵs aŶd effeĐts of usiŶg e-goǀeƌŶŵeŶt iŶ authoƌitaƌiaŶ seƫŶgs ďǇ ƌefeƌƌiŶg to

a laƌgeƌ set of Đases. These aŶd otheƌ iŶƋuiƌies aďout the diffeƌeŶĐes ďetǁeeŶ the

dƌiǀeƌs of e-goǀeƌŶŵeŶt iŶ autoĐƌaĐies aŶd deŵoĐƌaĐies ǁill shed light oŶ hoǁ

authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes ŵaŶipulate e-goǀeƌŶŵeŶt foƌ staďiliziŶg theiƌ ƌule.
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Study 2

The Survival of Electoral Autocracies

This studǇ is a ƌepƌiŶt fƌoŵ͞)eitsĐhƌiŌ füƌ ǀeƌgleiĐheŶdePoliƟkǁisseŶsĐhaŌ͟ ;Coŵ-

paƌaƟǀe GoǀeƌŶaŶĐe aŶd PoliƟĐsͿ, Vol ϭϭ/Ϯ, CaƌsteŶ Q. “ĐhŶeideƌ, “eƌaphiŶe F.

Maeƌz, ͞LegiƟŵaƟoŶ, CooptaƟoŶ, aŶd ‘epƌessioŶ aŶd the “uƌǀiǀal of EleĐtoƌal

áutoĐƌaĐies,͟ Ϯϭϯ-Ϯϯϱ, CopǇƌight ;ϮϬϭϳͿ, ǁith peƌŵissioŶ fƌoŵ “pƌiŶgeƌ.¹

Ϯ.ϭ IŶtroduĐƟoŶ

LegiƟŵaƟoŶ, ĐooptaƟoŶ, aŶd ƌepƌessioŶ haǀe ďeeŶ pƌoposed as ďasiĐ pƌiŶĐiples

of authoƌitaƌiaŶ staďilitǇ iŶ the ĐuƌƌeŶtlǇ ƌeǀiǀiŶg field of autoĐƌaĐǇ ƌeseaƌĐh. These

͞thƌee pillaƌs of staďilitǇ,͟ ĐoŶĐeptualized at the W)B iŶ BeƌliŶ ďǇ GeƌsĐheǁski

;ϮϬϭϯͿ aŶd his Đolleagues ;GeƌsĐheǁski et al., ϮϬϭϮͿ, aƌe Đlaiŵed to ďe oďseƌǀ-

aďle iŶ all tǇpes of autoĐƌaĐies.ϸ What diffeƌs ďetǁeeŶ autoĐƌaĐies is the degƌee

of iŶsƟtuƟoŶalizaƟoŶ aŶd aĐtual use of these stƌategies. This iŶ tuƌŶ, so the Đlaiŵ,

affeĐts the loŶgeǀitǇ of a paƌƟĐulaƌ ƌegiŵe.

IŶ a ƌeĐeŶt studǇ, Luedeƌs et al. ;ϮϬϭϰͿ test the W)B ŵodel iŶ the ĐoŶteǆt of

autoĐƌaƟĐ eleĐƟoŶs aŶd Đoŵe to the ĐoŶtƌoǀeƌsiallǇ deďated ĐoŶĐlusioŶ that the

ŵodel ĐaŶŶot eǆplaiŶ eleĐtoƌal outĐoŵes iŶ ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes.

This papeƌ folloǁs up oŶ the ƋuesƟoŶs aďout the eŵpiƌiĐal appliĐaƟoŶ aŶd eǆ-

plaŶatoƌǇ poǁeƌ of the W)B ŵodel. While the ƌegƌessioŶ aŶalǇsis of Luedeƌs et al.

;ϮϬϭϰͿ eǆaŵiŶes eaĐh pillaƌ iŶ isolaƟoŶ, ǁe aƌgue that aŶǇ eŵpiƌiĐal aŶalǇsis of

¹ás peƌ this agƌeeŵeŶt, Ŷo ŵodifiĐaƟoŶ of the oƌigiŶallǇ puďlished teǆt haǀe ďeeŶ ŵade. “ee
áppeŶdiǆ B foƌ Đo-authoƌship stateŵeŶt.

ϸWe use the teƌŵs autoĐƌaĐǇ aŶd authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵe iŶteƌĐhaŶgeaďlǇ.
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Ϯ. The “uƌǀiǀal of EleĐtoƌal áutoĐƌaĐies ϱϭ

the ŵodel Ŷeeds to test foƌ the ĐoŵďiŶed effeĐts of the pillaƌs. We fuƌtheƌ hold

that the ƌeasoŶs foƌ autoĐƌats losiŶg eleĐƟoŶs Ŷeed to ďe sepaƌatelǇ iŶǀesƟgated

fƌoŵ the ƌeasoŶs of ǁhǇ autoĐƌats do Ŷot lose eleĐƟoŶs. BǇ takiŶg the data fƌoŵ

Luedeƌs et al. ;ϮϬϭϰͿ oŶ eleĐƟoŶs iŶ ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe aŶd hegeŵoŶiĐ autoĐƌaĐies fƌoŵ

ϭϵϵϬ to ϮϬϬϵ, ǁe ĐoŶduĐt a fuzzǇ-set QualitaƟǀe CoŵpaƌaƟǀe áŶalǇsis ;QCáͿ. We

theƌeďǇ look at the siǆ diŵeŶsioŶs of the W)B ŵodel ;eaĐh pillaƌ has tǁo diŵeŶ-

sioŶs: speĐifiĐ aŶd diffuse suppoƌt of legiƟŵaƟoŶ, foƌŵal aŶd iŶfoƌŵal ĐooptaƟoŶ,

haƌd aŶd soŌ ƌepƌessioŶ, Đf. GeƌsĐheǁski ϮϬϭϯ, ϭϴ-ϮϯͿ as the ĐoŶdiƟoŶs foƌ the

outĐoŵe eleĐtoƌal defeat aŶd Ŷo eleĐtoƌal defeat, ƌespeĐƟǀelǇ.

Ouƌ aŶalǇses ƌeǀeal the folloǁiŶg. Fiƌst, it is Ŷot aŶǇ siŶgle pillaƌ that eǆplaiŶs

autoĐƌaƟĐ staďilitǇ ďut oŶlǇ ĐoŵďiŶaƟoŶs of theŵ. “eĐoŶd, the W)B ŵodel peƌ-

foƌŵs ƌelaƟǀelǇ ǁell iŶ eǆplaiŶiŶg the suƌǀiǀal of autoĐƌaĐies. It seeŵs to ďe aŶ iŶ-

adeƋuate fƌaŵeǁoƌk foƌ ideŶƟfǇiŶg the ƌeasoŶs foƌ ǁhǇ autoĐƌats lose eleĐƟoŶs,

though. Thiƌd, ǁe ideŶƟfǇ tǁo staďle autoĐƌaĐǇ tǇpes ǁhiĐh paƌƟallǇ oǀeƌlap ǁith

GeƌsĐheǁski s͛ ;ϮϬϭϯͿ ͞tǁo ǁoƌlds of autoĐƌaĐies.͟ Fouƌth, ouƌ fiŶdiŶgs suggest

that legiƟŵaƟoŶ ŵaƩeƌs foƌ the staďilitǇ of authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes - Ǉet, the tǁo

tǇpes of staďle autoĐƌaĐies applǇ diffeƌeŶt stƌategies of gaiŶiŶg legiƟŵaĐǇ.

We pƌoĐeed as folloǁs: IŶ seĐƟoŶ Ϯ.Ϯ, ǁe pƌoǀide a seleĐƟǀe suŵŵaƌǇ of the

ĐuƌƌeŶt deďate oŶ the W)B ŵodel, spell out the gaps of this deďate aŶd illustƌate

hoǁ the use of fuzzǇ-set QualitaƟǀe CoŵpaƌaƟǀe áŶalǇsis is adeƋuate foƌ filliŶg

these gaps. áŌeƌ eǆplaiŶiŶg ouƌ eŵpiƌiĐal stƌategǇ ;seĐƟoŶ Ϯ.ϯͿ, ǁe pƌeseŶt ;seĐ-

ƟoŶ Ϯ.ϰͿ aŶd disĐuss ;seĐƟoŶ Ϯ.ϱͿ ouƌ fiŶdiŶgs. “eĐƟoŶ Ϯ.ϲ suŵŵaƌizes the ƌesults

aŶd spells out aǀeŶues foƌ fuƌtheƌ ƌeseaƌĐh oŶ the staďilitǇ of autoĐƌaĐies.

Ϯ.Ϯ FilliŶg the Gaps

Luedeƌs et al. s͛ ;ϮϬϭϰͿ ƌegƌessioŶ aŶalǇsis of Ϯϲϱ eleĐƟoŶs iŶ ϲϴ hegeŵoŶiĐ aŶd

ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes ďetǁeeŶ ϭϵϵϬ aŶd ϮϬϬϵ suggests that the W)B

ŵodel ĐaŶŶot eǆplaiŶ the eleĐtoƌal outĐoŵes iŶ ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes.

IŶ hegeŵoŶiĐ ƌegiŵes, hoǁeǀeƌ, it seeŵs that ĐooptaƟoŶ aŶd haƌd ƌepƌessioŶ
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Ϯ. The “uƌǀiǀal of EleĐtoƌal áutoĐƌaĐies ϱϮ

ŵake eleĐtoƌal defeat less likelǇ, ǁheƌeas soŌ ƌepƌessioŶ iŶĐƌeases the pƌoďaďil-

itǇ of autoĐƌats losiŶg eleĐƟoŶs. IŶteƌesƟŶglǇ, iŶ theiƌ aŶalǇsis legiƟŵaƟoŶ tuƌŶs

out to haǀe Ŷo staƟsƟĐallǇ sigŶifiĐaŶt effeĐt. This fiŶdiŶg ƌuŶs ĐouŶteƌ to ǁhat

the W)B ŵodel is oŌeŶ pƌaised foƌ: the ƌeiŶtegƌaƟoŶ of legiƟŵaƟoŶ as a ĐƌuĐial

aspeĐt of autoĐƌaƟĐ staďilitǇ ;áhƌeŶs et al., ϮϬϭϱ; HoffŵaŶŶ, ϮϬϭϱ; Kailitz, ϮϬϭϯͿ.

EsseŶƟallǇ, all these ĐoŶĐlusioŶs aƌe ďased oŶ tesƟŶg the staƟsƟĐal sigŶifiĐaŶĐe

leǀel of eaĐh pillaƌ iŶ isolaƟoŶ iŶ a ŵulƟǀaƌiate ƌegƌessioŶ ŵodel ǁith paƌƟallǇ

ŶoŶ-iŶdepeŶdeŶt Đases aŶd a skeǁed diĐhotoŵous depeŶdeŶt ǀaƌiaďle.

The aŶalǇses of the W)B ŵodel aƌe pushed foƌǁaƌd ďǇ ĐƌiƟĐal ĐoŵŵeŶts ďǇ

Kailitz aŶd TaŶŶeďeƌg ;ϮϬϭϱͿ aŶd ƌeplies ďǇ Luedeƌs aŶd CƌoissaŶt ;ϮϬϭϱͿ. Theiƌ dis-

ĐussioŶs ƌaise ǀaƌious iŵpoƌtaŶt issues. Foƌ iŶstaŶĐe, theǇ disagƌee oŶ ǁhetheƌ oƌ

Ŷot the W)B ŵodel Đlaiŵs to uŶiǀeƌsallǇ applǇ to all foƌŵs of autoĐƌaĐǇ aŶd, if so,

ǁhetheƌ oƌ Ŷot it ĐaŶ ďe tested ďǇ oŶlǇ lookiŶg at the speĐifiĐ suďsets of ĐoŵpeƟ-

Ɵǀe aŶd hegeŵoŶiĐ ;ďut Ŷot ĐlosedͿ autoĐƌaĐies. TheǇ also disĐuss the iŵpoƌtaŶĐe

of the effeĐt size ƌatheƌ thaŶ oŶlǇ staƟsƟĐal sigŶifiĐaŶĐe of eaĐh pillaƌ iŶ isolaƟoŶ.

Fuƌtheƌŵoƌe, the opeƌaƟoŶalizaƟoŶ of ĐooptaƟoŶ is ĐƌiƟĐallǇ deďated.

While the eǆĐhaŶge ďetǁeeŶ Kailitz aŶd TaŶŶeďeƌg ;ϮϬϭϱͿ aŶd Luedeƌs et al.

;ϮϬϭϰͿ; Luedeƌs aŶd CƌoissaŶt ;ϮϬϭϱͿ is highlǇ fƌuiƞul foƌ pƌogƌessiŶg the studǇ of

autoĐƌaĐies, seǀeƌal issues aƌe leŌ uŶtouĐhed. Fiƌst, all authoƌs appaƌeŶtlǇ ĐoŶĐuƌ

that the esƟŵaƟoŶ of the effeĐts of the thƌee pillaƌs iŶ isolaƟoŶ is iŶ liŶe ǁith

the gist of the W)B ŵodel. “eĐoŶd, all authoƌs seeŵ to agƌee that theƌe is Ŷo dif-

feƌeŶĐe iŶ eǆplaiŶiŶg the suƌǀiǀal aŶd the ŶoŶ-suƌǀiǀal of autoĐƌaĐies. Kailitz aŶd

TaŶŶeďeƌg ;ϮϬϭϱ, ϳϲͿ do hiŶt at the possiďilitǇ that autoĐƌaƟĐ ďƌeakdoǁŶ folloǁs

a diffeƌeŶt logiĐ aŶd dǇŶaŵiĐ thaŶ its suƌǀiǀal ǁheŶ theǇ poiŶt out that the ǀeƌǇ

faĐt that eleĐƟoŶs aƌe held ǁhiĐh the autoĐƌat ŵight lose iŶdiĐates that the thƌee

pillaƌs haǀe alƌeadǇ stopped ǁoƌkiŶg. TheǇ do Ŷot, hoǁeǀeƌ, ďƌiŶg this idea to its

logiĐal eŶd, ŶaŵelǇ, to peƌfoƌŵ sepaƌate aŶalǇses of the suƌǀiǀal aŶd the ďƌeak-

doǁŶ of autoĐƌaĐǇ aŶd to eǆpeĐt the W)B ŵodel to oŶlǇ peƌfoƌŵ ǁell ǁith the

foƌŵeƌ outĐoŵe aŶd Ŷot ǁith the laƩeƌ. Thiƌd, ďǇ foĐusiŶg oŶ the effeĐt of the pil-

laƌs iŶ isolaƟoŶ, ŶoŶe of the authoƌs ĐaŶ diƌeĐtlǇ addƌess aŶ iŶteƌesƟŶg iŵpliĐaƟoŶ
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Ϯ. The “uƌǀiǀal of EleĐtoƌal áutoĐƌaĐies ϱϯ

of the W)B ŵodel, i.e. that theƌe ought to ďe oŶlǇ a liŵited Ŷuŵďeƌ of disƟŶĐt au-

toĐƌaƟĐ ƌegiŵe tǇpes that pƌoduĐe autoĐƌaƟĐ staďilitǇ. IŶ faĐt, GeƌsĐheǁski ;ϮϬϭϯ,

Ϯϵ-ϯϬͿ hǇpothesizes that out of all logiĐallǇ possiďle ĐoŶfiguƌaƟoŶs of the ;ŶoŶ-Ϳ

use of legiƟŵaƟoŶ, ĐooptaƟoŶ, aŶd ƌepƌessioŶ, oŶlǇ tǁo should ďe ǀiaďle foƌ the

suƌǀiǀal of autoĐƌaĐies. These ͞tǁo ǁoƌlds of autoĐƌaĐies͟ ĐoŵďiŶe eitheƌ high

usage of soŌ aŶd haƌd ƌepƌessioŶ, diffuse suppoƌt aŶd foƌŵal ĐooptaƟoŶ ;oǀeƌ-

poliƟĐized autoĐƌaĐǇ tǇpeͿ oƌ soŌ ƌepƌessioŶ, speĐifiĐ legiƟŵaƟoŶ aŶd iŶfoƌŵal

ĐooptaƟoŶ ;de-poliƟĐized autoĐƌaĐǇ tǇpeͿ. Fouƌth, issues of ĐƌuĐial theoƌeƟĐal iŵ-

poƌtaŶĐe aŶd poliĐǇ ƌeleǀaŶĐe aƌe leŌ uŶdeĐided. IŶ paƌƟĐulaƌ, oŶe ŵeƌit of the

W)B ŵodel is that it ƌesuƌƌeĐts the ƌole of legiƟŵaƟoŶ fƌoŵ its step-ŵotheƌlǇ ƌole

iŶ the studǇ of autoĐƌaĐies. Yet, the ĐuƌƌeŶt eŵpiƌiĐal tests Đoŵe to iŶĐoŶĐlusiǀe,

if Ŷot ĐoŶtƌadiĐtoƌǇ fiŶdiŶgs ǁith ƌegaƌd to the ƌole of legiƟŵaƟoŶ. FiŌh, aŶd ƌe-

lated, soŵe autoĐƌaƟĐ featuƌes ŵight ďe shaƌed ďǇ all staďle autoĐƌaĐies ;i.e. theǇ

ŵight ďe ŶeĐessaƌǇ foƌ staďilitǇͿ, ǁheƌeas otheƌs ŵight ďe shaƌed ďǇ soŵe staďle

autoĐƌaĐies, ďut Ŷot all ;i.e. suffiĐieŶt foƌ staďilitǇͿ, thus iŶdiĐaƟŶg that theƌe aƌe

diffeƌeŶt ǁaǇs of hoǁ autoĐƌaĐies ĐaŶ ƌeŵaiŶ staďle. Ouƌ papeƌ ĐoŶtƌiďutes to the

deďate ďǇ filliŶg iŶ these fiǀe gaps.

Fiƌst, ouƌ papeƌ aƌgues that aŶ adeƋuate eŵpiƌiĐal test of the W)B ŵodel ŵust

take iŶto aĐĐouŶt that it postulates joiŶt effeĐts of the ͞thƌee pillaƌs͟ oŶ autoĐƌaƟĐ

staďilitǇ ;GeƌsĐheǁski, ϮϬϭϯͿ. BeĐause ŵulƟǀaƌiate ;logisƟĐͿ ƌegƌessioŶ ŵodels

tƌeat these pillaƌs iŶ isolaƟoŶ fƌoŵ eaĐh otheƌ, theǇ ĐaŶŶot adeƋuatelǇ test this

ĐƌuĐial iŶteƌaĐƟǀe ĐoŵpoŶeŶt. We theƌefoƌe suďjeĐt the data ďǇ Luedeƌs et al.

;ϮϬϭϰͿ to a fuzzǇ-set QualitaƟǀe CoŵpaƌaƟǀe áŶalǇsis ;‘agiŶ, ϭϵϴϳ, ϮϬϬϴ; “ĐhŶei-

deƌ aŶdWageŵaŶŶ, ϮϬϭϮͿ. QCá aiŵs at uŶƌaǀeliŶg the ĐoŵďiŶaƟoŶs of ĐoŶdiƟoŶs

pƌoduĐiŶg the outĐoŵe.

“eĐoŶd,ǁith set-theoƌeƟĐŵethods likeQCá, theƌe is ŶoŶeed to assuŵe Đausal

sǇŵŵetƌǇ, ǁheƌeďǇ the eǆplaŶaƟoŶ foƌ suƌǀiǀal ŵust also eǆplaiŶ ďƌeakdoǁŶ. IŶ

faĐt, ǁith QCá, theƌe aƌe alǁaǇs sepaƌate aŶalǇses to ďe peƌfoƌŵed foƌ the oĐĐuƌ-

ƌeŶĐe of the outĐoŵe of iŶteƌest aŶd its ŶoŶ-oĐĐuƌƌeŶĐe. The use of QCá theƌefoƌe

eŶaďles us to eŵpiƌiĐallǇ test if the W)B ŵodel is good at eǆplaiŶiŶg autoĐƌaƟĐ sta-

ďilitǇ, autoĐƌaƟĐ ďƌeakdoǁŶ, ďoth, oƌ ŶoŶe.
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Thiƌd, ďeĐause of ouƌ foĐus oŶ ĐoŵďiŶaƟoŶs of ĐoŶdiƟoŶs, ǁe aƌe iŶ the po-

siƟoŶ to put to aŶ eŵpiƌiĐal test GeƌsĐheǁski s͛ Đlaiŵ that theƌe ĐaŶ oŶlǇ ďe tǁo

ǀiaďle foƌŵs of ĐoŵďiŶiŶg the pillaƌs iŶto a staďle autoĐƌaƟĐ ƌegiŵe. Due to its

iŶduĐƟǀe Ŷatuƌe, QCá eǆploƌes all logiĐallǇ possiďle autoĐƌaĐǇ tǇpes iŶ oƌdeƌ to

ideŶƟfǇ those that lead to staďilitǇ aŶd to ďƌeakdoǁŶ, ƌespeĐƟǀelǇ. Whetheƌ oŶlǇ

the hǇpothesized tǇpes eŵeƌge oƌ ƌatheƌ ŵoƌe oƌ diffeƌeŶt oŶes, is suďjeĐt to eŵ-

piƌiĐal iŶǀesƟgaƟoŶ.

Fouƌth, ouƌ seaƌĐh foƌ tǇpes of autoĐƌaĐies ǁill also shed Ŷeǁ light oŶ the hith-

eƌto iŶĐoŶĐlusiǀe disĐussioŶ oŶ the ƌole of legiƟŵaƟoŶ iŶ pƌeseŶt-daǇ autoĐƌaĐies.

We do Ŷot haǀe to eǆpeĐt that legiƟŵaƟoŶ aloŶe plaǇs a ƌole. ‘atheƌ, ǁe eǆpeĐt

it to haǀe a ĐoŶteǆt-depeŶdeŶt effeĐt, ǁheƌeďǇ ĐoŶteǆt is defiŶed ďǇ the ĐoŶstel-

laƟoŶ of the otheƌ pillaƌs. IŶ otheƌ ǁoƌds, ǁe iŶǀesƟgate ǁhetheƌ legiƟŵaƟoŶ is

aŶ INU“ ĐoŶdiƟoŶ.Ϲ

FiŌh, iŶ ouƌ aŶalǇses, ǁe peƌfoƌŵ sepaƌate seaƌĐhes foƌ ŶeĐessaƌǇ aŶd suffi-

ĐieŶt ĐoŶdiƟoŶs. These tǁo foƌŵs of set ƌelaƟoŶs haǀe diffeƌeŶt theoƌeƟĐal aŶd

poliĐǇ iŵpliĐaƟoŶs.Ϻ

Ϯ.ϯ EŵpiriĐal “trategǇ

IŶ this seĐƟoŶ, ǁe ďƌieflǇ pƌeseŶt the ĐoŶĐepts aŶdŵeasuƌeŵeŶt of ouƌ outĐoŵes

of iŶteƌest ;eleĐtoƌal defeat aŶd ŶoŶ-defeat, Ϯ.ϯ.ϭͿ aŶd the ĐoŶdiƟoŶs ;the siǆ di-

ŵeŶsioŶs of the W)B ŵodel, Ϯ.ϯ.ϮͿ aŶd spell out the ƋualitaƟǀe aŶĐhoƌs that aƌe

used foƌ tuƌŶiŶg the ƌaǁ data iŶto set ŵeŵďeƌship sĐoƌes. The last paƌt ;Ϯ.ϯ.ϯͿ

pƌoǀides soŵe ďasiĐ iŶfoƌŵaƟoŶ aďout QCá as a ŵethod.

ϹINU“ staŶds foƌ a ĐoŶdiƟoŶ that itself is Ŷot suffiĐieŶt ǁhile ďeiŶg a ŶeĐessaƌǇ paƌts of a Đoŵ-
ďiŶaƟoŶ of ĐoŶdiƟoŶs that is uŶŶeĐessaƌǇ ďut suffiĐieŶt foƌ the outĐoŵe ;MaĐkie, ϭϵϲϱͿ.

ϺHighlǇ uŶeƋuallǇ distƌiďuted sets suĐh as the skeǁed outĐoŵe iŶ Luedeƌs et al. s͛ ;ϮϬϭϰͿ data,
Đƌeate aŶalǇƟĐ pƌoďleŵs Ŷot oŶlǇ iŶ logisƟĐ ƌegƌessioŶ, ďut also iŶ set-theoƌeƟĐ ŵethods ;“ĐhŶei-
deƌ aŶd WageŵaŶŶ, ϮϬϭϮ, Đhap ϵ.ϮͿ. We take those ĐhalleŶges head oŶ aŶd eŵploǇ ƌeĐeŶtlǇ deǀel-
oped paƌaŵeteƌs that aƌe adeƋuate foƌ disƟŶguishiŶg ŵeaŶiŶgful set ƌelaƟoŶs fƌoŵ those that aƌe
ŵeƌe aƌƟfaĐts of the skeǁed data. Foƌ the aŶalǇsis of ŶeĐessitǇ, this ŵeaŶs that ǁe test ǁhetheƌ
a supeƌset of the outĐoŵe is eŵpiƌiĐallǇ tƌiǀial ďeĐause it is so ŵuĐh ďiggeƌ thaŶ the outĐoŵe set
aŶd/oƌ its oǁŶ Ŷegated set. Foƌ the aŶalǇsis of suffiĐieŶĐǇ, ǁe test ǁhetheƌ a giǀeŶ suďset of the
outĐoŵe is eŵpiƌiĐallǇ tƌiǀial ďeĐause it is so sŵall that it is also a suďset of the ŶegaƟoŶ of the
outĐoŵe ;‘agiŶ, ϮϬϬϴ; “ĐhŶeideƌ aŶd WageŵaŶŶ, ϮϬϭϮͿ.
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Ϯ.ϯ.ϭ CoŶĐeptualiziŶg aŶd MeasuriŶg the OutĐoŵes

The depeŶdeŶt ǀaƌiaďle iŶ Luedeƌs et al. ;ϮϬϭϰͿ is eleĐtoƌal defeat iŶ ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe

aŶd hegeŵoŶiĐ authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes. Foƌ this, Luedeƌs et al. ;ϮϬϭϰ, ϯϯϲͿ dƌaǁ oŶ

HǇde aŶd MaƌiŶoǀ s͛ ;ϮϬϭϮͿ data set oŶ ŶaƟoŶal eleĐƟoŶs aĐƌoss deŵoĐƌaĐǇ aŶd

autoĐƌaĐǇ ;NELDáͿ. TheǇ fuƌtheƌ ƌelǇ oŶ BƌoǁŶlee ;ϮϬϬϵͿ aŶd the DPI iŶdiĐatoƌs

;BeĐk et al., ϮϬϬϭͿ oŶ the ĐoŵpeƟƟǀeŶess of legislaƟǀe ;LIECͿ aŶd eǆeĐuƟǀe ;EIECͿ

eleĐƟoŶs ǁheŶ ƌefeƌƌiŶg to the ĐategoƌǇ of eleĐtoƌal authoƌitaƌiaŶisŵ aŶd disƟŶ-

guishiŶg ďetǁeeŶ its suďtǇpes ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe aŶd hegeŵoŶiĐ ƌegiŵes. Foƌ teƌŵiŶo-

logiĐal ĐlaƌitǇ, Figuƌe Ϯ.ϭ pƌoǀides aŶ oǀeƌǀieǁ of the applied ƌegiŵe defiŶiƟoŶs

aŶd opeƌaƟoŶalizaƟoŶs.

Figure Ϯ.ϭ: OpeƌaƟoŶalizaƟoŶ of ‘egiŵe TǇpes ďǇ Luedeƌs aŶd CƌoissaŶt ;ϮϬϭϰͿ

We adopt Luedeƌs et al. s͛ ;ϮϬϭϰͿ opeƌaƟoŶalizaƟoŶ of these ƌegiŵe Đategoƌies

foƌ ouƌ aŶalǇsis. UŶlike theŵ, ǁe do Ŷot ƌepoƌt sepaƌate aŶalǇses foƌ ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe

aŶd hegeŵoŶiĐ ƌegiŵes foƌ tǁo ƌeasoŶs. Fiƌst, pƌeliŵiŶaƌǇ aŶalǇses ƌeǀeal siŵi-

laƌ ƌesults foƌ the tǁo autoĐƌaĐǇ tǇpes. “eĐoŶd, the aŶalǇsis of oŶlǇ hegeŵoŶiĐ

ƌegiŵes laĐks ǀaƌiaƟoŶ iŶ the outĐoŵe. Out of ϴϭ oŶlǇ ϰ autoĐƌats ǁeƌe defeated

iŶ this ƌegiŵe tǇpe. áŶotheƌ diffeƌeŶĐe is that ǁhile Luedeƌs et al. ;ϮϬϭϰͿ aŶalǇze

;up toͿ Ϯϲϱ eleĐƟoŶs iŶ ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe oƌ hegeŵoŶiĐ ƌegiŵes ;depeŶdiŶg oŶ the se-

leĐted iŶdiĐatoƌsͿ, ǁe oŶlǇ haǀe ϭϱϲ eleĐƟoŶs ;i.e. ĐasesͿ. This is ďeĐause ǁe use

all iŶdiĐatoƌs of the W)B ŵodel iŶ oŶe aŶalǇsis aŶd ŵissiŶg ǀalues oŶ these dif-

feƌeŶt iŶdiĐatoƌs Ǉield a sŵalleƌ Ŷuŵďeƌ of Đases ǁithout ŵissiŶg data. Taďle B.ϭ
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iŶ the áppeŶdiǆϻ pƌoǀides aŶ oǀeƌǀieǁ of the ϭϱϲ eleĐƟoŶs, iŶĐludiŶg the ƌespeĐ-

Ɵǀe ĐouŶtƌies, Ǉeaƌs, theiƌ sĐoƌe iŶ the outĐoŵe eleĐtoƌal defeat aŶd iŶ the siǆ

ĐoŶdiƟoŶs.

The outĐoŵe sets eleĐtoƌal defeat aŶd Ŷo eleĐtoƌal defeat iŶ ouƌ QCá aƌe Đƌisp

sets, that is, autoĐƌats haǀe eitheƌ lost eleĐƟoŶs oƌ theǇ haǀe Ŷot.ϼ áll ĐoŶdiƟoŶs

aƌe ĐoŶstƌuĐted as fuzzǇ sets.

Ϯ.ϯ.Ϯ OperaƟoŶaliziŶg aŶd CaliďraƟŶg the W)B Model

The thƌee pillaƌs of legiƟŵaƟoŶ, ĐooptaƟoŶ aŶd ƌepƌessioŶ aƌe ĐoŶĐeptualized

as haǀiŶg tǁo diŵeŶsioŶs eaĐh ;GeƌsĐheǁski, ϮϬϭϯ, ϭϴ-ϮϯͿ. FolloǁiŶg the ŶoŶ-

ŶoƌŵaƟǀe ĐoŶĐept of legiƟŵaĐǇ ďelief ďǇ Weďeƌ ;ϮϬϬϮͿ aŶd EastoŶ s͛ ;ϭϵϲϱͿ the-

oƌǇ of poliƟĐal sǇsteŵs, GeƌsĐheǁski diǀides the pillaƌ of legiƟŵaƟoŶ iŶto speĐifiĐ

aŶd diffuse suppoƌt. “peĐifiĐ legiƟŵaƟoŶ is peƌfoƌŵaŶĐe-depeŶdeŶt aŶd dƌaǁs

upoŶ soĐio-eĐoŶoŵiĐ deǀelopŵeŶt aŶd phǇsiĐal seĐuƌitǇ foƌ gaiŶiŶg the suppoƌt

of the people. IŶ ĐoŶtƌast to this, diffuse legiƟŵaƟoŶ is ďased oŶ ideologǇ, ƌeli-

gious, ŶaƟoŶalisƟĐ, aŶd tƌadiƟoŶal Đlaiŵs oƌ the Đhaƌisŵa of autoĐƌaƟĐ leadeƌs.

CooptaƟoŶ aiŵs at tǇiŶg aĐtoƌs of stƌategiĐ iŵpoƌtaŶĐe to the ƌegiŵe aŶd takes

plaĐe ǀia foƌŵal aŶd iŶfoƌŵal ĐhaŶŶels ;GeƌsĐheǁski, ϮϬϭϯ, ϮϮͿ. Thus, authoƌi-

taƌiaŶ ƌuleƌs adopt paƌƟes, paƌliaŵeŶts aŶd eleĐƟoŶs oƌ use iŶfoƌŵal Ŷetǁoƌks,

patƌoŶage, ĐlieŶtelisŵ aŶd ĐoƌƌupƟoŶ ;GaŶdhi, ϮϬϬϴ; ColliŶs, ϮϬϬϲͿ. Foƌ haƌd aŶd

soŌ ƌepƌessioŶ, GeƌsĐheǁski ;ϮϬϭϯ, ϮϭͿ ƌefeƌs to LeǀitskǇ aŶd WaǇ s͛ ;ϮϬϭϬͿ dis-

ƟŶĐƟoŶ ďetǁeeŶ high aŶd loǁ iŶteŶsitǇ ĐoeƌĐioŶ. We ďƌoadlǇ folloǁ the opeƌa-

ƟoŶalizaƟoŶ of the W)B ŵodel ďǇ Luedeƌs et al. ;ϮϬϭϰͿϽ iŶ ouƌ aŶalǇsis. Taďle Ϯ.ϭ

displaǇs the pillaƌs aŶd diŵeŶsioŶs of the W)B ŵodel aŶd lists the iŶdiĐatoƌs used.

The ĐhalleŶges of ŵeasuƌiŶg legiƟŵaƟoŶ ;pƌoĐessͿ oƌ legiƟŵaĐǇ ;ƌesultͿ haǀe

ďeeŶ eǆteŶsiǀelǇ disĐussed iŶ the liteƌatuƌe.Ͼ Luedeƌs et al. ;ϮϬϭϰ, ϯϯϴͿ aƌe aǁaƌe

ϻThe áppeŶdiǆ is aǀailaďle at “ĐhŶeideƌ s͛ Dataǀeƌse ;https://dataverse.harvard.edu/

dataverse.xhtml?alias=cqsͿ.
ϼFutuƌe ƌeseaƌĐh ŵight use a ŵoƌe fiŶe-gƌaiŶed disƟŶĐƟoŶ aŶd use fuzzǇ sets aŶd iŶĐoƌpoƌate

iŶfoƌŵaƟoŶ oŶ hoǁ Đlose ;ŶoŶ-Ϳ defeat ǁas.
Ͻ“ee the áppeŶdiǆ of Luedeƌs et al. ;ϮϬϭϰͿ foƌ detailed iŶfoƌŵaƟoŶ aďout theiƌ iŶdiĐatoƌs.
ϾFoƌ a ĐuƌƌeŶt oǀeƌǀieǁoŶ the deďate aďoutŵeasuƌiŶg legiƟŵaĐǇ, see ǀoŶHaldeŶǁaŶg ;ϮϬϭϲͿ.
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Taďle Ϯ.ϭ: Pillaƌs aŶd DiŵeŶsioŶs of the W)B Model

Pillar DiŵeŶs. OperaƟoŶalizaƟoŶ, ŵostlǇ adopted froŵ Lueders et al. ;ϮϬϭϰͿ

LegiƟŵaƟoŶ “peĐifiĐ EĐoŶoŵiĐ gƌoǁth ;GDPͿ, ĐhaŶge of iŶfaŶt ŵoƌtalitǇ ƌate ;Woƌld BaŶkͿ
Diffuse Pƌotests of populaƟoŶ aŶd elites, CNT“ ;BaŶks aŶd WilsoŶ, ϮϬϭϯͿ

CooptaƟoŶ Foƌŵal PaƌtǇ iŶsƟtut. ;Cheiďuď et al., ϮϬϭϬͿ, puďliĐ seĐtoƌ ;GǁaƌtŶeǇ ϮϬϭϮͿ
IŶfoƌŵal EǆteƌŶal ƌeŶts ;WTO, HestoŶ et al. ϮϬϭϮͿ

‘epƌessioŶ Haƌd CI‘I: toƌtuƌe, eǆtƌajud. killiŶg, disappeaƌaŶĐe, poliƟĐal iŵpƌisoŶŵeŶt
“oŌ CI‘I: ǁoƌkeƌs͛ ƌights, eleĐt. self-deteƌŵ., fƌeedoŵ of speeĐh, asseŵďlǇ

of these issues aŶd applǇ aŶ iŶdiƌeĐt ŵeasuƌe of legiƟŵaƟoŶ ďǇ ĐouŶƟŶg pƌotests

iŶ the populaƟoŶ aŶd aŵoŶg the elites. ás theǇ ĐoƌƌeĐtlǇ poiŶt out, this iŶdiĐatoƌ

is pƌoďleŵaƟĐ siŶĐe it assuŵes the populaƟoŶ s͛ aďilitǇ to pƌotest. Fuƌtheƌŵoƌe,

it does Ŷot disƟŶguish ďetǁeeŶ speĐifiĐ aŶd diffuse suppoƌt. Foƌ this ƌeasoŶ, theǇ

addiƟoŶallǇ use GDP gƌoǁth aŶd ĐhaŶges iŶ iŶfaŶt ŵoƌtalitǇ ƌates as iŶdiĐatoƌs foƌ

ŵeasuƌiŶg speĐifiĐ suppoƌt.Ͽ

BǇ ƌefeƌƌiŶg to ƌeĐeŶt ĐoŶtƌiďuƟoŶs oŶ ĐooptaƟoŶ iŶ authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes,

Luedeƌs et al. ;ϮϬϭϰ, ϯϯϴ-ϯϯϵͿ take the degƌee of paƌtǇ iŶsƟtuƟoŶalizaƟoŶ as aŶ

iŶdiĐatoƌ foƌ foƌŵal ĐooptaƟoŶ ;GaŶdhi, ϮϬϬϴͿ.¹⁰ áddiƟoŶallǇ, theǇ ƌefeƌ to ƌeŶts

deƌiǀed fƌoŵ the eǆpoƌt of Ŷatuƌal ƌesouƌĐes aŶd the size of the puďliĐ seĐtoƌ to

ŵeasuƌe a ƌegiŵe s͛ aďilitǇ foƌ ĐooptaƟoŶ. álso heƌe, the authoƌs do Ŷot eǆpliĐ-

itlǇ disƟŶguish ďetǁeeŶ the pillaƌs͛ tǁo diŵeŶsioŶs, ŶaŵelǇ foƌŵal aŶd iŶfoƌŵal

ĐooptaƟoŶ. Yet, iŶ theiƌ ƌespoŶse to Kailitz aŶd TaŶŶeďeƌg ;ϮϬϭϱͿ theǇ poiŶt out

that the ǀaƌiaďle of eǆteƌŶal ƌeŶts is ĐoŵŵoŶlǇ used iŶ the liteƌatuƌe foƌŵeasuƌiŶg

iŶfoƌŵal ĐooptaƟoŶ ;Luedeƌs aŶd CƌoissaŶt, ϮϬϭϱ, ϭϴϲͿ.

ás suggested ďǇ GeƌsĐheǁski ;ϮϬϭϯͿ, Luedeƌs et al. ;ϮϬϭϰ, ϯϯϳͿ ƌelǇ oŶ the

CI‘I HuŵaŶ ‘ights Data PƌojeĐt ;CiŶgƌaŶelli aŶd ‘iĐhaƌds, ϮϬϭϯͿ foƌ opeƌaƟoŶaliz-

iŶg the tǁo diŵeŶsioŶs of ƌepƌessioŶ. The ͞Neǁ EŵpoǁeƌŵeŶt IŶdeǆ͟ used foƌ

GeƌsĐheǁski ;ϮϬϭϯͿ aŶd also ‘olleƌ ;ϮϬϭϯͿ geŶeƌallǇ disĐuss aǀailaďilitǇ aŶd ƌeliaďilitǇ pƌoďleŵs of
data iŶ authoƌitaƌiaŶ seƫŶgs.

ϿWe aƌe aǁaƌe of the poteŶƟal piƞalls of these legiƟŵaƟoŶ iŶdiĐatoƌs, hoǁeǀeƌ, use theŵ
as ǁell siŶĐe ouƌ goal is Ŷot to iŶŶoǀate iŶdiĐatoƌs ďut ƌatheƌ to test the W)B ŵodel fƌoŵ a set-
theoƌeƟĐ peƌspeĐƟǀe ďǇ usiŶg the saŵe data aŶd opeƌaƟoŶalizaƟoŶ as Luedeƌs et al. ;ϮϬϭϰͿ.

¹⁰ás alƌeadǇ oďseƌǀed ďǇ Kailitz aŶd TaŶŶeďeƌg ;ϮϬϭϱͿ, this opeƌaƟoŶalizaƟoŶ is highlǇ pƌoďleŵ-
aƟĐ ǁheŶ ƌefeƌƌiŶg to the ĐategoƌǇ of eleĐtoƌal ƌegiŵes siŶĐe it is ŵeƌelǇ aŶ aƌƟfaĐt of the applied
defiŶiƟoŶ foƌ this tǇpe of autoĐƌaĐǇ. We disĐuss the iŵpliĐaƟoŶs of this opeƌaƟoŶalizaƟoŶ foƌ ouƌ
fiŶdiŶgs iŶ seĐƟoŶ Ϯ.ϰ.Ϯ.
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Ϯ. The “uƌǀiǀal of EleĐtoƌal áutoĐƌaĐies ϱϴ

ŵeasuƌiŶg soŌ ƌepƌessioŶ is a sĐale ƌaŶgiŶg fƌoŵ Ϭ to ϴ ;higheƌ ǀalues iŶdiĐate less

aŵouŶts of soŌ ƌepƌessioŶͿ ǁhiĐh joiŶtlǇ assesses ǁoƌkeƌs͛ ƌights, eleĐtoƌal self-

deteƌŵiŶaƟoŶ, fƌeedoŵ of speeĐh aŶd fƌeedoŵ of asseŵďlǇ. The ǀaƌiaďles of the

͞PhǇsiĐal ‘ights IŶdeǆ͟ oŶ toƌtuƌe, eǆtƌajudiĐial killiŶg, disappeaƌaŶĐe aŶd poliƟĐal

iŵpƌisoŶŵeŶt Đaptuƌe haƌd ƌepƌessioŶ ;sĐale fƌoŵ Ϭ to ϴ, higheƌ ǀalues iŶdiĐate

less aŵouŶts of haƌd ƌepƌessioŶͿ.

GiǀeŶ ouƌ goal to uŶƌaǀel diffeƌeŶt ĐoŵďiŶaƟoŶs of the pillaƌs that lead to

autoĐƌaƟĐ staďilitǇ aŶd ďƌeakdoǁŶ, ƌespeĐƟǀelǇ, ǁe use QCá. ás a set-theoƌeƟĐ

ŵethod, QCá ƌeƋuiƌes that all ƌaǁ data is tƌaŶsfoƌŵed iŶto ŵeŵďeƌship sĐoƌes

iŶ sets, the so-Đalled set ĐaliďƌaƟoŶ.¹¹ Taďle Ϯ.Ϯ shoǁs the ƋualitaƟǀe aŶĐhoƌs ǁe

iŵpose iŶ oƌdeƌ to tƌaŶsfoƌŵ the iŶdiĐatoƌs iŶ Taďle Ϯ.ϭ iŶto fuzzǇ sets.

Taďle Ϯ.Ϯ: CaliďƌaƟoŶ “tƌategies foƌ the “iǆ CoŶdiƟoŶs

“et Laďel Aďďr. Base Variaďle TǇpe
of set

FullǇ
Out

Cross
Oǀer

FullǇ
IŶ

High speĐifiĐ suppoƌt leg_speĐ GDP FuzzǇ ϯ ϱ ϭϬ
IŶfaŶt MoƌtalitǇ FuzzǇ -Ϯ -ϱ -ϭϱ

High diffuse suppoƌt leg_diff Pƌotests populaƟoŶ FuzzǇ Ϯ ϭ.ϱ Ϭ
Pƌotests elites Cƌisp ϭ Ϭ.ϱ Ϭ

High foƌŵal ĐooptaƟoŶ Đoop_foƌŵ PaƌtǇ iŶsƟtuƟoŶalizaƟoŶ Cƌisp Ϭ ϭ Ϯ
PuďliĐ seĐtoƌ FuzzǇ ϭϱ Ϯϱ ϰϬ

High iŶfoƌŵal
ĐooptaƟoŶ

Đoop_iŶf EǆteƌŶal ƌeŶts FuzzǇ ϭϬ ϮϬ ϭϬϬ

High haƌd ƌepƌessioŶ ƌep_h CI‘I Neǁ EŵpoǁeƌŵeŶt
IŶdeǆ

FuzzǇ ϳ ϱ.ϱ ϰ

High soŌ ƌepƌessioŶ ƌep_s CI‘I PhǇsiĐal ‘ights IŶdeǆ FuzzǇ ϲ ϰ.ϱ ϯ

The ĐhoiĐe of ƋualitaƟǀe aŶĐhoƌs, espeĐiallǇ the Đƌoss-oǀeƌ poiŶt at Ϭ.ϱ, is

guided ďǇ the ŵeaŶiŶg of the set. “iŶĐe theƌe is oŌeŶ a ƌaŶge of ǀalues ǁheƌe

these aŶĐhoƌs ĐaŶ plausiďlǇ ďe plaĐed, ǁe peƌfoƌŵed ƌoďustŶess tests ;see áp-

peŶdiǆͿ ǁith aŶĐhoƌs ǀaƌǇiŶg ǁithiŶ these ƌeasoŶaďle ƌaŶges. These tests suggest

that ouƌ fiŶdiŶgs aƌe ƌoďust ǁith ƌegaƌd to ouƌ ĐhoiĐes of the Đƌoss-oǀeƌ poiŶts.

The siǆ diŵeŶsioŶs of the W)B ŵodel aƌe opeƌaƟoŶalized ǁith oŶe oƌ tǁo iŶdi-

Đatoƌs ;Đf. Taďle Ϯ.ϮͿ. IŶ Đase of tǁo iŶdiĐatoƌs, these iŶdiĐatoƌs aƌe ĐoŵďiŶed ďǇ

¹¹The áppeŶdiǆ iŶĐludes histogƌaŵs of eaĐh ďase ǀaƌiaďle aŶd Đaliďƌated fuzzǇ set. It also ĐoŶ-
taiŶs sĐaƩeƌ plots of eaĐh fuzzǇ set ploƩed agaiŶst its ďase ǀaƌiaďle. Foƌ fuƌtheƌ iŶfoƌŵaƟoŶ aďout
the ƌaǁ data, see Luedeƌs et al. ;ϮϬϭϰ, ϯϰϭͿ.
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Ϯ. The “uƌǀiǀal of EleĐtoƌal áutoĐƌaĐies ϱϵ

usiŶg the logiĐal O‘ oŶĐe theǇ aƌe Đaliďƌated as sets ;“ĐhŶeideƌ aŶd WageŵaŶŶ,

ϮϬϭϮ, Đhap Ϯ.ϮͿ iŶ oƌdeƌ to oďtaiŶ eaĐh Đase s͛ ŵeŵďeƌship iŶ the siǆ ĐoŶdiƟoŶs

of speĐifiĐ aŶd diffuse legiƟŵaƟoŶ, foƌŵal aŶd iŶfoƌŵal ĐooptaƟoŶ, aŶd haƌd aŶd

soŌ ƌepƌessioŶ.

Ϯ.ϯ.ϯ Method

IŶ QCá, the aŶalǇsis of ŶeĐessaƌǇ ĐoŶdiƟoŶs is sepaƌate fƌoŵ, aŶd Đoŵes pƌioƌ

to, the aŶalǇsis of suffiĐieŶt ĐoŶdiƟoŶs ;“ĐhŶeideƌ aŶd WageŵaŶŶ, ϮϬϭϮ, Đhap

ϵ.ϭͿ. Foƌ ďoth foƌŵs of suďset ƌelaƟoŶs, tǁo ďasiĐ eŵpiƌiĐal Đƌiteƌia aƌe assessed.

Fiƌst, ǁhetheƌ ĐoŶdiƟoŶ X is a supeƌset ;ŶeĐessitǇͿ oƌ a suďset ;suffiĐieŶĐǇͿ of the

outĐoŵe Y. Foƌ this assessŵeŶt, the so-Đalled ĐoŶsisteŶĐǇ paƌaŵeteƌ is used. Foƌ

those ĐoŶdiƟoŶ sets that pass the ĐoŶsisteŶĐǇ thƌeshold, the seĐoŶd ƋuesƟoŶ is

ǁhetheƌ the set ƌelaƟoŶ is eŵpiƌiĐallǇ iŵpoƌtaŶt oƌ tƌiǀial. Foƌ this, the paƌaŵeteƌs

of ƌeleǀaŶĐe ;“ĐhŶeideƌ aŶd WageŵaŶŶ, ϮϬϭϮ, ϮϯϲͿ aŶd Đoǀeƌage ;‘agiŶ, ϮϬϬϲͿ

aƌe used.

The aŶalǇsis of ŶeĐessitǇ staƌts ďǇ tesƟŶg eaĐh siŶgle ĐoŶdiƟoŶ aŶd its Ŷega-

ƟoŶ aŶd ŵaǇ theŶ pƌoĐeed to tesƟŶg disjuŶĐƟoŶs of ĐoŶdiƟoŶs. The aŶalǇsis of

suffiĐieŶĐǇ, iŶstead, pƌoĐeeds iŶ the opposite diƌeĐƟoŶ. Fiƌst, all logiĐallǇ possi-

ďle ĐoŶjuŶĐƟoŶs ďetǁeeŶ ĐoŶdiƟoŶs aŶd theiƌ ŶegaƟoŶ aƌe tested as to ǁhetheƌ

theǇ aƌe ĐoŶsisteŶt suďsets of the outĐoŵe. Those that aƌe ĐoŶsisteŶt aƌe theŶ

suďjeĐted to a pƌoĐess of logiĐal ŵiŶiŵizaƟoŶ iŶ oƌdeƌ to delete logiĐal ƌeduŶdaŶ-

Đies.

Tƌuth taďles aƌe the Đoƌe eleŵeŶt of aŶǇ QCá aŶd ĐeŶtƌal to the aŶalǇsis of

suffiĐieŶt ĐoŶdiƟoŶs ;“ĐhŶeideƌ aŶd WageŵaŶŶ, ϮϬϭϮ, Đhap ϰͿ. IŶ a tƌuth taďle,

eaĐh ƌoǁ staŶds foƌ oŶe of the logiĐallǇ possiďle ĐoŵďiŶaƟoŶs of ĐoŶdiƟoŶs. With

� Ŷuŵďeƌ of ĐoŶdiƟoŶs, a tƌuth taďle ƌoǁ has Ϯ� ƌoǁs. “oŵe ƌoǁs ĐoŶtaiŶ Ŷot

eŶough eŵpiƌiĐal iŶfoƌŵaƟoŶ - so-Đalled logiĐal ƌeŵaiŶdeƌs - iŶ oƌdeƌ to assess if

that ƌoǁ is a suďset of the outĐoŵe ;foƌŵoƌe iŶfoƌŵaƟoŶ aďout this pheŶoŵeŶoŶ

of liŵited diǀeƌsitǇ, see “ĐhŶeideƌ aŶd WageŵaŶŶ ϮϬϭϮ, Đhap ϲͿ. áŵoŶg those

ƌoǁs that do ĐoŶtaiŶ eŶougheŵpiƌiĐal eǀideŶĐe, a disƟŶĐƟoŶ isŵade as toǁhetheƌ
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Ϯ. The “uƌǀiǀal of EleĐtoƌal áutoĐƌaĐies ϲϬ

oƌ Ŷot theǇ pass the ĐoŶsisteŶĐǇ thƌeshold. Those that do aƌe ĐoŶsideƌed to ďe suf-

fiĐieŶt foƌ the outĐoŵe. Those that do Ŷot aƌe Ŷot suffiĐieŶt.

OŶlǇ those ƌoǁs aƌe used foƌ the logiĐal ŵiŶiŵizaƟoŶ that haǀe ďeeŶ fouŶd

ĐoŶsisteŶtlǇ suffiĐieŶt foƌ the outĐoŵe. ‘eseaƌĐheƌs ĐaŶ ŵake assuŵpƟoŶs oŶ the

logiĐal ƌeŵaiŶdeƌs. If theǇ do Ŷot, theǇ oďtaiŶ the so-Đalled ĐoŶseƌǀaƟǀe soluƟoŶ

foƌŵula. If theǇ alloǁ foƌ easǇ ĐouŶteƌfaĐtuals ;‘agiŶ, ϮϬϬϴͿ, theǇ oďtaiŶ the iŶ-

teƌŵediate soluƟoŶ foƌŵula. áŶd if theǇ iŶĐlude all siŵplifǇiŶg assuŵpƟoŶs ;easǇ

aŶd diffiĐult ĐouŶteƌfaĐtualsͿ, theŶ the ŵost paƌsiŵoŶious soluƟoŶ is oďtaiŶed.

Foƌ ouƌ aŶalǇsis, ǁe ŵostlǇ ƌelǇ oŶ the ĐoŶseƌǀaƟǀe aŶd iŶteƌŵediate soluƟoŶ foƌ-

ŵulas. The paƌsiŵoŶious soluƟoŶs ĐaŶ ďe fouŶd iŶ the áppeŶdiǆ. áll opeƌaƟoŶs

aƌe doŶe iŶ R ďǇ usiŶg the paĐkages QCá ;Dusa aŶd Thieŵ, ϮϬϭϲͿ aŶd “etMethods

;MedzihoƌskǇ et al., ϮϬϭϲͿ.

Ϯ.ϰ FiŶdiŶgs

Ouƌ aŶalǇsis is diǀided iŶto tǁo paƌts. Paƌt Ϯ.ϰ.ϭ aiŵs at fiŶdiŶg ŶeĐessaƌǇ aŶd/oƌ

suffiĐieŶt ĐoŶdiƟoŶs foƌ the outĐoŵe eleĐtoƌal defeat. Paƌt Ϯ.ϰ.Ϯ does the saŵe

foƌ the outĐoŵe Ŷo eleĐtoƌal defeat.

Ϯ.ϰ.ϭ CoŶdiƟoŶs of EleĐtoral Defeat

NoŶe of the siǆ W)B ŵodel s͛ diŵeŶsioŶs, Ŷoƌ theiƌ logiĐal ŶegaƟoŶ passes the test

of ŶeĐessitǇ ;see Taďle B.ϯ iŶ the áppeŶdiǆ foƌ detailsͿ.¹ϸ It is Ƌuite uŶusual Ŷot to

fiŶd a supeƌset if aŶd ǁheŶ the outĐoŵe set is so sŵall as that of autoĐƌaƟĐ defeat.

IŶ otheƌ ǁoƌds, giǀeŶ that theƌe aƌe oŶlǇ ƌelaƟǀelǇ feǁ iŶstaŶĐes of autoĐƌaƟĐ eleĐ-

toƌal defeat, oŶe ǁould eǆpeĐt that those feǁ Đases do shaƌe soŵe ĐoŵŵoŶaliƟes.

Peƌhaps theǇ do, ďut the diŵeŶsioŶs deƌiǀed fƌoŵ the W)B ŵodel do Ŷot poiŶt

iŶto this diƌeĐƟoŶ. We ĐouŶt this as fiƌst eǀideŶĐe that the W)B ŵodel ŵight Ŷot

ďe the ƌight plaĐe to staƌt ǁith ǁheŶ aŶalǇziŶg eleĐtoƌal defeat of autoĐƌats.

¹ϸWe also do Ŷot ideŶƟfǇ aŶǇ ŵeaŶiŶgful disjuŶĐƟoŶ as a supeƌset of the outĐoŵe.
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Ϯ. The “uƌǀiǀal of EleĐtoƌal áutoĐƌaĐies ϲϭ

The tƌuth taďle foƌ ouƌ suffiĐieŶĐǇ aŶalǇsis is displaǇed iŶ Taďle B.ϰ, áppeŶdiǆ.

Out of the Ϯϼ = ϲϰ logiĐallǇ possiďle ĐoŵďiŶaƟoŶs, ϰϰ aƌe logiĐal ƌeŵaiŶdeƌs. Out

of the ƌeŵaiŶiŶg ϮϬ ƌoǁs ǁith eŶough eŵpiƌiĐal eǀideŶĐe,¹Ϲ oŶlǇ oŶe passes the

loǁest possiďle ĐoŶsisteŶĐǇ thƌeshold of Ϭ.ϳ. ‘oǁ ϰϭ ĐoŶtaiŶs the Đases of lost

eleĐƟoŶs iŶ HuŶgaƌǇ ;ϭϵϵϬͿ aŶd tǁo eleĐtoƌal defeats iŶ MadagasĐaƌ iŶ ϭϵϵϯ.

The loǁ ĐoŶsisteŶĐǇ of all the otheƌ ƌoǁs is a fuƌtheƌ iŶdiĐaƟoŶ that the ĐoŶ-

diƟoŶs speĐified iŶ the W)B ŵodel ĐaŶŶot eǆplaiŶ ǁhǇ autoĐƌaĐies ďƌeak doǁŶ.

áŵoŶg the Đases that aƌe listed iŶ the ƌoǁs ǁith OUT = Ϭ of the tƌuth taďle ;Ta-

ďle B.ϰ, áppeŶdiǆͿ, theƌe aƌe Ϯϳ autoĐƌaĐies that ǁeƌe defeated iŶ eleĐƟoŶs. The

pƌoďleŵ is that theǇ fall iŶto the saŵe tƌuth taďle ƌoǁs as those autoĐƌaĐies that

did Ŷot lose eleĐƟoŶs. IŶ otheƌ ǁoƌds, the W)B ŵodel ĐaŶŶot ideŶƟfǇ ĐoŵŵoŶal-

iƟes aŵoŶg oŶlǇ those autoĐƌaĐies that lost eleĐƟoŶs. IŶ oƌdeƌ to fiŶd ƌeasoŶs foƌ

eleĐtoƌal defeat of autoĐƌats, ƌeseaƌĐheƌs ǁould Ŷeed to look at faĐtoƌs uŶƌelated

to the W)B ŵodel.

The logiĐal ŵiŶiŵizaƟoŶ of a tƌuth taďle ǁith oŶlǇ oŶe ƌoǁ ďeiŶg ĐoŶsisteŶtlǇ

suffiĐieŶt is Ŷot ǀeƌǇ iŶfoƌŵaƟǀe. Foƌ the sake of ĐoŵpleteŶess, ǁe shoǁ the ĐoŶ-

seƌǀaƟǀe soluƟoŶ foƌŵula¹Ϻ iŶ Taďle Ϯ.ϯ. It is siŵplǇ a ƌestateŵeŶt of the oŶe ĐoŶ-

sisteŶt tƌuth taďle ƌoǁ, ǁith the fuƌtheƌ iŶfoƌŵaƟoŶ that a ŵeageƌ Ϭ.Ϭϳϳ peƌĐeŶt

of the outĐoŵe is Đoǀeƌed ďǇ this teƌŵ.

Taďle Ϯ.ϯ: CoŶseƌǀaƟǀe “oluƟoŶ Foƌŵula foƌ the OutĐoŵe EleĐtoƌal Defeat

“oluƟoŶ teƌŵsǓ CoŶsisteŶĐǇ P‘Iǔ Coǀ.ƌǕ
LEG_“PEC*leg_diff*COOP_FO‘M*Đoop_iŶf*ƌep_h*ƌep_s Ϭ.ϵϯϳ Ϭ.ϵϯϳ Ϭ.Ϭϳϳ

Ǔ Capital leƩeƌs iŶdiĐate pƌeseŶĐe, sŵall leƩeƌs aďseŶĐe, * deŶotes logiĐal áND.
ǔ P‘I = pƌopoƌƟoŶal ƌeduĐƟoŶ iŶ iŶĐoŶsisteŶĐǇ ;MeŶdel aŶd ‘agiŶ ϮϬϭϭ, see also “ĐhŶeideƌ

aŶd WageŵaŶŶ ϮϬϭϮ, p. ϮϰϮͿ.
Ǖ Coǀ.ƌ iŶdiĐates the ƌaǁ Đoǀeƌage.

¹ϹWe ĐoŶsideƌ ƌoǁs ǁith tǁo oƌ ŵoƌe Đases as haǀiŶg eŶough eŵpiƌiĐal eǀideŶĐe ;Ŷ.Đut ≥ ϮͿ.
Foƌ laƌgeƌ N QCá, it is ĐoŵŵoŶ pƌaĐƟĐe to ƌaise the fƌeƋueŶĐǇ Đutoff iŶ oƌdeƌ to take the iŶĐƌeased
ĐhaŶĐe of ŵisĐlassified Đases iŶto aĐĐouŶt. It is also iŵpoƌtaŶt to poiŶt out that foƌ the outĐoŵe
eleĐtoƌal defeat ƌesults ƌeŵaiŶ uŶĐhaŶged eǀeŶ ǁith Ŷ.Đut=ϭ. IŶ shoƌt, ouƌ fiŶdiŶg that the W)B
ŵodel is Ŷot good at eǆplaiŶiŶg eleĐtoƌal defeat of autoĐƌats is Ŷot aŶ aƌƟfaĐt of ouƌ ĐhoiĐe of
fƌeƋueŶĐǇ thƌesholds.

¹Ϻ“iŶĐe Ŷo assuŵpƟoŶ oŶ aŶǇ of the logiĐal ƌeŵaiŶdeƌ passes as aŶ easǇ ĐouŶteƌfaĐtual, the
iŶteƌŵediate soluƟoŶ is ideŶƟĐal to the ĐoŶseƌǀaƟǀe soluƟoŶ. Foƌ the paƌsiŵoŶious soluƟoŶ foƌ-
ŵula, see the áppeŶdiǆ.
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Ϯ. The “uƌǀiǀal of EleĐtoƌal áutoĐƌaĐies ϲϮ

WhǇ does the W)B ŵodel fail to ďe good at eǆplaiŶiŶg defeat of autoĐƌats

iŶ eleĐƟoŶs? We see seǀeƌal, ŵutuallǇ ŶoŶ-eǆĐlusiǀe ƌeasoŶs. Fiƌst, iŶ geŶeƌal,

pƌediĐƟŶg poiŶt eǀeŶts suĐh as eleĐtoƌal outĐoŵes is diffiĐult iŶ the soĐial sĐi-

eŶĐes ;e.g. KitsĐhelt, ϮϬϬϯͿ. Eǆ aŶte theǇ seeŵuŶdeƌ-deteƌŵiŶed aŶd eǆ post oǀeƌ-

deteƌŵiŶed. “eĐoŶd, stƌuĐtuƌal faĐtoƌs, suĐh as those sƟpulated ďǇ theW)Bŵodel

aƌe geŶeƌallǇ ďad iŶ pƌediĐƟŶg poiŶt eǀeŶts. “iŶĐe theǇ usuallǇ do Ŷot ĐhaŶge

ŵuĐh oǀeƌ Ɵŵe, theiƌ ǀalue ƌeŵaiŶs uŶĐhaŶged shoƌtlǇ ďefoƌe aŶd aŌeƌ the oĐ-

ĐuƌƌeŶĐe of eleĐtoƌal defeat. Thiƌd, seǀeƌal deŵoĐƌaƟzaƟoŶ sĐholaƌs poiŶt to iŶ-

teƌŶaƟoŶal faĐtoƌs, suĐh as Zeitgeist, sŶoǁďalliŶg, oƌ diffusioŶ ;HuŶƟŶgtoŶ, ϭϵϵϭ;

Whitehead, ϭϵϵϲͿ as the ƌeasoŶs foƌ autoĐƌaƟĐ ďƌeakdoǁŶs ƌatheƌ thaŶ doŵesƟĐ

loŶg-teƌŵ stƌategiĐ ŵistakes ĐoŵŵiƩed ďǇ autoĐƌats

IŶ suŵ, the ŵost iŵpoƌtaŶt ƌesult foƌ the aŶalǇsis of the outĐoŵe eleĐtoƌal de-

feat is that the ĐoŶdiƟoŶs of the W)B ŵodel ĐaŶŶot eǆplaiŶ ǁhǇ soŵe autoĐƌaƟĐ

ƌuleƌs iŶ ouƌ set of ϰϴ authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes ;ϭϱϲ Đases of eleĐƟoŶsͿ ǁeƌe iŶdeed

defeated duƌiŶg eleĐƟoŶs. ás ŵeŶƟoŶed aďoǀe aŶd also poiŶted out ďǇ Kailitz aŶd

TaŶŶeďeƌg ;ϮϬϭϱͿ, this suggests that the thƌee pillaƌs ŵust haǀe lost theiƌ staďiliz-

iŶg poǁeƌ alƌeadǇ ďefoƌe the eleĐƟoŶs took plaĐe. But it also suggests that iŶ oƌdeƌ

to pƌoǀide foƌ a Đoŵplete test of the W)B ŵodel, a sepaƌate eŵpiƌiĐal aŶalǇsis of

the ŶoŶ-oĐĐuƌƌeŶĐe of eleĐtoƌal defeat is ǁaƌƌaŶted. We Ŷoǁ tuƌŶ to this.

Ϯ.ϰ.Ϯ CoŶdiƟoŶs of No EleĐtoral Defeat

We agaiŶ staƌt ǁith the aŶalǇsis of ŶeĐessitǇ, Ŷoǁ foƌ the outĐoŵe Ŷo eleĐtoƌal

defeat. Taďle Ϯ.ϰ displaǇs the paƌaŵeteƌs of fit foƌ the siǆ diŵeŶsioŶs aŶd theiƌ

logiĐal ŶegaƟoŶ.

Foƌŵal ĐooptaƟoŶ ;Đoop_foƌŵͿ shoǁs a ĐoŶsisteŶĐǇ of Ϭ.ϵϮϭ.¹ϻ It also passes

the tǁo tests of eŵpiƌiĐal ƌeleǀaŶĐe ;Đoǀeƌage Ϭ.ϴϯϯͿ, ďut the ƌeleǀaŶĐe of Ŷe-

ĐessitǇ ;‘oNͿ paƌaŵeteƌ at Ϭ.ϰϭϳ alƌeadǇ iŶdiĐates soŵe douďts.¹ϼ Ouƌ aŶalǇsis

¹ϻOut of the ϭϮϲ Đases of eleĐƟoŶsǁith outĐoŵeŶo eleĐtoƌal defeat, oŶlǇ seǀeŶ aƌe iŶĐoŶsisteŶt
iŶ kiŶd aŶd aŶotheƌ seǀeŶ iŶĐoŶsisteŶt iŶ degƌee ;“ĐhŶeideƌ aŶd ‘ohlfiŶg, ϮϬϭϯ; ‘ohlfiŶg, ϮϬϭϮͿ.

¹ϼNoƟĐe that ĐoŶdiƟoŶ diff_leg also passes the ĐoŶsisteŶĐǇ thƌeshold ďut Ŷot that of ‘oN. Like-
ǁise, ŶoŶe of the disjuŶĐƟoŶs ďetǁeeŶ siŶgle ĐoŶdiƟoŶs passes the eŵpiƌiĐal Đƌiteƌia foƌ ďeiŶg
ŶoŶ-tƌiǀiallǇ ŶeĐessaƌǇ.
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Ϯ. The “uƌǀiǀal of EleĐtoƌal áutoĐƌaĐies ϲϯ

Taďle Ϯ.ϰ: Paƌaŵeteƌs of Fit, NeĐessitǇ foƌ the OutĐoŵe No EleĐtoƌal Defeat

CoŶdiƟoŶs CoŶsisteŶĐǇ of NeĐessitǇ Coǀeƌage of NeĐessitǇ ‘eleǀaŶĐe of NeĐessitǇ
leg_speĐ Ϭ.ϳϵϯ Ϭ.ϳϵϵ Ϭ.ϱϱϮ
leg_diff Ϭ.ϵϱϳ Ϭ.ϴϯϱ Ϭ.ϯϯϬ
Đoop_foƌŵ Ϭ.ϵϮϭ Ϭ.ϴϯϯ Ϭ.ϰϭϳ
Đoop_iŶf Ϭ.ϯϭϬ Ϭ.ϵϮϴ Ϭ.ϵϳϰ
ƌep_h Ϭ.ϴϭϵ Ϭ.ϴϬϬ Ϭ.ϱϭϬ
ƌep_s Ϭ.ϳϵϳ Ϭ.ϴϯϲ Ϭ.ϲϰϲ
Ŷot leg_speĐ Ϭ.ϮϬϳ Ϭ.ϴϰϯ Ϭ.ϵϲϯ
Ŷot leg_diff Ϭ.Ϭϰϯ Ϭ.ϰϲϴ Ϭ.ϵϱϵ
Ŷot Đoop_foƌŵ Ϭ.Ϭϳϵ Ϭ.ϱϵϴ Ϭ.ϵϱϰ
Ŷot Đoop_iŶf Ϭ.ϲϵϬ Ϭ.ϳϲϯ Ϭ.ϲϭϬ
Ŷot ƌep_h Ϭ.ϭϴϭ Ϭ.ϴϰϲ Ϭ.ϵϲϵ
Ŷot ƌep_s Ϭ.ϮϬϯ Ϭ.ϳϭϯ Ϭ.ϵϮϭ

seeŵs to pƌoǀide soŵe eŵpiƌiĐal suppoƌt foƌ foƌŵal ĐooptaƟoŶ ďeiŶg a ŶeĐessaƌǇ

ĐoŶdiƟoŶ foƌ the staďilitǇ of autoĐƌaĐies ǁheŶ ĐoŶfƌoŶted iŶ aŶ eleĐtoƌal Đoŵpe-

ƟƟoŶ. This ǁould ƌesoŶate ǁith seǀeƌal ƌeĐeŶt studies oŶ autoĐƌaƟĐ peƌsisteŶĐe

iŶ ǁhiĐh the staďiliziŶg iŵpaĐt of foƌŵal ĐooptaƟoŶ is giǀeŶ a ĐeŶtƌal ƌole. IŶ faĐt,

the so-Đalled ͞iŶsƟtuƟoŶal tuƌŶ iŶ ĐoŵpaƌaƟǀe authoƌitaƌiaŶisŵ͟ ;PepiŶskǇ, ϮϬϭϰͿ

aƌgues that autoĐƌaƟĐ iŶsƟtuƟoŶs suĐh as paƌƟes, eleĐƟoŶs, aŶd ĐoŶsƟtuƟoŶs aƌe

Ŷot just ǁiŶdoǁ dƌessiŶg ďut used as effiĐieŶt tools foƌ ĐooptaƟoŶ ;e.g. GaŶdhi,

ϮϬϬϴ; “ǀolik, ϮϬϭϮ; GiŶsďuƌg aŶd “iŵpseƌ, ϮϬϭϰ;MoƌgeŶďesseƌ, ϮϬϭϲͿ. Yet,ǁehas-

teŶ to add a Ŷote of ĐauƟoŶ. Ouƌ fiŶdiŶg of foƌŵal ĐooptaƟoŶ ďeiŶg a ŶeĐessaƌǇ

ĐoŶdiƟoŶ ŵight ďe a ŵeƌe aƌƟfaĐt of the ǁaǇ Luedeƌs et al. ;ϮϬϭϰͿ opeƌaƟoŶalize

it aŶd hoǁ the eleĐtoƌal autoĐƌaƟĐ ƌegiŵe tǇpe is defiŶed: high paƌtǇ iŶsƟtuƟoŶ-

alizaƟoŶ ;= ŵulƟpaƌtǇ eleĐƟoŶsͿ is used as a paƌƟal iŶdiĐatoƌ foƌ ďoth high foƌŵal

ĐooptaƟoŶ aŶd foƌ ideŶƟfǇiŶg eleĐtoƌal ƌegiŵes ;defiŶed as ŵulƟpaƌtǇ polliŶgͿ,

soŵethiŶg Kailitz aŶd TaŶŶeďeƌg ;ϮϬϭϱ, ϴϬͿ alƌeadǇ pƌoďleŵaƟze. We aƌe theƌe-

foƌe hesitaŶt to deĐlaƌe foƌŵal ĐooptaƟoŶ as a ŶeĐessaƌǇ ĐoŶdiƟoŶ foƌ autoĐƌaƟĐ

ƌegiŵe suƌǀiǀal uŶless alteƌŶaƟǀe opeƌaƟoŶalizaƟoŶs of foƌŵal ĐooptaƟoŶ also

poiŶt iŶ the saŵe diƌeĐƟoŶ.
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Ϯ. The “uƌǀiǀal of EleĐtoƌal áutoĐƌaĐies ϲϰ

Taďle Ϯ.ϱ: Tƌuth Taďle foƌ the OutĐoŵe No EleĐtoƌal Defeat

ƌoǁ leg_speĐ leg_diff Đoop_foƌŵ Đoop_iŶf ƌep_h ƌep_s OutĐoŵe Ŷ iŶĐl P‘I Đases
ϲϮ ϭ ϭ ϭ ϭ Ϭ ϭ ϭ ϭϬ Ϭ.ϵϵϬ Ϭ.ϵϵϬ GáB_Ϭϱ,GáB_Ϭϵ,NáM_Ϭϵ,BWá_Ϭϰ,

BWá_Ϭϵ,“GP_ϵϭ,“GP_ϵϯ,“GP_Ϭϭ,
“GP_Ϭϲ,NáM_Ϭϵ.ϭ

ϲϭ ϭ ϭ ϭ ϭ Ϭ Ϭ ϭ ϰ Ϭ.ϵϴϲ Ϭ.ϵϴϲ GáB_ϵϳ,GáB_ϵϴ,GáB_Ϭϭ,MY“_ϵϬ
ϱϴ ϭ ϭ ϭ Ϭ Ϭ ϭ ϭ Ϯ Ϭ.ϵϮϬ Ϭ.ϵϮϬ )WE_ϵϱ,KG)_Ϭϵ
ϲϰ ϭ ϭ ϭ ϭ ϭ ϭ ϭ ϯϬ Ϭ.ϵϭϰ Ϭ.ϵϭϰ VEN_Ϭϲ,‘U“_Ϭϰ,‘U“_Ϭϳ,‘U“_Ϭϴ

,á)E_Ϭϭ,á)E_Ϭϯ,á)E_Ϭϴ,GáB_Ϭϲ,
)MB_Ϭϴ,D)á_ϵϳ,D)á_ϵϵ,
D)á_ϬϮ,D)á_Ϭϰ,D)á_Ϭϳ,D)á_Ϭϵ,
TUN_Ϭϵ,I‘N_ϵϮ,I‘N_ϵϯ,I‘N_ϵϲ,
I‘N_ϵϳ,I‘N_ϵϴ,I‘N_Ϭϰ,I‘N_Ϭϴ,
I‘N_Ϭϵ,MY“_ϵϱ,MY“_ϵϵ,MY“_Ϭϰ,
MY“_Ϭϴ,“GP_ϵϳ,TUN_Ϭϵ.ϭ

ϲϯ ϭ ϭ ϭ ϭ ϭ Ϭ ϭ Ϯ Ϭ.ϴϲϰ Ϭ.ϴϲϰ ‘U“_Ϭϯ,COG_Ϭϵ
Ϯϴ Ϭ ϭ ϭ Ϭ ϭ ϭ ϭ ϭϱ Ϭ.ϴϮϭ Ϭ.ϴϮϭ TGO_ϵϵ,TGO_ϬϮ,TGO_Ϭϯ,TGO_Ϭϱ,

TGO_Ϭϳ,CM‘_ϬϮ,CM‘_Ϭϰ,CM‘_Ϭϳ,
CáF_Ϭϱ,KEN_ϵϰ,KEN_ϵϳ,
)WE_ϵϲ,)WE_ϬϮ,CáF_Ϭϱ.ϭ,KEN_ϵϳ.ϭ

ϲϬ ϭ ϭ ϭ Ϭ ϭ ϭ ϭ ϰϳ Ϭ.ϴϭϰ Ϭ.ϴϭϰ GTM_ϵϭ,“LV_ϵϭ,NIC_ϵϬ,á‘M_Ϭϳ,
á‘M_Ϭϴ,“EN_ϬϬ,NE‘_ϵϵ,BFá_Ϭϱ,
TGO_ϵϴ,CM‘_ϵϳ,KEN_ϬϮ,
T)á_ϬϬ,T)á_Ϭϱ,‘Wá_Ϭϯ,‘Wá_Ϭϴ,
ETH_Ϭϱ,MO)_Ϭϵ,)MB_Ϭϲ,)WE_Ϭϱ,
)WE_Ϭϴ,)áF_ϵϰ,TUN_ϵϵ,TUN_Ϭϰ,
EGY_ϵϬ,EGY_ϵϯ,EGY_ϵϱ,EGY_ϵϵ,
EGY_ϬϬ,EGY_Ϭϱ,EGY_Ϭϳ,KG)_Ϭϱ,
KG)_Ϭϳ,NPL_ϵϭ,NIC_ϵϬ.ϭ,CM‘_ϵϳ.ϭ,
NGá_ϵϵ,KEN_ϬϮ.ϭ,T)á_ϬϬ.ϭ,T)á_Ϭϱ.ϭ,
‘Wá_Ϭϯ.ϭ,MO)_Ϭϵ.ϭ,)MB_Ϭϭ,
)MB_Ϭϲ.ϭ)WE_Ϭϴ.ϭ,TUN_ϵϵ.ϭ,
EGY_Ϭϱ.ϭ,KG)_Ϭϱ.ϭ

Ϯϱ Ϭ ϭ ϭ Ϭ Ϭ Ϭ Ϭ Ϯ Ϭ.ϳϵϴ Ϭ.ϳϵϴ NáM_Ϭϰ,NáM_Ϭϰ.ϭ
ϱϳ ϭ ϭ ϭ Ϭ Ϭ Ϭ Ϭ ϰ Ϭ.ϳϴϯ Ϭ.ϳϴϯ P‘Y_ϵϯ,GHá_ϬϬ,P‘Y_ϵϯ.ϭ,GHá_ϬϬ.ϭ
ϭϮ Ϭ Ϭ ϭ Ϭ ϭ ϭ Ϭ ϯ Ϭ.ϳϰϵ Ϭ.ϳϰϵ CIV_Ϭϭ,KEN_ϵϮ,KEN_ϵϮ.ϭ
ϱϵ ϭ ϭ ϭ Ϭ ϭ Ϭ Ϭ ϭϯ Ϭ.ϳϯϮ Ϭ.ϳϯϮ MEX_ϵϭ,MEX_ϵϰ,MEX_ϵϳ,MEX_ϬϬ,

“LV_ϵϰ,PE‘_ϬϬ,“EN_ϵϯ,MEX_ϵϰ.ϭ,
MEX_ϬϬ.ϭ,“LV_ϵϰ.ϭ,PE‘_ϬϬ.ϭ,
“EN_ϵϯ.ϭ,LKá_ϵϰ

ϱϲ ϭ ϭ Ϭ ϭ ϭ ϭ Ϭ Ϯ Ϭ.ϲϴϰ Ϭ.ϲϴϰ I‘N_ϬϬ,I‘N_Ϭϭ
ϮϬ Ϭ ϭ Ϭ Ϭ ϭ ϭ Ϭ Ϯ Ϭ.ϲϲϳ Ϭ.ϲϲϳ CIV_ϬϬ,CIV_ϬϬ.ϭ
ϱϮ ϭ ϭ Ϭ Ϭ ϭ ϭ Ϭ ϭϬ Ϭ.ϲϬϵ Ϭ.ϲϬϵ PE‘_ϵϱ,UGá_ϵϲ,UGá_Ϭϭ,UGá_Ϭϲ,

BGD_Ϭϴ,THá_ϵϮ,THá_Ϭϳ,PE‘_ϵϱ.ϭ,
UGá_Ϭϲ.ϭ,THá_ϵϮ.ϭ

ϰϯ ϭ Ϭ ϭ Ϭ ϭ Ϭ Ϭ Ϯ Ϭ.ϰϴϰ Ϭ.ϰϴϰ MDG_ϵϮ,HTI_ϬϬ
ϰϰ ϭ Ϭ ϭ Ϭ ϭ ϭ Ϭ Ϯ Ϭ.ϯϱϰ Ϭ.ϯϱϰ PáK_Ϭϴ,IDN_ϵϵ
ϰϭ ϭ Ϭ ϭ Ϭ Ϭ Ϭ Ϭ ϯ Ϭ.Ϭϲϯ Ϭ.Ϭϲϯ HUN_ϵϬ,MDG_ϵϯ,MDG_ϵϯ.ϭ

Taďle Ϯ.ϱ displaǇs the tƌuth taďle foƌ the outĐoŵe Ŷo eleĐtoƌal defeat. álso

heƌe, ǁe ĐoŶsideƌ ƌoǁs ǁith less thaŶ tǁo Đases ;Ŷ.Đut ≥ ϮͿ as logiĐal ƌeŵaiŶdeƌs

;ϰϰ ƌoǁs, Ŷot displaǇed heƌeͿ.¹Ͻ ‘oǁs ǁith a ĐoŶsisteŶĐǇ of higheƌ thaŶ Ϭ.ϴ aƌe ĐoŶ-

sideƌed suffiĐieŶt foƌ the outĐoŵe. IŶ ĐoŶtƌast to the tƌuth taďle foƌ the outĐoŵe

eleĐtoƌal defeat ;Taďle B.ϰ, áppeŶdiǆͿ, theƌe aƌe Ŷoǁ seǀeŶ suĐh ƌoǁs that pass

ouƌ ĐoŶsisteŶĐǇ thƌeshold. The ƌeŵaiŶiŶg teŶ ƌoǁs do Ŷot pass the ĐoŶsisteŶĐǇ

test aŶd aƌe ĐoŶsideƌed Ŷot suffiĐieŶt foƌ the outĐoŵe.¹Ͼ Foƌ the logiĐal ŵiŶiŵiza-

ƟoŶ, ǁe foƌŵulate diƌeĐƟoŶal eǆpeĐtaƟoŶs oŶ tǁo ĐoŶdiƟoŶs. We eǆpeĐt that

ďoth the pƌeseŶĐe of high speĐifiĐ suppoƌt of legiƟŵaĐǇ aŶd of foƌŵal ĐooptaƟoŶ

should ĐoŶtƌiďute to ŶoŶ-defeat of autoĐƌats. With this setup, ǁe oďtaiŶ the iŶteƌ-

¹ϽOuƌ ƌesults of outĐoŵe Ŷo eleĐtoƌal defeat aƌe ƌoďust agaiŶst the alteƌŶaƟǀe fƌeƋueŶĐǇ thƌesh-
old of ϭ ;see áppeŶdiǆͿ. The ƌeasoŶ foƌ this is stƌaighƞoƌǁaƌd: ďǇ ƌaisiŶg Ŷ.Đut fƌoŵ ≥ϭ to ≥Ϯ, oŶlǇ
oŶe tƌuth taďle ƌoǁ is tuƌŶed iŶto a logiĐal ƌeŵaiŶdeƌ ƌoǁ ;ƌoǁ ϰϴ, Đf. Taďle B.ϳ iŶ the áppeŶdiǆͿ.

¹ϾThe ‘ sĐƌipt iŶĐludes ƌoďustŶess tests usiŶg higheƌ aŶd loǁeƌ ĐoŶsisteŶĐǇ thƌesholds.
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Ϯ. The “uƌǀiǀal of EleĐtoƌal áutoĐƌaĐies ϲϱ

ŵediate soluƟoŶ¹Ͽ displaǇed iŶ Taďle Ϯ.ϲ.

Taďle Ϯ.ϲ: IŶteƌŵediate “oluƟoŶ Foƌŵula, OutĐoŵe No EleĐtoƌal Defeat

TǇpe “uffiĐieŶt teƌŵs, ĐoŶŶeĐted ďǇ logiĐal O‘Ǔ CoŶsisteŶĐǇ P‘Iǔ Coǀ.ƌǕ Coǀ.uǕ

ádapƟǀe{ LEG_“PEC*LEG_DIFF*COOP_FO‘M*COOP_INF Ϭ.ϵϮϱ Ϭ.ϵϮϱ Ϭ.Ϯϳϯ Ϭ.ϬϮϱ
LEG_“PEC*LEG_DIFF*COOP_FO‘M*‘EP_“ Ϭ.ϴϳϭ Ϭ.ϴϳϭ Ϭ.ϱϴϰ Ϭ.ϬϲϬ

‘igid LEG_DIFF*COOP_FO‘M*Đoop_iŶf*‘EP_H*‘EP_“ Ϭ.ϴϯϮ Ϭ.ϴϯϮ Ϭ.ϰϰϴ Ϭ.Ϭϵϳ
Oǀeƌall soluƟoŶ Ϭ.ϴϳϲ Ϭ.ϴϳϲ Ϭ.ϳϬϲ

Ǔ Capital leƩeƌs iŶdiĐate pƌeseŶĐe, sŵall leƩeƌs aďseŶĐe, * deŶotes logiĐal áND.
ǔ P‘I = pƌopoƌƟoŶal ƌeduĐƟoŶ iŶ iŶĐoŶsisteŶĐǇ ;MeŶdel aŶd ‘agiŶ ϮϬϭϭ, see also “ĐhŶeideƌ aŶd
WageŵaŶŶ ϮϬϭϮ, p. ϮϰϮͿ.

Ǖ Coǀ.ƌ = the ƌaǁ Đoǀeƌage; Coǀ.u = uŶiƋue Đoǀeƌage.

The soluƟoŶ foƌŵula ĐoŶsists of thƌee suffiĐieŶt teƌŵs. TǇpiĐal foƌ QCá, ǁe

fiŶd aŶ eƋuifiŶal aŶd ĐoŶjuŶĐtuƌal eǆplaŶaƟoŶ foƌ ǁhǇ autoĐƌats do Ŷot lose eleĐ-

ƟoŶs. Oǀeƌall, the soluƟoŶ foƌŵula Đoǀeƌs, oƌ eǆplaiŶs, aƌouŶd ϳϬ peƌĐeŶt of all the

iŶstaŶĐes iŶ ǁhiĐh autoĐƌats did Ŷot lose eleĐƟoŶs. This iŶdiĐates that foƌ the out-

Đoŵe Ŷo eleĐtoƌal defeat, the W)B ŵodel does, iŶdeed, haǀe eǆplaŶatoƌǇ poǁeƌ.

Taďle Ϯ.ϳ lists, aŵoŶg otheƌs, those peƌsisteŶt autoĐƌaĐies that aƌe Ŷot eǆplaiŶed

ďǇ ouƌQCá. These so-Đalled deǀiaŶt Đases Đoǀeƌage ;“ĐhŶeideƌ aŶd ‘ohlfiŶg, ϮϬϭϯͿ

Đoŵpƌise, foƌ iŶstaŶĐe, seǀeƌal eleĐƟoŶs iŶ MeǆiĐo, Peƌu, “eŶegal oƌ UgaŶda.

áll thƌee suffiĐieŶt teƌŵs ĐoŶtaiŶ the ĐoŶdiƟoŶ foƌŵal ĐooptaƟoŶ ;Đoop_foƌŵͿ

aŶd diffuse legiƟŵaƟoŶ ;leg_diffͿ as ĐoŶjuŶĐts. The fiƌst tǁo teƌŵs highlǇ oǀeƌlap.

Both ĐoŵďiŶe the pƌeseŶĐe of high speĐifiĐ aŶd diffuse legiƟŵaƟoŶ togetheƌ ǁith

foƌŵal ĐooptaƟoŶ. This is ĐoŵďiŶed ǁith eitheƌ iŶfoƌŵal ĐooptaƟoŶ aŶd/oƌ soŌ

ƌepƌessioŶ. The thiƌd teƌŵ ĐoŶsists of high diffuse legiƟŵaƟoŶ, foƌŵal ĐooptaƟoŶ,

haƌd aŶd soŌ ƌepƌessioŶ, ĐoŵďiŶed ǁith the aďseŶĐe of iŶfoƌŵal ĐooptaƟoŶ. áll

teƌŵs haǀe ƌelaƟǀelǇ high ĐoŶsisteŶĐǇ aŶd ƌaǁ Đoǀeƌage ǀalues ;eǆĐept the fiƌst

teƌŵ ǁith a ƌaǁ Đoǀeƌage of Ϭ.ϮϳϯͿ. The uŶiƋue Đoǀeƌage of eaĐh teƌŵ is loǁ ďe-

Đause seǀeƌal Đases aƌe ŵeŵďeƌs of ŵoƌe thaŶ oŶe suffiĐieŶt teƌŵ.

The tǁo fiƌst suffiĐieŶt teƌŵs ĐoƌƌespoŶd to ĐoŵŵoŶ eǆpeĐtaƟoŶs. IŶ esseŶĐe,

theǇ sƟpulate that if autoĐƌats eŵploǇ ŵost of the stƌategies iŶdiĐated iŶ the W)B

ŵodel, theǇ aƌe Ŷot defeated iŶ eleĐƟoŶs. Due to theiƌ oǀeƌlap, ǁe iŶteƌpƌet ďoth

¹Ͽ“iŶĐe Ŷo assuŵpƟoŶ oŶ aŶǇ of the logiĐal ƌeŵaiŶdeƌ passes as aŶ easǇ ĐouŶteƌfaĐtual, the
iŶteƌŵediate soluƟoŶ is ideŶƟĐal to the ĐoŶseƌǀaƟǀe soluƟoŶ.
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Ϯ. The “uƌǀiǀal of EleĐtoƌal áutoĐƌaĐies ϲϲ

teƌŵs as fuŶĐƟoŶal eƋuiǀaleŶts aŶd suŵŵaƌize theŵ as oŶe tǇpe of autoĐƌaĐǇ,

ǁhiĐh ǁe Đall adapƟǀe authoƌitaƌiaŶisŵ. ádapƟǀe ďeĐause those ƌegiŵes aďstaiŶ

fƌoŵ usiŶg high aŵouŶts of haƌd ƌepƌessioŶ aŶd ƌatheƌ ƌelǇ oŶ shaŵ deŵoĐƌaƟĐ

iŶsƟtuƟoŶs of ĐooptaƟoŶ aŶd legiƟŵaƟoŶ.

UŶiƋuelǇ Đoǀeƌed tǇpiĐal Đases ;“ĐhŶeideƌ aŶd ‘ohlfiŶg, ϮϬϭϯͿϸ⁰ foƌ this tǇpe of

autoĐƌaĐǇ aƌe, foƌ iŶstaŶĐe, ‘ussia, ázeƌďaijaŶ, GaďoŶ, BotsǁaŶa, álgeƌia,MalaǇsia

oƌ “iŶgapoƌe ;see Taďle Ϯ.ϳͿ. IŶ all of these ƌegiŵes, autoĐƌats did ǁiŶ seǀeƌal eleĐ-

ƟoŶs.ϸ¹ Taďle Ϯ.ϳ ĐoŶtaiŶs a full list of otheƌ tǇpiĐal Đases ǁhiĐh aƌe Ŷot uŶiƋuelǇ

Đoǀeƌed.

Taďle Ϯ.ϳ: CategoƌizaƟoŶ of Cases, OutĐoŵe No EleĐtoƌal Defeat

Case TǇpes Teƌŵ ϭ+Ϯ: ádapƟǀe áuthoƌitaƌiaŶisŵ Teƌŵ ϯ: ‘igid áuthoƌitaƌiaŶisŵ
TǇpiĐal VEN_Ϭϲ, ‘U“_Ϭϯ, ‘U“_Ϭϰ, ‘U“_Ϭϳ, ‘U“_Ϭϴ, á)E_Ϭϭ,

á)E_Ϭϯ, á)E_Ϭϴ, GáB_ϵϳ, GáB_ϵϴ, GáB_Ϭϭ, GáB_Ϭϱ,
GáB_Ϭϲ, GáB_Ϭϵ, COG_Ϭϵ, )MB_Ϭϴ, NáM_Ϭϵ, BWá_Ϭϰ,
BWá_Ϭϵ, D)á_ϵϳ, D)á_ϵϵ, D)á_ϬϮ, D)á_Ϭϰ, D)á_Ϭϳ,
D)á_Ϭϵ, TUN_Ϭϵ, I‘N_ϵϮ, I‘N_ϵϯ, I‘N_ϵϲ, I‘N_Ϭϴ,
I‘N_Ϭϵ, MY“_ϵϬ, MY“_ϵϱ, MY“_ϵϵ, MY“_Ϭϰ, MY“_Ϭϴ,
“GP_ϵϭ, “GP_ϵϯ,Ǔ “GP_ϵϳ, “GP_Ϭϭ, “GP_Ϭϲ, NáM_Ϭϵ.ϭ,
TUN_Ϭϵ.ϭ, “LV_ϵϭ, á‘M_Ϭϳ, á‘M_Ϭϴ, BFá_Ϭϱ, TGO_ϵϴ,
CM‘_ϵϳ, T)á_ϬϬ, T)á_Ϭϱ, ‘Wá_Ϭϯ, ‘Wá_Ϭϴ, ETH_Ϭϱ,
MO)_Ϭϵ, )MB_Ϭϲ, )WE_ϵϱ, )WE_Ϭϱ, )WE_Ϭϴ, TUN_ϵϵ,
TUN_Ϭϰ, EGY_ϵϬ, EGY_ϵϯ, EGY_ϵϱ, EGY_ϵϵ, EGY_ϬϬ,
EGY_Ϭϱ, EGY_Ϭϳ, KG)_Ϭϱ, KG)_Ϭϳ, KG)_Ϭϵ, NPL_ϵϭ,
CM‘_ϵϳ.ϭ, T)á_ϬϬ.ϭ, T)á_Ϭϱ.ϭ, ‘Wá_Ϭϯ.ϭ, MO)_Ϭϵ.ϭ,
)MB_Ϭϭ, )MB_Ϭϲ.ϭ, TUN_ϵϵ.ϭ, EGY_Ϭϱ.ϭ, KG)_Ϭϱ.ϭ

“LV_ϵϭ, á‘M_Ϭϳ, á‘M_Ϭϴ, BFá_Ϭϱ, TGO_ϵϴ, TGO_ϵϵ,
TGO_ϬϮ, TGO_Ϭϯ, TGO_Ϭϱ, TGO_Ϭϳ, CM‘_ϵϳ, CM‘_ϬϮ,
CM‘_Ϭϰ, CM‘_Ϭϳ, CáF_Ϭϱ, KEN_ϵϰ, KEN_ϵϳ, T)á_ϬϬ,
T)á_Ϭϱ, ‘Wá_Ϭϯ, ‘Wá_Ϭϴ, ETH_Ϭϱ, MO)_Ϭϵ, )MB_Ϭϲ,
)WE_ϵϲ, )WE_ϬϮ, )WE_Ϭϱ, )WE_Ϭϴ, TUN_ϵϵ, TUN_Ϭϰ,
EGY_ϵϬ, EGY_ϵϯ, EGY_ϵϱ, EGY_ϵϵ, EGY_ϬϬ, EGY_Ϭϱ,
EGY_Ϭϳ, KG)_Ϭϱ, KG)_Ϭϳ, NPL_ϵϭ, CM‘_ϵϳ.ϭ, CáF_Ϭϱ.ϭ,
KEN_ϵϳ.ϭ, T)á_ϬϬ.ϭ, T)á_Ϭϱ.ϭ, ‘Wá_Ϭϯ.ϭ, MO)_Ϭϵ.ϭ,
)MB_Ϭϭ, )MB_Ϭϲ.ϭ, TUN_ϵϵ.ϭ, EGY_Ϭϱ.ϭ, KG)_Ϭϱ.ϭ

UŶiƋuelǇ Coǀeƌed
TǇpiĐal

VEN_Ϭϲ, ‘U“_Ϭϯ, ‘U“_Ϭϰ, ‘U“_Ϭϳ, ‘U“_Ϭϴ, á)E_Ϭϭ,
á)E_Ϭϯ, á)E_Ϭϴ, GáB_ϵϳ, GáB_ϵϴ, GáB_Ϭϭ, GáB_Ϭϱ,
GáB_Ϭϲ, GáB_Ϭϵ, COG_Ϭϵ, )MB_Ϭϴ, NáM_Ϭϵ, BWá_Ϭϰ,
BWá_Ϭϵ, D)á_ϵϳ, D)á_ϵϵ, D)á_ϬϮ, D)á_Ϭϰ, D)á_Ϭϳ,
D)á_Ϭϵ, TUN_Ϭϵ, I‘N_ϵϮ, I‘N_ϵϯ, I‘N_ϵϲ, I‘N_Ϭϴ,
I‘N_Ϭϵ, MY“_ϵϬ, MY“_ϵϱ, MY“_ϵϵ, MY“_Ϭϰ, MY“_Ϭϴ,
“GP_ϵϭ, “GP_ϵϯ, “GP_ϵϳ, “GP_Ϭϭ, “GP_Ϭϲ, NáM_Ϭϵ.ϭ,
TUN_Ϭϵ.ϭ, )WE_ϵϱ, KG)_Ϭϵ

TGO_ϵϵ, TGO_ϬϮ, TGO_Ϭϯ, TGO_Ϭϱ, TGO_Ϭϳ, CM‘_ϬϮ,
CM‘_Ϭϰ, CM‘_Ϭϳ, CáF_Ϭϱ, KEN_ϵϰ, KEN_ϵϳ, )WE_ϵϲ,
)WE_ϬϮ, CáF_Ϭϱ.ϭ, KEN_ϵϳ.ϭ

DeǀiaŶt
CoŶsisteŶĐǇ

I‘N_ϵϳ, I‘N_ϵϴ, I‘N_Ϭϰ, GTM_ϵϭ, NIC_ϵϬ, “EN_ϬϬ,
NE‘_ϵϵ, KEN_ϬϮ, )áF_ϵϰ, NIC_ϵϬ.ϭ, NGá_ϵϵ, KEN_ϬϮ.ϭ,
)WE_Ϭϴ.ϭ

GTM_ϵϭ, NIC_ϵϬ, “EN_ϬϬ, NE‘_ϵϵ, KEN_ϬϮ, )áF_ϵϰ,
NIC_ϵϬ.ϭ, NGá_ϵϵ, KEN_ϬϮ.ϭ, )WE_Ϭϴ.ϭ

DeǀiaŶt Coǀeƌage
foƌ “oluƟoŶ
Foƌŵula

á)E_Ϭϲ, CIV_ϬϬ.ϭ, CIV_Ϭϭ, HTI_ϬϬ, I‘N_ϬϬ, I‘N_Ϭϭ, KEN_ϵϮ, KEN_ϵϮ.ϭ, MEX_ϵϭ, MEX_ϵϰ, MEX_ϵϰ.ϭ,
MEX_ϵϳ, NáM_Ϭϰ, NáM_Ϭϰ.ϭ, PE‘_ϬϬ, PE‘_ϬϬ.ϭ, PE‘_ϵϱ, PE‘_ϵϱ.ϭ, P‘Y_ϵϯ, P‘Y_ϵϯ.ϭ, “EN_ϵϯ,
“EN_ϵϯ.ϭ, “EN_ϵϴ, “LV_ϵϰ, “LV_ϵϰ.ϭ, UGá_Ϭϭ, UGá_Ϭϲ, UGá_Ϭϲ.ϭ, UGá_ϵϲ

Ǔ UŶdeƌliŶed Đase Ŷaŵes = ŵost tǇpiĐal Đases.

‘egaƌdiŶg the geŶeƌal featuƌes of adapƟǀe authoƌitaƌiaŶisŵ, the tǁo soluƟoŶ

teƌŵs highlight the use of ďoth diffuse aŶd speĐifiĐ legiƟŵaƟoŶ. IŶ addiƟoŶ, this

autoĐƌaĐǇ tǇpe is ĐhaƌaĐteƌized ďǇ its eŵphasis oŶ pƌoĐeduƌes aŶd foƌŵal iŶsƟ-

tuƟoŶs, suĐh as eleĐƟoŶs aŶd paƌƟes as suĐĐessful staďilizaƟoŶ stƌategies. We

ϸ⁰These aƌe Đases that aƌe ŵeŵďeƌs of the adapƟǀe ďut Ŷot the ƌigid authoƌitaƌiaŶ tǇpe ;see
ďeloǁͿ.

ϸ¹“oŵe Đases ĐoŶtƌadiĐt ouƌ Đlaiŵ that adapƟǀe authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes aƌe ƌesilieŶt. TheǇ aƌe
listed as deǀiaŶt ĐoŶsisteŶĐǇ Đases iŶ Taďle Ϯ.ϳ. NoƟĐe, though, that autoĐƌaƟĐ defeat iŶ eleĐƟoŶs
does Ŷot ŶeĐessaƌilǇ ŵeaŶ deŵoĐƌaƟzaƟoŶ. IŶ IƌaŶ, foƌ iŶstaŶĐe, the autoĐƌaƟĐ eleĐtoƌal defeats iŶ
ϭϵϵϳ, ϭϵϵϴ aŶd ϮϬϬϰ ƌefeƌ to the ďegiŶŶiŶg aŶd eŶd of the ƌefoƌŵist ďut Ŷeǀeƌtheless authoƌitaƌiaŶ
Khataŵi ƌegiŵe.
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Ϯ. The “uƌǀiǀal of EleĐtoƌal áutoĐƌaĐies ϲϳ

tǇpiĐallǇ fiŶd eĐoŶoŵiĐallǇ ǁell deǀeloped ĐouŶtƌies iŶ this ĐategoƌǇ that haǀe

the ƌesouƌĐes to push foƌ peƌfoƌŵaŶĐe-oƌieŶtated stƌategies. NoƟĐe also that ďe-

Đause haƌd ƌepƌessioŶ is fouŶd to ďe logiĐallǇ ƌeduŶdaŶt foƌ adapƟǀe authoƌitaƌ-

iaŶ ƌegiŵes, seǀeƌal of theŵ do suƌǀiǀe ǁithout the use of haƌd ƌepƌessioŶ - at

least as ĐoŶĐeptualized aŶd opeƌaƟoŶalized iŶ this studǇ. These fiŶdiŶgs ĐoiŶĐide

ǁith soŵe of the ƌeĐeŶt oďseƌǀaƟoŶs iŶ autoĐƌaĐǇ ƌeseaƌĐh. ás poiŶted out ďǇ

GeƌsĐheǁski ;ϮϬϭϯ, ϮϴͿ, ƌepƌessioŶ is a douďle-edged sǁoƌd as its eǆĐessiǀe us-

age ƌisks to haŵpeƌ legiƟŵaƟoŶ effoƌts ďǇ autoĐƌats. BǇ aǀoidiŶg eǆteŶsiǀe use of

haƌd ƌepƌessioŶ, autoĐƌats ďeĐoŵe ŵoƌe adapƟǀe aŶd ͞leaƌŶ͟ hoǁ to effeĐƟǀelǇ

ŵaŶipulate seeŵiŶglǇ deŵoĐƌaƟĐ iŶsƟtuƟoŶs foƌ ƌeŵaiŶiŶg iŶ poǁeƌ ;MagaloŶi,

ϮϬϭϬ; “Đhedleƌ, ϮϬϭϯ; OƌtŵaŶŶ aŶd ThoŵpsoŶ, ϮϬϭϯͿ. IŶdeed, deĐƌeasiŶg haƌd ƌe-

pƌessioŶ ǁhile usiŶg pƌopagaŶda, ĐeŶsoƌship, aŶd otheƌ Ŷeǁ iŶfoƌŵaƟoŶ-ďased

stƌategies is ĐoŶsideƌed to ďe the ͞keǇ iŶŶoǀaƟoŶ͟ iŶ ŵodeƌŶ autoĐƌaĐies ;Guƌieǀ

aŶd TƌeisŵaŶ, ϮϬϭϱͿ.

Hoǁ does the ĐlassifiĐaƟoŶ of adapƟǀe authoƌitaƌiaŶisŵ fit to eǆisƟŶg Đate-

goƌies of autoĐƌaĐies? CoŶtƌaƌǇ to ouƌ eǆpeĐtaƟoŶs, the uŶiƋuelǇ Đoǀeƌed tǇpi-

Đal Đases do Ŷot all ďeloŶg to the ĐategoƌǇ of ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe ƌegiŵes. ázeƌďaijaŶ,

BotsǁaŶa aŶd the high peƌfoƌŵeƌ “iŶgapoƌe aƌe Đlassified as hegeŵoŶiĐ. Theŵost

ƌeĐeŶt eleĐƟoŶs iŶ GaďoŶ ǁeƌe also held uŶdeƌ the ƌule of a hegeŵoŶiĐ ƌegiŵe.

WheŶ lookiŶg at alteƌŶaƟǀe ĐategoƌizaƟoŶs iŶ the liteƌatuƌe, ouƌ set of uŶiƋuelǇ

Đoǀeƌed tǇpiĐal Đases is a ďleŶd of peƌsoŶal, paƌtǇ-ďased oƌ ŵulƟ-paƌtǇ aŶd ŵili-

taƌǇ ƌegiŵes ;e.g. Geddes et al., ϮϬϭϰ; WahŵaŶ et al., ϮϬϭϯͿ.ϸϸ Oǀeƌall, this sug-

gests that ouƌ adapƟǀe authoƌitaƌiaŶ tǇpe Đuts aĐƌoss eǆisƟŶg ĐlassifiĐaƟoŶ ďǇ

highlighƟŶg a speĐifiĐ ŵiǆ of legiƟŵaƟoŶ aŶd ĐooptaƟoŶ.

The defiŶiŶg featuƌe of the thiƌd suffiĐieŶt teƌŵ, iŶ ĐoŶtƌast to the pƌeǀious

tǁo, is that it ƌeƋuiƌes the aďseŶĐe of iŶfoƌŵal ĐooptaƟoŶ aŶd the pƌeseŶĐe of

haƌd ƌepƌessioŶ. We laďel it as ƌigid authoƌitaƌiaŶisŵ siŶĐe applǇiŶg high leǀels of

haƌd ƌepƌessioŶ deĐƌeases a ƌegiŵe s͛ fleǆiďilitǇ. Due to the ƌisks of a legiƟŵaĐǇ

Đƌisis, GeƌsĐheǁski ;ϮϬϭϯ, ϮϴͿ desĐƌiďes the joiŶt usage of haƌd ƌepƌessioŶ aŶd le-

ϸϸBotsǁaŶa is eǀeŶ Đategoƌized as deŵoĐƌaĐǇ iŶ the dataset of WahŵaŶ et al. ;ϮϬϭϯͿ.
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giƟŵaƟoŶ as the ͞áĐhilles heel͟ of authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes. While theƌe ŵight ďe

soŵe ĐoŵpaƟďilitǇ ďetǁeeŶ diffuse suppoƌt of legiƟŵaƟoŶ ;e.g. ideologiesͿ aŶd

haƌd ƌepƌessioŶ, the speĐifiĐ aŶd peƌfoƌŵaŶĐe-oƌieŶtated diŵeŶsioŶ of legiƟŵa-

ƟoŶ is ǁeakeŶed. HeŶĐe, the ƌigid authoƌitaƌiaŶisŵ tǇpe has less ĐapaĐiƟes foƌ

iŶŶoǀaƟǀe legiƟŵaƟoŶ stƌategies oƌ Ŷeǁ pƌoĐeduƌes. This is also ƌefleĐted iŶ ouƌ

fiŶdiŶgs siŶĐe the ƌigid authoƌitaƌiaŶisŵ teƌŵ iŶĐludes oŶlǇ diffuse aŶd Ŷot spe-

ĐifiĐ suppoƌt of legiƟŵaƟoŶ. Figuƌe Ϯ.Ϯ pƌoǀides a gƌaphiĐal ƌepƌeseŶtaƟoŶ of the

QCá soluƟoŶ foƌŵula aŶd the ǁaǇ ǁe iŶteƌpƌet it iŶ teƌŵs of adapƟǀe aŶd ƌigid

authoƌitaƌiaŶisŵ.ϸϹ

Figure Ϯ.Ϯ:GƌaphiĐal IllustƌaƟoŶ of the IŶteƌŵediate “oluƟoŶ Teƌŵ foƌ No EleĐtoƌal Defeat

ás the Đoǀeƌage foƌ the thiƌd teƌŵ iŶ Taďle Ϯ.ϲ iŶdiĐates, theƌe aƌe feǁeƌ ƌigid

thaŶ adapƟǀe authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes. UŶiƋuelǇ Đoǀeƌed tǇpiĐal Đases aƌe, foƌ iŶ-

staŶĐe, Ŷuŵeƌous eleĐƟoŶs iŶ Togo, CaŵeƌooŶ, CeŶtƌal áfƌiĐaŶ ‘epuďliĐ, KeŶǇa

iŶ the ϭϵϵϬs aŶd )iŵďaďǁe. IŶteƌesƟŶglǇ, this set of Đases iŶĐludes oŶlǇ áfƌiĐaŶ

ƌegiŵes. Yet, ǁe ĐaŶŶot ƌule out that this is due to uŶaǀailaďilitǇ of data fƌoŵ

siŵilaƌ authoƌitaƌiaŶ ĐouŶtƌies iŶ otheƌ ǁoƌld ƌegioŶs. IŶĐoŶsisteŶt Đases of ƌigid

authoƌitaƌiaŶisŵ aƌe eleĐƟoŶs iŶ NiĐaƌagua, ďut also KeŶǇa iŶ ϮϬϬϮ aŶd otheƌ

ƌegiŵes ;see Taďle Ϯ.ϳͿ.

We ďelieǀe that the list of uŶiƋuelǇ Đoǀeƌed tǇpiĐal Đases of ƌigid authoƌitaƌi-

aŶisŵ leŶds suppoƌt to ouƌ iŶteƌpƌetaƟoŶ. áll these ƌegiŵes aƌe kŶoǁŶ foƌ ďeiŶg
ϸϹThe logiĐ of this gƌaph is adopted fƌoŵ Goeƌtz aŶd MahoŶeǇ ;ϮϬϬϱͿ, see also Mello ;ϮϬϭϮͿ.
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Ϯ. The “uƌǀiǀal of EleĐtoƌal áutoĐƌaĐies ϲϵ

highlǇ ƌepƌessiǀe. IŶ addiƟoŶ, theǇ shaƌe the featuƌe of haǀiŶg eitheƌ Ŷot ǀeƌǇ de-

ǀeloped eĐoŶoŵies aŶd/oƌ high poǀeƌtǇ ƌates ;Woƌld BaŶk, ϮϬϭϲͿ. ThisŵeaŶs that

authoƌitaƌiaŶ leadeƌs iŶ ƌigid ƌegiŵes haǀe feǁeƌ ƌesouƌĐes oƌ iŶĐeŶƟǀes to opt foƌ

peƌfoƌŵaŶĐe-ďased legiƟŵaƟoŶ aŶd, iŶstead, ƌelǇ oŶ haƌd ƌepƌessioŶ.Whatŵight

ďe soŵeǁhat puzzliŶg, though, is that aĐĐoƌdiŶg to ouƌ QCá, this ƌegiŵe tǇpe ƌe-

Ƌuiƌes the aďseŶĐe of iŶfoƌŵal ĐooptaƟoŶ. This ŵight ďe paƌƟĐulaƌlǇ suƌpƌisiŶg iŶ

light of the ŵuĐh disĐussed ŶeopatƌiŵoŶial leadeƌship stǇles iŶ soŵe of the ŵeŶ-

ƟoŶed áfƌiĐaŶ ƌegiŵes ;EiseŶstadt, ϭϵϳϯ; BƌaƩoŶ aŶd VaŶ de Walle, ϭϵϵϰ; BaĐh

aŶd Gaziďo, ϮϬϭϯͿ. NoƟĐe, hoǁeǀeƌ, that ŵeasuƌiŶg iŶfoƌŵal stƌuĐtuƌes is highlǇ

pƌoďleŵaƟĐ ;Helŵke aŶd LeǀitskǇ, ϮϬϬϰͿ aŶd that ouƌ pƌoǆǇ iŶdiĐatoƌ foƌ iŶfoƌŵal

ĐooptaƟoŶ ŵeƌelǇ assesses eǆteƌŶal ƌeŶts. Fƌoŵ this poiŶt of ǀieǁ, the aďseŶĐe of

eǆteƌŶal ƌeŶts ;aka iŶfoƌŵal ĐooptaƟoŶͿ leŶds fuƌtheƌ suppoƌts to ouƌ iŶteƌpƌeta-

ƟoŶ that ƌigid authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes haǀe less ĐapaĐitǇ foƌ iŶŶoǀaƟoŶs of the kiŶd

shoǁŶ ďǇ adapƟǀe authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes.

‘egaƌdiŶg eǆisƟŶg ĐlassifiĐaƟoŶs of the ƌegiŵes Đoǀeƌed ďǇ ƌigid authoƌitaƌiaŶ-

isŵ, ǁe agaiŶ fiŶd a ŵiǆtuƌe of ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe ;e.g. KeŶǇa, CeŶtƌal áfƌiĐaŶ ‘epuďliĐͿ

aŶd hegeŵoŶiĐ ƌegiŵes ;Togo, CaŵeƌooŶ, )iŵďaďǁeͿ. Fuƌtheƌŵoƌe, the uŶiƋuelǇ

Đoǀeƌed tǇpiĐal Đases aƌeŵostlǇ Đategoƌized as paƌtǇ-ďased, peƌsoŶalist oƌŵilitaƌǇ

autoĐƌaĐies ;Geddes et al., ϮϬϭϰ; WahŵaŶ et al., ϮϬϭϯͿ. This, agaiŶ, shoǁs that the

W)B ŵodel s͛ stƌeŶgth is to Đaptuƌe geŶeƌal staďilizaƟoŶ stƌategies that aƌe used

aĐƌoss ǀaƌious foƌŵs of autoĐƌaƟĐ ƌegiŵes.

Ϯ.ϱ DisĐussioŶ

What aƌe the iŶsights of these fiŶdiŶgs ǀis-a-ǀis the disĐussioŶ aďout the W)B

ŵodel s͛ peƌfoƌŵaŶĐe iŶ eǆplaiŶiŶg autoĐƌaƟĐ staďilitǇ?

Fiƌst, Ŷo siŶgle diŵeŶsioŶ of the W)B ŵodel aloŶe ĐaŶ eǆplaiŶ autoĐƌaƟĐ staďil-

itǇ. IŶstead, ǁe ideŶƟfǇ speĐifiĐ ĐoŵďiŶaƟoŶs that aƌe suffiĐieŶt foƌ Ŷot losiŶg eleĐ-

ƟoŶs ;ĐoŶjuŶĐtuƌal ĐausaƟoŶͿ. Fuƌtheƌŵoƌe, ǁe fiŶd diffeƌeŶt suĐh ĐoŵďiŶaƟoŶs

;eƋuifiŶalitǇͿ. “eĐoŶd, aŶd ƌelated to the pƌeǀious poiŶt, ǁe also ƌeǀeal eǀideŶĐe
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Ϯ. The “uƌǀiǀal of EleĐtoƌal áutoĐƌaĐies ϳϬ

foƌ Đausal asǇŵŵetƌǇ. The high Đoǀeƌage of the soluƟoŶ teƌŵ iŶdiĐates that the

W)B ŵodel peƌfoƌŵs ǁell ǁheŶ tƌǇiŶg to eǆplaiŶ Ŷo eleĐtoƌal defeat. WheŶ tƌǇiŶg

to eǆplaiŶ eleĐtoƌal defeat, the diŵeŶsioŶs iŶǀoked ďǇ the W)B ŵodel peƌfoƌŵ

pooƌlǇ, though.

Thiƌd, ouƌ tǁo autoĐƌaĐǇ tǇpes oŶlǇ paƌƟallǇ oǀeƌlap ǁith GeƌsĐheǁski s͛ tǁo

ǁoƌlds of autoĐƌaĐies. The oǀeƌ-poliƟĐized autoĐƌaĐǇ tǇpe ;GeƌsĐheǁski, ϮϬϭϯ, ϯϬͿ

is ǀeƌǇ siŵilaƌ toǁhatǁe Đall ƌigid authoƌitaƌiaŶisŵ. The diffeƌeŶĐe siŵplǇ ĐoŶsists

of ouƌ ƌigid tǇpe addiƟoŶallǇ iŵplǇiŶg Ŷo iŶfoƌŵal ĐooptaƟoŶ. Yet, ouƌ adapƟǀe au-

thoƌitaƌiaŶisŵ iŶĐludes - Ŷeǆt to the eleŵeŶts of GeƌsĐheǁski s͛ uŶdeƌ-poliƟĐized

tǇpe ;speĐifiĐ suppoƌt of legiƟŵaƟoŶ, iŶfoƌŵal ĐooptaƟoŶ aŶd soŌ ƌepƌessioŶͿ -

also foƌŵal ĐooptaƟoŶ aŶd diffuse legiƟŵaƟoŶ.

IŶ oƌdeƌ to assess ŵoƌe foƌŵallǇ the eǆteŶt to ǁhiĐh ouƌ fiŶdiŶgs oǀeƌlap ǁith

GeƌsĐheǁski s͛ Đlaiŵ of ͞tǁo ǁoƌlds of autoĐƌaĐies,͟ the tool of theoƌǇ eǀaluaƟoŶ

;‘agiŶ, ϭϵϴϳ, p. ϭϭϴ-ϭϮϭ, “ĐhŶeideƌ aŶd WageŵaŶŶ, ϮϬϭϮ, Đhap. ϭϭ.ϯͿ ĐaŶ ďe eŵ-

ploǇed. TheoƌǇ eǀaluaƟoŶ ideŶƟfies the aƌeas of ;ŶoŶ-Ϳ oǀeƌlap ďetǁeeŶ the theo-

ƌeƟĐal eǆpeĐtaƟoŶs T ;heƌe GeƌsĐheǁski s͛ tǁo ǁoƌldsͿ aŶd ouƌ eŵpiƌiĐal fiŶdiŶgs

E ;see Taďle Ϯ.ϲͿ. The oǀeƌlap ďetǁeeŶ T aŶd E ;TEͿ ĐaŶ ďe eǆpƌessed iŶ BooleaŶ

teƌŵs, the saŵe as eaĐh of the otheƌ thƌee aƌeas ;T~E, ~TE, ~T~EͿ.ϸϺ áƌea TE iŶdi-

Đates ǁheƌe theoƌǇ aŶd eŵpiƌiĐal fiŶdiŶgs oǀeƌlap; aƌea ~TE ǁheƌe theoƌǇ ŵight

Ŷeed to ďe eǆpaŶded; T~E ǁheƌe theoƌǇ ŵight Ŷeed to ďe ƌestƌiĐted; aŶd ~T~E

ǁheƌe ďoth the theoƌǇ aŶd the eŵpiƌiĐal soluƟoŶ fail to eǆplaiŶ ǁhǇ outĐoŵe Y

oĐĐuƌs.

Taďle Ϯ.ϴ ƌepoƌts the Ŷuŵďeƌ of Đases that fall iŶto eaĐh of the fouƌ aƌeas.ϸϻ

This alloǁs foƌ aŶ eŵpiƌiĐal assessŵeŶt of hoǁ stƌoŶg the ;ŶoŶ-Ϳ oǀeƌlap ďetǁeeŶ

ouƌ fiŶdiŶgs aŶd GeƌsĐheǁski s͛ ŵodel is.ϸϼ ás ĐaŶ ďe seeŶ iŶ the uppeƌ leŌ Đell

;TEͿ, ŵost of ouƌ staďle autoĐƌaƟĐ ƌegiŵes aƌe ďoth pƌediĐted ďǇ GeƌsĐheǁski s͛

ŵodel aŶd ouƌ QCá ƌesult. Out of a total of ϭϮϲ staďle autoĐƌaĐies iŶ ouƌ data,

ϴϵ aƌe eǆpeĐted ďoth ďǇ GeƌsĐheǁski s͛ aŶd ouƌ QCá ŵodel. áloŶg the saŵe liŶes,

ϸϺTaďle B.ϭϬ iŶ the áppeŶdiǆ speĐifies the BooleaŶ eǆpƌessioŶ foƌ eaĐh of the fouƌ aƌeas.
ϸϻ“ee Taďle B.ϭϭ iŶ the áppeŶdiǆ foƌ the Ŷaŵes of the Đases.
ϸϼ“ee the ‘ sĐƌipt foƌ the use of the theoƌǇ eǀaluaƟoŶ fuŶĐƟoŶs fƌoŵ the “etMethods paĐkage

;MedzihoƌskǇ et al., ϮϬϭϲͿ.
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Ϯ. The “uƌǀiǀal of EleĐtoƌal áutoĐƌaĐies ϳϭ

the ϭϳ ŶoŶ-staďle autoĐƌaĐies iŶ Đell ~T~E aƌe eǆpeĐted to ďe ŶoŶ-staďle autoĐƌa-

Đies ďǇ ďoth GeƌsĐheǁski aŶd us.ϸϽ The eŵpiƌiĐal oǀeƌlap is Ŷot peƌfeĐt, though,

as the Đases iŶ Đells T~E aŶd ~TE aƩest. We ŵaŶage to Đaptuƌe ϴ iŶstaŶĐes of sta-

ďle autoĐƌaĐies that GeƌsĐheǁski s͛ ŵodel does Ŷot. áll of these Đases fall iŶto ouƌ

ĐategoƌǇ of adapƟǀe authoƌitaƌiaŶisŵ. This poiŶts to the Ŷeed of eŶhaŶĐiŶg the

theoƌies aďout the staďilizaƟoŶ ŵeĐhaŶisŵs iŶ this tǇpe of ƌegiŵes.

Taďle Ϯ.ϴ: IŶteƌseĐƟoŶs of GeƌsĐheǁski s͛ ;ϮϬϭϯͿ tǁo ǁoƌlds of autoĐƌaĐies ;TͿ aŶd eŵpiƌi-
Đal fiŶdiŶgs ;EͿ

Our QCA soluƟoŶ forŵula ideŶƟfies:

“taďle autoĐƌaĐies ;EͿ NoŶ-staďle autoĐƌaĐies ;~EͿ

Ge
rs
Đh
eǁ

sk
ip

re
di
Đt
s: “taďle

autoĐƌaĐies
;TͿ

TE
Y:ǓCoǀeƌed ŵost likelǇ Đases [ϴϵ]ǔ
~Y: IŶĐoŶsist. ŵost likelǇ Đases [ϭϯ]

T~E
Y: UŶĐoǀeƌed ŵost likelǇ Đases [ϯ]
~Y: CoŶsist. ŵost likelǇ Đases [Ϭ]

NoŶ-staďle
autoĐƌaĐies

;~TͿ

~ TE
Y: Coǀeƌed least likelǇ Đases [ϴ]
~Y: IŶĐoŶsist. least likelǇ Đases [Ϭ]

~ T~E
Y: UŶĐoǀeƌed least likelǇ Đases [Ϯϲ]
~Y: CoŶsist. least likelǇ Đases [ϭϳ]

Ǔ Y: Đasesǁith fuzzǇ setŵeŵďeƌship iŶ outĐoŵe Ŷo eleĐtoƌal defeat of higheƌ thaŶ Ϭ.ϱ, ~Y: Đases
ǁith fuzzǇ set ŵeŵďeƌship iŶ outĐoŵe Ŷo eleĐtoƌal defeat of loǁeƌ thaŶ Ϭ.ϱ.

ǔ The Ŷuŵďeƌs iŶ sƋuaƌed ďƌaĐkets iŶdiĐate the Ŷuŵďeƌ of Đases ďeiŶg ŵeŵďeƌ of eaĐh of the
fouƌ iŶteƌseĐƟoŶs ďetǁeeŶ T aŶd Y aŶd that aƌe ŵeŵďeƌs of the outĐoŵe Y aŶd ~T Y, ƌespeĐ-
ƟǀelǇ.

Fouƌth, legiƟŵaƟoŶ - oƌ ŵoƌe speĐifiĐallǇ, the diŵeŶsioŶ of diffuse suppoƌt -

is paƌt of all suffiĐieŶt teƌŵs aŶd theƌefoƌe a defiŶiŶg featuƌe of ouƌ tǁo autoĐƌaĐǇ

tǇpes. This iŶdiĐates the ĐƌuĐial ƌole of legiƟŵaƟoŶ foƌ the suƌǀiǀal of autoĐƌaĐies

aŶd highlights the iŵpoƌtaŶĐe of ƌesuƌƌeĐƟŶg legiƟŵaƟoŶ as a keǇ featuƌe iŶ ƌe-

seaƌĐh oŶ ĐoŶteŵpoƌaƌǇ autoĐƌaĐies. CoŶtƌaƌǇ to Luedeƌs et al. ;ϮϬϭϰͿ, ouƌ aŶalǇ-

sis theƌefoƌe suppoƌts the ƌeĐeŶtlǇ pƌoposed Đlaiŵs iŶ the liteƌatuƌe that legiƟŵa-

ƟoŶ ŵaƩeƌs foƌ the staďilitǇ of authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes ;Kailitz, ϮϬϭϯ; áhƌeŶs et al.,

ϮϬϭϱ; ǀoŶ “oest aŶd Gƌauǀogel, ϮϬϭϳďͿ. Moƌe speĐifiĐallǇ, ǁe fiŶd that ǁhile ouƌ

ϸϽPuzzliŶg Đases aŶd iŶ Ŷeed foƌ Đloseƌ ǁithiŶ-Đase sĐƌuƟŶǇ aƌe the ŶoŶ-staďle autoĐƌaĐies iŶ
aƌea TE aŶd the staďle autoĐƌaĐies iŶ ~T~E, foƌ theǇ ĐoŶtƌadiĐt ďoth GeƌsĐheǁski s͛ aŶd ouƌ ŵodel.
“ee the áppeŶdiǆ foƌ fuƌtheƌ iŶsights to ďe gaiŶed fƌoŵ the theoƌǇ eǀaluaƟoŶ.
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Ϯ. The “uƌǀiǀal of EleĐtoƌal áutoĐƌaĐies ϳϮ

ƌigid autoĐƌaĐies ƌelǇ solelǇ oŶ diffuse souƌĐes of legiƟŵaĐǇ, the ŵoƌe Ŷuŵeƌous

adapƟǀe ƌegiŵes aƌe usiŶg ďoth diffuse aŶd speĐifiĐ souƌĐes of suppoƌt. BǇ usiŶg

eĐoŶoŵiĐ suĐĐess foƌ gaiŶiŶg populaƌ suppoƌt aŶd ďǇ eŵploǇiŶg Ŷeǁ teĐhŶologies

foƌ fosteƌiŶg iŶdoĐtƌiŶaƟoŶ aŶd suƌǀeillaŶĐe effoƌts ;oŌeŶ iŶstead of heaǀǇ Đoeƌ-

ĐioŶͿ, adapƟǀe authoƌitaƌiaŶisŵ appeaƌs to ďeŵoƌe fleǆiďle iŶ ƌeaĐƟŶg to eǆteƌŶal

shoĐks aŶd thus ŵoƌe ƌesilieŶt.

Ϯ.ϲ CoŶĐlusioŶ

This aƌƟĐle tested the W)B ŵodel iŶ the ĐoŶteǆt of autoĐƌaƟĐ eleĐƟoŶs, usiŶg data

pƌeǀiouslǇ aŶalǇzed ďǇ Luedeƌs et al. ;ϮϬϭϰͿ, ďut this Ɵŵe applǇiŶg fuzzǇ-set Qual-

itaƟǀe CoŵpaƌaƟǀe áŶalǇsis. This ŵethodologiĐal ĐhoiĐe ǁas dƌiǀeŶ ďǇ the ďelief

that the W)B ŵodel s͛ Đoƌe Đlaiŵ is that its siǆ diŵeŶsioŶs aƌe eǆpeĐted to ǁoƌk

iŶ ĐoŵďiŶaƟoŶs ƌatheƌ thaŶ iŶ isolaƟoŶ aŶd that it, iŶ esseŶĐe, aiŵs at eǆplaiŶiŶg

autoĐƌaƟĐ ƌesilieŶĐe ƌatheƌ thaŶ ďƌeakdoǁŶ. Ouƌ QCá ƌeǀeals that, ǁhile the W)B

ŵodel ĐaŶŶot eǆplaiŶ ǁhǇ autoĐƌats lose eleĐƟoŶs, it peƌfoƌŵs ǁell iŶ ideŶƟfǇiŶg

ŵeaŶiŶgful tǇpes of autoĐƌaĐies thatŵaŶage to suƌǀiǀe eleĐtoƌal ĐhalleŶges.Moƌe

speĐifiĐallǇ, ǁe ideŶƟfied tǁo staďle tǇpes of eleĐtoƌal authoƌitaƌiaŶisŵ. OŶe is the

adapƟǀe autoĐƌaĐǇ tǇpe, ǁhiĐh is ŵoƌe pƌeǀaleŶt aŶd seeŵs to ƌelǇ less oŶ haƌd

ƌepƌessioŶ aŶd theƌeďǇ ďeĐoŵes ŵoƌe fleǆiďle iŶ applǇiŶg speĐifiĐ, peƌfoƌŵaŶĐe-

oƌieŶtated legiƟŵaƟoŶ stƌategies. The otheƌ is the ƌigid autoĐƌaĐǇ tǇpe, ǁhiĐh has

less ƌesouƌĐes, ĐapaĐiƟes, oƌ iŶĐeŶƟǀes foƌ suĐh iŶŶoǀaƟǀe autoĐƌaƟĐ ŵeasuƌes

aŶd iŶstead ƌelies oŶ haƌd ƌepƌessioŶ aŶd diffuse souƌĐes of legiƟŵaƟoŶ.

The juƌǇ is sƟll out as to ǁhetheƌ the W)B ŵodel applies, as Đlaiŵed ďǇ Geƌ-

sĐheǁski ;ϮϬϭϯ, ϭϯͿ, to all autoĐƌaĐǇ tǇpes. Just like Luedeƌs et al. ;ϮϬϭϰͿ; Kailitz

aŶd TaŶŶeďeƌg ;ϮϬϭϱͿ; Luedeƌs aŶd CƌoissaŶt ;ϮϬϭϱͿ, also ouƌ papeƌ Đould Ŷot ƌe-

solǀe this ƋuesƟoŶ foƌ the siŵple faĐt that it ǁould ƌeƋuiƌe a diffeƌeŶt data set

ǁith all ƌegiŵe tǇpes iŶ it aŶd a diffeƌeŶt ŵeasuƌe of autoĐƌaƟĐ ƌesilieŶĐe. BǇ def-

iŶiƟoŶ, eleĐtoƌal defeat is ƌuled out iŶ Đlosed autoĐƌaĐies, a faĐt alƌeadǇ poiŶted

out ďǇ Luedeƌs et al. ;ϮϬϭϰ, ϯϯϲͿ.
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Ϯ. The “uƌǀiǀal of EleĐtoƌal áutoĐƌaĐies ϳϯ

We see seǀeƌal aǀeŶues foƌ futuƌe ƌeseaƌĐh oŶ autoĐƌaƟĐ staďilitǇ, iŶ geŶeƌal,

aŶd the W)B ŵodel, iŶ paƌƟĐulaƌ. Fiƌst, iŶ light of the gƌoǁiŶg aƩeŶƟoŶ paid to au-

toĐƌaƟĐ legiƟŵaƟoŶ, theƌe is Ŷeed foƌ fuƌtheƌ iŶƋuiƌies iŶto the pƌeĐise taĐƟĐs aŶd

teĐhŶiƋues eŵploǇed ďǇ autoĐƌats.ϸϾ Theƌe aƌe alƌeadǇ seǀeƌal iŶteƌesƟŶg steps iŶ

this diƌeĐƟoŶ that ĐoŶsist of ƋualitaƟǀe assessŵeŶts of hoǁ these ƌegiŵes ŵake

use of eĐoŶoŵiĐ pƌogƌess, ŵodeƌŶizaƟoŶ, aŶd Ŷeǁ iŶfoƌŵaƟoŶ teĐhŶologies to le-

giƟŵate theiƌ ƌule ;KudaiďeƌgeŶoǀa, ϮϬϭϱ; Leǁis, ϮϬϭϲ; Maeƌz, ϮϬϭϲͿ. “eĐoŶd, fuƌ-

theƌ tests of the W)B ŵodel ǁill Ŷeed to eŵploǇ ďeƩeƌ iŶdiĐatoƌs of the ŵodel s͛

siǆ diŵeŶsioŶs. This applies iŶ paƌƟĐulaƌ to the ŵeasuƌeŵeŶt of legiƟŵaƟoŶ aŶd

ĐooptaƟoŶ. UŶfoƌtuŶatelǇ, these aƌe also ŶotoƌiouslǇ diffiĐult to opeƌaƟoŶalize,

espeĐiallǇ iŶ laƌgeƌ-N ĐoŵpaƌisoŶs. ás Ŷoted aďoǀe, the aďseŶĐe of pƌotests is oŶlǇ

a ƌough iŶdiĐatoƌ foƌ diffuse suppoƌt. FiŶdiŶgŵoƌe diƌeĐt assessŵeŶt of legiƟŵaĐǇ

iŶ authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes ƌeŵaiŶs a ĐhalleŶgiŶg task. áƩeŵpts, suĐh as ;ƋualitaƟǀeͿ

ĐoŶteŶt aŶalǇsis of the ŵedia, sĐhool ďooks, oƌ puďliĐ eǀeŶts aŶd ŵass suƌǀeǇs aƌe

Ɵŵe-ĐoŶsuŵiŶg aŶd ďeaƌ seǀeƌal ƌisks iŶ teƌŵs of aĐĐessiďilitǇ aŶd ƌeliaďilitǇ ;GeŶ-

Ɵle, ϮϬϭϯͿ. GƌoǁiŶg ƌeseaƌĐh oŶ puďliĐ opiŶioŶ iŶ less ƌestƌiĐted autoĐƌaĐies aŶd

hǇďƌid ƌegiŵes aƌe pƌoŵisiŶg ǁaǇs foƌǁaƌd ;e.g. Mazepus, ϮϬϭϲͿ. EǆploƌatoƌǇ eǆ-

peƌt suƌǀeǇs aŶd fiƌst data oŶ diffeƌeŶt legiƟŵaƟoŶ stƌategies as iŶ ǀoŶ “oest aŶd

Gƌauǀogel ;ϮϬϭϳďͿ offeƌ a fƌuiƞul ďasis iŶ the Ƌuest foƌ Ŷeǁ aŶd ŵoƌe ƌefiŶed iŶ-

diĐatoƌs. With ƌegaƌd to ŵeasuƌiŶg foƌŵal ĐooptaƟoŶ, aŶ iŵpoƌtaŶt ĐoŶtƌiďuƟoŶ

is “Đhŵotz s͛ ;ϮϬϭϱͿ iŶdeǆ ǁhiĐh ĐoŵďiŶes seǀeƌal iŶdiĐatoƌs iŶto a ŵulƟleǀel ĐoŶ-

Đept of ĐooptaƟoŶ. Last ďut Ŷot least, folloǁ-up studies should ŵake sǇsteŵaƟĐ

use of the ŶeǁlǇ eŵeƌgiŶg ;set-theoƌeƟĐͿ tools of ŵulƟ-ŵethod ƌeseaƌĐh ;“ĐhŶei-

deƌ aŶd ‘ohlfiŶg, ϮϬϭϯ, ϮϬϭϰͿ. ‘atheƌ thaŶ speĐulaƟŶg aďout the poteŶƟal ŵeĐha-

Ŷisŵs that liŶk ouƌ autoĐƌaĐǇ tǇpes to autoĐƌaƟĐ ƌesilieŶĐe, ŵoƌe ƌigoƌous pƌoĐess

tƌaĐiŶg ǁill Ŷeed to ďe peƌfoƌŵed iŶ puƌposefullǇ ĐhoseŶ tǇpiĐal aŶd deǀiaŶt Đases.

Ouƌ papeƌ has pƌepaƌed the gƌouŶd foƌ suĐh Đase studies.

ϸϾ“uĐh ŵoƌe iŶ-depth iŶǀesƟgaƟoŶs seeŵ paƌƟĐulaƌlǇ Ŷeeded iŶ adapƟǀe autoĐƌaĐies ďeĐause
this tǇpe of authoƌitaƌiaŶisŵ seeŵs to ďe oŶ the ƌise.
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Study 3

The Many Faces of Authoritarian

Persistence

This studǇ is ĐuƌƌeŶtlǇ uŶdeƌ ƌeǀieǁ foƌ puďliĐaƟoŶ. The full Ɵtle of the ŵaŶusĐƌipt

is ͞The MaŶǇ FaĐes of áuthoƌitaƌiaŶ PeƌsisteŶĐe. á “et-TheoƌeƟĐ PeƌspeĐƟǀe oŶ

the “uƌǀiǀal “tƌategies of áuthoƌitaƌiaŶ ‘egiŵes.͟

ϯ.ϭ IŶtroduĐƟoŶ

‘eĐeŶt autoĐƌaĐǇ ƌeseaƌĐh illustƌates that authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes¹ do Ŷot oŶlǇ ƌelǇ

oŶ ƌepƌessioŶ ďut iŶsƟtuƟoŶalize also sophisƟĐated foƌŵs of ĐooptaƟoŶ ;GaŶdhi

aŶd Pƌzeǁoƌski, ϮϬϬϳ; GaŶdhi, ϮϬϬϴ; GiŶsďuƌg aŶd “iŵpseƌ, ϮϬϭϰ; MoƌgeŶďesseƌ,

ϮϬϭϲͿ. IŶ addiƟoŶ, theƌe is a ŶasĐeŶt stƌaŶd of liteƌatuƌe ǁhiĐh shoǁs that auto-

Đƌats applǇ diffeƌeŶt stƌategies of legiƟŵaƟoŶ to pƌoloŶg theiƌ ƌule ;GeƌsĐheǁski,

ϮϬϭϯ; Gƌauǀogel aŶd ǀoŶ “oest, ϮϬϭϰ; Dukalskis, ϮϬϭϳͿ. “eǀeƌal Ŷeǁ tǇpologies

Đategoƌize authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes as peƌ these iŶsƟtuƟoŶal featuƌes aŶd, ďased oŶ

aǀeƌage ƌegiŵe leŶgths iŶ eaĐh ĐategoƌǇ, pƌopose ŵoƌe oƌ less eŶduƌiŶg autoĐƌaĐǇ

tǇpes ;e.g. WahŵaŶ et al., ϮϬϭϯ; Kailitz, ϮϬϭϯ; Geddes et al., ϮϬϭϰͿ. These ĐoŶtƌi-

ďuƟoŶs highlight ĐƌuĐial faĐtoƌs of autoĐƌaƟĐ suƌǀiǀal - Ǉet, ďǇ foĐusiŶg oŶ siŶgle

aspeĐts of authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌule, theǇ ĐaŶŶot suffiĐieŶtlǇ eǆplaiŶ ǁhǇ soŵe authoƌi-

taƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes aƌe ŵoƌe ƌesilieŶt thaŶ otheƌs.

¹áutoĐƌaĐǇ, autoĐƌaƟĐ oƌ authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵe aŶd diĐtatoƌship aƌe iŶteƌĐhaŶgeaďlǇ used.
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ϯ. The MaŶǇ FaĐes of áuthoƌitaƌiaŶ PeƌsisteŶĐe ϳϱ

This aƌƟĐle eǆaŵiŶes hoǁ authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes ĐoŵďiŶe ǀaƌious stƌategies of

ƌepƌessioŶ, ĐooptaƟoŶ, aŶd legiƟŵaƟoŶ to ƌeŵaiŶ iŶ poǁeƌ. The ĐoŶtƌiďuƟoŶ of

the aƌƟĐle is tǁo-fold: Fiƌst, I ĐoŶĐeptualize the heǆagoŶ of authoƌitaƌiaŶ peƌsis-

teŶĐe as a fƌaŵeǁoƌk to eǆplaiŶ hoǁ authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes ŵaŶage to suƌǀiǀe.

The heǆagoŶ is a ŵodified ǀeƌsioŶ of GeƌsĐheǁski s͛ ;ϮϬϭϯͿ thƌee pillaƌs of staďilitǇ

aŶd ĐoŶjoiŶtlǇ looks at siǆ Đoƌe stƌategies of autoĐƌaƟĐ ƌule ;ƌepƌessioŶ of phǇsiĐal

iŶtegƌitǇ ƌights, ƌepƌessioŶ of Điǀil aŶd poliƟĐal ƌights, ĐooptaƟoŶ as ĐoŵpeŶsat-

iŶg ǀulŶeƌaďilitǇ oƌ as siŵulaƟŶg pluƌalisŵ, speĐifiĐ aŶd diffuse suppoƌt of legiƟ-

ŵaƟoŶͿ. Based oŶ set theoƌǇ, the heǆagoŶ ĐaŶ aĐĐouŶt foƌ the Đausal ĐoŵpleǆitǇ

of autoĐƌaƟĐ suƌǀiǀal aŶd ďƌeakdoǁŶ. “eĐoŶd, the eŵpiƌiĐal paƌt of the aƌƟĐle ap-

plies the heǆagoŶ ďǇ usiŶg fuzzǇ-set QualitaƟǀe CoŵpaƌaƟǀe áŶalǇsis ;fsQCáͿ. The

eǆploƌatoƌǇ aŶd Đase-oƌieŶtated aŶalǇsis ƌefeƌs to ϲϮ authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes of ǀaƌ-

ious tǇpes ;ϭϵϵϭ-ϮϬϭϬͿ aŶd eǆaŵiŶes the ĐoŵďiŶed effeĐts of the seǀeƌal stƌate-

gies oŶ authoƌitaƌiaŶ peƌsisteŶĐe. The ƌesulƟŶg fiǀe ĐoŶfiguƌaƟoŶs of the heǆagoŶ

pƌoǀide a Ŷeǁ aŶd ŵoƌe fiŶe-gƌaded piĐtuƌe of autoĐƌaƟĐ suƌǀiǀal.

The aƌƟĐle pƌoĐeeds as folloǁs: The suďseƋueŶt theoƌeƟĐal seĐƟoŶs offeƌ a lit-

eƌatuƌe ƌeǀieǁ aŶd illustƌate the added ǀalue of the heǆagoŶ as a Ŷeǁ fƌaŵeǁoƌk

to eǆplaiŶ authoƌitaƌiaŶ peƌsisteŶĐe. Befoƌe spelliŶg out the opeƌaƟoŶalizaƟoŶ of

the heǆagoŶ, I outliŶe the ŵethodologiĐal appƌoaĐh aŶd deŵoŶstƌate ǁhǇ fsQCá

isŵost suitaďle to assess the diffeƌeŶt stƌategies of autoĐƌaƟĐ poǁeƌŵaiŶteŶaŶĐe.

The last paƌt suŵŵaƌizes the aŶalǇsis aŶd disĐusses fiǀe ĐoŶfiguƌaƟoŶs of the heǆa-

goŶ as the ŵajoƌ fiŶdiŶgs of this aƌƟĐle, folloǁed ďǇ soŵe ĐoŶĐludiŶg ƌeŵaƌks.

ϯ.Ϯ RepressioŶ, CooptaƟoŶ, aŶd LegiƟŵaƟoŶ

The ďuƌgeoŶiŶg ƌeseaƌĐh aďout autoĐƌaĐies illuŵiŶates ĐƌuĐial aspeĐts of auto-

ĐƌaƟĐ suƌǀiǀal. “eǀeƌal ĐoŶtƌiďuƟoŶs offeƌ detailed ƋualitaƟǀe aŶalǇses of ŵodeƌŶ

authoƌitaƌiaŶisŵ iŶ oŶ oŶe oƌ a feǁ Đases ;BƌoǁŶlee, ϮϬϬϳ; “lateƌ, ϮϬϭϬď; Heŵ-

ŵeŶt, ϮϬϭϱͿ. TheǇ fuƌtheƌ studǇ the stƌategies aŶd teĐhŶiƋues iŶ siŶgle tǇpes of

autoĐƌaĐies aŶd illuŵiŶate, foƌ eǆaŵple, hoǁ eleĐtoƌal ƌegiŵes ŵake use of seeŵ-
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ϯ. The MaŶǇ FaĐes of áuthoƌitaƌiaŶ PeƌsisteŶĐe ϳϲ

iŶglǇ deŵoĐƌaƟĐ iŶsƟtuƟoŶs to pƌoloŶg theiƌ ƌule ;“Đhedleƌ, ϮϬϬϲ; LeǀitskǇ aŶd

WaǇ, ϮϬϭϬ; MoƌgeŶďesseƌ, ϮϬϭϲͿ.

“haƌiŶg a stƌoŶg foĐus oŶ authoƌitaƌiaŶ iŶsƟtuƟoŶs, theƌe aƌe also a ƌaŶge of

ƋuaŶƟtaƟǀe studies ǁhiĐh ƌeǀeal that authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes do Ŷot solelǇ ƌelǇ oŶ

ƌepƌessioŶ ďut iŶsƟtuƟoŶalize Đleǀeƌ ǁaǇs of ĐooptaƟoŶ to haŶdle the ĐhalleŶges

of shaƌiŶg poǁeƌ ǁith iŶflueŶƟal elites ǁhile ĐoŶtƌolliŶg the populaƟoŶ at laƌge

;GaŶdhi aŶd Pƌzeǁoƌski, ϮϬϬϳ; GaŶdhi, ϮϬϬϴ; “ǀolik, ϮϬϭϮ; GiŶsďuƌg aŶd “iŵpseƌ,

ϮϬϭϰͿ. BǇ lookiŶg at the ŵost pƌoŵiŶeŶt iŶsƟtuƟoŶal ĐhaƌaĐteƌisƟĐ of a ƌegiŵe,

seǀeƌal Ŷeǁ ĐategoƌizaƟoŶs of autoĐƌaĐies iŶ ŵoŶaƌĐhies, peƌsoŶalist, ŵilitaƌǇ oƌ

siŶgle- aŶd ŵulƟpaƌtǇ ƌegiŵes haǀe ďeeŶ pƌoposed ;Geddes, ϭϵϵϵ; HadeŶius aŶd

Teoƌell, ϮϬϬϳ; Cheiďuď et al., ϮϬϭϬ; WahŵaŶ et al., ϮϬϭϯ; Kailitz, ϮϬϭϯ; Geddes

et al., ϮϬϭϰͿ. The Ŷoǀel data sets haǀe ďeeŶ applied iŶ Ŷuŵeƌous laƌge-N Đoŵpaƌ-

isoŶs aŶd tƌiggeƌed a liǀelǇ deďate aďout the ƌesilieŶĐe aŶd peƌfoƌŵaŶĐe of the

diffeƌeŶt authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵe tǇpes ;e.g. Milleƌ, ϮϬϭϱ; ‘oďeƌts, ϮϬϭϱď; Kailitz aŶd

“toĐkeŵeƌ, ϮϬϭϳͿ.

The tǇpologies of authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes offeƌ diffeƌeŶt eǆplaŶaƟoŶs aďout the

suƌǀiǀal stƌategies iŶ eaĐh ƌegiŵe tǇpe. Geddes ;ϭϵϵϵͿ aƌgues that siŶgle-paƌtǇ

ƌegiŵes aƌe ŵoƌe ƌesilieŶt thaŶ otheƌ ƌegiŵe tǇpes ďeĐause paƌtǇ Đadƌes aƌe ŵoƌe

likelǇ to ŶegoƟate. BǇ usiŶg gaŵe theoƌǇ, she illustƌates that ĐooptaƟoŶ ƌatheƌ

thaŶ eǆĐlusioŶ is the ƌule iŶ this ƌegiŵe tǇpe siŶĐe eǀeƌǇoŶe is ďeƩeƌ off if all

faĐƟoŶs ĐaŶ hold to offiĐe. HadeŶius aŶd Teoƌell ;ϮϬϬϳ, ϭϱϯͿ aƌgue that ŵulƟ-

paƌtǇ ƌegiŵes aƌe least ƌesilieŶt aŶd ŵost likelǇ to deŵoĐƌaƟze ďeĐause theiƌ eleĐ-

toƌal sǇsteŵ alloǁs foƌ soŵe ĐoŶtestaƟoŶ ǁhiĐh ŵakes these ƌegiŵes aŵeŶaďle

to gƌadual iŵpƌoǀeŵeŶts. These aŶd otheƌ aĐĐouŶts of autoĐƌaƟĐ loŶgeǀitǇ aƌe

theoƌeƟĐallǇ ĐoŵpelliŶg - Ǉet, theƌe aƌe sigŶifiĐaŶt eŵpiƌiĐal ǀaƌiaƟoŶs ĐoŶĐeƌŶ-

iŶg the ƌegiŵes͛ duƌaďilitǇ iŶ eaĐh of the pƌoposed Đategoƌies. “eǀeƌal ŵulƟpaƌtǇ

ƌegiŵes, foƌ eǆaŵple, ŵake stƌategiĐ use of the ŵiŶiŵallǇ ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe eleĐƟoŶs

aŶd seeŵ paƌƟĐulaƌlǇ peƌsisteŶt ;Bogaaƌds, ϮϬϭϯͿ. GeŶeƌallǇ, the tǇpologies aƌe

ďased oŶ diffeƌeŶt ĐoŶĐepts of autoĐƌaĐǇ, ƌefeƌ to diǀeƌgeŶt eŵpiƌiĐal sĐopes aŶd

ŵake ĐoŶtƌaƌǇ stateŵeŶts aďout the ƌesilieŶĐe of the ǀaƌious ƌegiŵe tǇpes. The
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ϯ. The MaŶǇ FaĐes of áuthoƌitaƌiaŶ PeƌsisteŶĐe ϳϳ

ĐoŵpaƌisoŶs of the data sets ďǇ WilsoŶ ;ϮϬϭϰͿ, ‘olleƌ ;ϮϬϭϯͿ, aŶd WahŵaŶ et al.

;ϮϬϭϯͿ illustƌate that the ĐhoiĐe of the data set ĐaŶ haǀe sigŶifiĐaŶt effeĐts oŶ the

ƌesults of eŵpiƌiĐal aŶalǇses.ϸ Beside this aŶd ĐƌiƟĐal foƌ the aŶalǇsis iŶ this aƌƟĐle

is that ǁhile the Ŷeǁ tǇpologies highlight siŶgle faĐtoƌs of authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌule, theiƌ

uŶidiŵeŶsioŶal ĐlassifiĐaƟoŶs as peƌ the ŵost outstaŶdiŶg iŶsƟtuƟoŶal ĐhaƌaĐteƌ-

isƟĐ of a ƌegiŵe do Ŷot eǆplaiŶ the ŵulƟfaĐeted Ŷatuƌe of authoƌitaƌiaŶ suƌǀiǀal.

IŶ ĐoŶtƌast to this, GeƌsĐheǁski s͛ ;ϮϬϭϯͿ ŵodel of the thƌee pillaƌs is a seŵiŶal

fƌaŵeǁoƌk ǁhiĐh aƩeŵpts to sǇŶthesize the ŵulƟple faĐtoƌs of autoĐƌaƟĐ staďil-

itǇ. BǇ aƌguiŶg that ƌeĐeŶt autoĐƌaĐǇ ƌeseaƌĐh foĐuses ŵaiŶlǇ oŶ ƌepƌessioŶ aŶd

ĐooptaƟoŶ aŶd has lost sight of legiƟŵaƟoŶ, the pillaƌs aƌe ďased oŶ the assuŵp-

ƟoŶ that aŶǇ tǇpe of autoĐƌaƟĐ ƌegiŵe ŵakes use of these thƌee Đoƌe pƌiŶĐiples

of autoĐƌaƟĐ ƌule. The diffeƌeŶĐe ďetǁeeŶ ƌegiŵes is that theǇ iŶsƟtuƟoŶalize the

stƌategies of ƌepƌessioŶ, ĐooptaƟoŶ, aŶd legiƟŵaƟoŶ iŶ ǀaƌǇiŶg degƌees. Theƌe is

a ŶasĐeŶt stƌaŶd of liteƌatuƌe ǁhiĐh illustƌates that Đlaiŵs to legiƟŵaĐǇ aƌe ĐƌuĐial

aspeĐts of autoĐƌaƟĐ suƌǀiǀal ;e.g. Gƌauǀogel aŶd ǀoŶ “oest, ϮϬϭϰ; OŵeliĐheǀa,

ϮϬϭϲ; Polese et al., ϮϬϭϳ; Dukalskis, ϮϬϭϳ; Maeƌz, ϮϬϭϳͿ. Fuƌtheƌŵoƌe, “ĐhŶeideƌ

aŶd Maeƌz ;ϮϬϭϳͿ aŶalǇze hoǁ the iŶteƌplaǇ of ƌepƌessioŶ, ĐooptaƟoŶ, aŶd legiƟ-

ŵaƟoŶ effeĐts the suƌǀiǀal of eleĐtoƌal ƌegiŵes. Hoǁeǀeƌ, as I illustƌate iŶ the fol-

loǁiŶg seĐƟoŶ, iŶ oƌdeƌ to assess the diffeƌeŶt stƌategies of authoƌitaƌiaŶ poǁeƌ

ŵaiŶteŶaŶĐe iŶ autoĐƌaĐies at laƌge, the theoƌǇ of autoĐƌaƟĐ peƌsisteŶĐe Ŷeeds to

ďe fuƌtheƌ deǀeloped.

ϯ.ϯ The HeǆagoŶ of AuthoritariaŶ PersisteŶĐe

This aƌƟĐle ĐoŶĐeptualizes the heǆagoŶ of authoƌitaƌiaŶ peƌsisteŶĐe as a theoƌet-

iĐal fƌaŵeǁoƌk to aŶalǇze the ŵulƟ-Đausal pheŶoŵeŶoŶ of authoƌitaƌiaŶ peƌsis-

teŶĐe. The heǆagoŶ is ďased oŶ GeƌsĐheǁski s͛ ;ϮϬϭϯͿ thƌee pillaƌs of staďilitǇ aŶd

defiŶes the iŶsƟtuƟoŶalizaƟoŶϹ of ǀaƌious foƌŵs of ƌepƌessioŶ, ĐooptaƟoŶ, aŶd

ϸ“ee also the ĐƌiƟƋue ďǇ “ǀolik ;ϮϬϭϮ, ϭϳͿ.
ϹIŶsƟtuƟoŶs aƌe foƌŵal aŶd iŶfoƌŵal pƌoĐeduƌes, ƌouƟŶes, Ŷoƌŵs aŶd ĐoŶǀeŶƟoŶs ;histoƌiĐal

iŶsƟtuƟoŶalisŵ, Hall aŶd TaǇloƌ, ϭϵϵϲ, ϵϯϴͿ. While iŶsƟtuƟoŶalizaƟoŶ as a stƌategǇ iŵplies stƌoŶg
aĐtoƌs, the ƌesulƟŶg iŶsƟtuƟoŶal iŶteƌplaǇ ĐaŶ ďe also ĐoŶstƌaiŶiŶg CapoĐĐia ;ϮϬϭϲ, ϭϭϬϬͿ. Futuƌe
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ϯ. The MaŶǇ FaĐes of áuthoƌitaƌiaŶ PeƌsisteŶĐe ϳϴ

legiƟŵaƟoŶ as the Đoƌe suƌǀiǀal stƌategies of autoĐƌaƟĐ ƌule. DeĐisiǀe foƌ the eŶ-

duƌaŶĐe oƌ ďƌeakdoǁŶ of aŶ autoĐƌaƟĐ ƌegiŵe aƌe the ĐoŵďiŶed effeĐts of these

stƌategies. While GeƌsĐheǁski illustƌates iŶ gƌeat details ǁhǇ ƌepƌessioŶ, Đoopta-

ƟoŶ, aŶd legiƟŵaƟoŶ aƌe the Đoƌe stƌategies of autoĐƌaƟĐ suƌǀiǀal, this aƌƟĐle out-

liŶes these aspeĐts oŶlǇ ďƌieflǇ aŶd ƌatheƌ foĐuses oŶ eǆplaiŶiŶg hoǁ the heǆagoŶ

of authoƌitaƌiaŶ peƌsisteŶĐe diffeƌs fƌoŵ the thƌee pillaƌs of staďilitǇ. To fuƌtheƌ de-

ǀelop the theoƌǇ of autoĐƌaƟĐ peƌsisteŶĐe, I pƌopose tǁo ŵajoƌ ŵodifiĐaƟoŶs of

GeƌsĐheǁski s͛ thƌee pillaƌs. Fiƌst, I suggest diffeƌeŶt ĐoŶĐepts of ĐooptaƟoŶ. “eĐ-

oŶd aŶd ŵoƌe iŵpoƌtaŶtlǇ, iŶstead of the ƌatheƌ staƟĐ ŵodel of the thƌee pillaƌs

I iŶtƌoduĐe the heǆagoŶ as aŶ eŶhaŶĐed fƌaŵeǁoƌk ǁhiĐh is ďased oŶ set theoƌǇ

aŶd aĐĐouŶts foƌ the Đausal ĐoŵpleǆitǇ of autoĐƌaƟĐ suƌǀiǀal.

The thƌee pillaƌs haǀe tǁo diŵeŶsioŶs eaĐh: speĐifiĐ aŶd diffuse suppoƌt of

legiƟŵaƟoŶ, high aŶd loǁ-iŶteŶsitǇ ƌepƌessioŶ, foƌŵal aŶd iŶfoƌŵal ĐooptaƟoŶ

;GeƌsĐheǁski, ϮϬϭϯ, ϮϯͿ.While it is theoƌeƟĐallǇ ĐoŵpelliŶg to ĐoŶĐeptualize Đoop-

taƟoŶ as foƌŵal aŶd iŶfoƌŵal ǁaǇs of tǇiŶg stƌategiĐ paƌtŶeƌs to the ƌegiŵe, I hold

that suĐh a Đleaƌ-Đut sepaƌaƟoŶ is eŵpiƌiĐallǇ Ŷot feasiďle siŶĐe foƌŵal aŶd iŶ-

foƌŵal iŶsƟtuƟoŶs of ĐooptaƟoŶ aƌe oŌeŶ iŶsepaƌaďlǇ fused ;IsaaĐs, ϮϬϭϰͿ. Fuƌ-

theƌŵoƌe, fiŶdiŶg ǀalid iŶdiĐatoƌs foƌ ŵeasuƌiŶg iŶfoƌŵal iŶsƟtuƟoŶs is a highlǇ

ĐhalleŶgiŶg task, paƌƟĐulaƌlǇ foƌ laƌge Ŷuŵďeƌs of Đases ;Helŵke aŶd LeǀitskǇ,

ϮϬϬϰͿ. Theƌefoƌe, I pƌopose tǁo diffeƌeŶt aŶd eŵpiƌiĐallǇ ŵoƌe ǀalid ĐoŶĐepts aŶd

disƟŶguish ďetǁeeŶ ĐooptaƟoŶ as ĐoŵpeŶsaƟŶg ǀulŶeƌaďilitǇ aŶd ĐooptaƟoŶ as

siŵulaƟŶg pluƌalisŵ. FolloǁiŶg “Đhŵotz ;ϮϬϭϱ, ϰϰϮͿ, ĐooptaƟoŶ as ĐoŵpeŶsat-

iŶg ǀulŶeƌaďilitǇ is defiŶed as the ĐapaĐitǇ of a ƌegiŵe to ĐoŵpeŶsate foƌ ǀaƌious

pƌessuƌe gƌoups ;ŵilitaƌǇ, Đapital, paƌƟes, laďoƌ, ethŶiĐ gƌoups, laŶdoǁŶeƌsͿ ďǇ

pƌoǀidiŶg iŶsƟtuƟoŶal iŶĐlusioŶ oƌ ŵateƌial ďeŶefits. IŶ ĐoŶtƌast to this, the seĐ-

oŶd foƌŵ of ĐooptaƟoŶ is Ŷot aďout ƌeal ĐoŵpeŶsaƟoŶ ďut ƌatheƌ a siŵulaƟoŶ of

it. BǇ estaďlishiŶg fake ŵulƟpaƌtǇ sǇsteŵs aŶd pƌeteŶdiŶg ĐoŵpeƟƟǀeŶess, this

stƌategǇ of ĐooptaƟoŶ is tǇpiĐallǇ oďseƌǀed iŶ hegeŵoŶiĐ paƌtǇ sǇsteŵs ǁhiĐh aƌe

supposed to ŵake the elites ďelieǀe that soŵe poǁeƌ is alloĐated to theŵ ǁhile

ƌeseaƌĐh ŵight aŶalǇze hoǁ gƌadual iŶsƟtuƟoŶal ĐhaŶge affeĐts this iŶteƌplaǇ iŶ autoĐƌaĐies.
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ϯ. The MaŶǇ FaĐes of áuthoƌitaƌiaŶ PeƌsisteŶĐe ϳϵ

it is oŶlǇ the ŵost iŶŶeƌ ĐiƌĐle of the ƌegiŵe ǁhiĐh ŵaiŶtaiŶs full ĐoŶtƌol ;“aƌtoƌi,

ϮϬϬϱ, ϮϬϱ-ϮϬϲͿ. Beside this, I adopt GeƌsĐheǁski s͛ ;ϮϬϭϯͿ tǁo ĐoŶĐepts of ƌepƌes-

sioŶ as eitheƌ highlǇ ǀisiďle, ǀioleŶt aĐts ;ƌepƌessioŶ of phǇsiĐal iŶtegƌitǇ ƌightsͿ oƌ

ŵoƌe suďtle ŵodes of ĐoeƌĐioŶ, Đalled heƌe ƌepƌessioŶ of Điǀil aŶd poliƟĐal ƌights

;CiŶgƌaŶelli aŶd ‘iĐhaƌds, ϮϬϭϯͿ. ás GeƌsĐheǁski ;ϮϬϭϯ, ϮϬͿ, I also dƌaǁ upoŶ the

ŶoŶ-ŶoƌŵaƟǀe ĐoŶĐept of legiƟŵaƟoŶ ďǇ Weďeƌ ;ϮϬϬϮͿ aŶd disƟŶguish ďetǁeeŶ

speĐifiĐ suppoƌt ;e.g. gaiŶed ďǇ a good soĐio-eĐoŶoŵiĐ peƌfoƌŵaŶĐe oƌ doŵesƟĐ

seĐuƌitǇͿ aŶd diffuse suppoƌt of legiƟŵaƟoŶ ;e.g. ideologies, ƌeligious, ŶaƟoŶalis-

ƟĐ, tƌadiƟoŶal Đlaiŵs, the Đhaƌisŵa of autoĐƌaƟĐ leadeƌs, Đf. EastoŶ, ϭϵϲϱͿ.

GeƌsĐheǁski ;ϮϬϭϯ, ϮϯͿ eǆplaiŶs the ǀaƌǇiŶg iŶsƟtuƟoŶalizaƟoŶ ďetǁeeŶ the

pillaƌs ďǇ ƌefeƌƌiŶg to eǆogeŶous, eŶdogeŶous, aŶd ƌeĐipƌoĐal ƌeiŶfoƌĐeŵeŶt ef-

feĐts – Ǉet, the ƌelaƟoŶship ďetǁeeŶ the diffeƌeŶt diŵeŶsioŶs iŶ eaĐh pillaƌ is Ŷot

disĐussed. Foƌ his theoƌǇ of the ͞tǁo ǁoƌlds of autoĐƌaĐies͟ as the oŶlǇ tǁo sta-

ďle ĐoŶfiguƌaƟoŶs of the pillaƌs, he assuŵes all diŵeŶsioŶs eǆĐept foƌ high aŶd

loǁ-iŶteŶsitǇ ƌepƌessioŶ to ďe ŵutuallǇ eǆĐlusiǀe ;GeƌsĐheǁski, ϮϬϭϯ, ϮϵͿ.

IŶ ĐoŶtƌast to this, I look at the diffeƌeŶt foƌŵs of ƌepƌessioŶ, ĐooptaƟoŶ, aŶd

legiƟŵaƟoŶ Ŷot as ŵutuallǇ eǆĐlusiǀe eŶd poiŶts of the saŵe uŶdeƌlǇiŶg ĐoŶĐept

ďut ƌatheƌ as iŶdiǀidual featuƌes of authoƌitaƌiaŶ peƌsisteŶĐe, ǀisualized ǁith the

shape of a heǆagoŶ as shoǁŶ iŶ Figuƌe ϯ.ϭ. Based oŶ this eŶhaŶĐed peƌspeĐƟǀe,

the ŵodel of the heǆagoŶ ĐaŶ ƌefleĐt the diǀeƌse ĐoŵďiŶaƟoŶs of suƌǀiǀal stƌate-

gies iŶ peƌsisteŶt autoĐƌaĐies of ǀaƌious tǇpes aŶd is Ŷot liŵited to ͞tǁo ǁoƌlds.͟

Fuƌtheƌŵoƌe, the heǆagoŶ assuŵes the ƌelaƟoŶship ďetǁeeŶ the iŶsƟtuƟoŶalized

foƌŵs of ƌepƌessioŶ, ĐooptaƟoŶ, aŶd legiƟŵaƟoŶ to ďe ǀaƌǇiŶg iŶstead of alǁaǇs

ĐoŵpleŵeŶtaƌǇ, as it is ĐoŶĐeptualized foƌ the thƌee pillaƌs ;GeƌsĐheǁski, ϮϬϭϯ,

ϮϵͿ. FolloǁiŶg “Đhedleƌ ;ϮϬϭϯͿ, I hold that the iŶsƟtuƟoŶal seƫŶgs iŶ authoƌitaƌiaŶ

ƌegiŵes aƌe aŵďiguous due to iŶfoƌŵaƟoŶal as ǁell as iŶsƟtuƟoŶal uŶĐeƌtaiŶƟes.

DiffeƌeŶt to the thƌee pillaƌs, authoƌitaƌiaŶ peƌsisteŶĐe is Ŷot uŶdeƌstood as a staƟĐ

ĐoŶĐept of staďilitǇ ďut ƌatheƌ as the eŶduƌaŶĐe of authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes oǀeƌ Ɵŵe,

oĐĐasioŶallǇ also uŶdeƌ ƌatheƌ uŶstaďle ĐoŶdiƟoŶs oƌ ǁith ĐouŶteƌ-iŶtuiƟǀe Đoŵ-

ďiŶaƟoŶs of the siǆ stƌategies, as the eŵpiƌiĐal eǆploƌaƟoŶs iŶ this aƌƟĐle shoǁ.
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ϯ. The MaŶǇ FaĐes of áuthoƌitaƌiaŶ PeƌsisteŶĐe ϴϬ

Figure ϯ.ϭ: The HeǆagoŶ of áuthoƌitaƌiaŶ PeƌsisteŶĐe

TheheǆagoŶof authoƌitaƌiaŶ peƌsisteŶĐe is ƌooted iŶ set theoƌǇ. á set-theoƌeƟĐ

peƌspeĐƟǀe oŶ authoƌitaƌiaŶisŵ alloǁs to gƌasp the Đausal ĐoŵpleǆitǇ of the suƌ-

ǀiǀal oƌ ďƌeakdoǁŶ of authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes ďeĐause it aĐĐouŶts foƌ asǇŵŵetƌiĐ

Đausal ƌelaƟoŶs, ĐoŶjuŶĐtuƌal ĐausaƟoŶ, aŶd eƋuifiŶalitǇ ;‘agiŶ, ϭϵϴϳͿ. áutoĐƌaĐǇ

is Ŷot siŵplǇ the opposite of deŵoĐƌaĐǇ. Geddes ;ϭϵϵϵ, ϭϮϭͿ seŵiŶal ĐoŶtƌiďuƟoŶ

aŶd heƌ stateŵeŶt that ͞diffeƌeŶt kiŶds of authoƌitaƌiaŶisŵ diffeƌ fƌoŵ eaĐh otheƌ

as ŵuĐh as theǇ diffeƌ fƌoŵ deŵoĐƌaĐǇ͟ hiŶt at these asǇŵŵetƌiĐ Đausal ƌelaƟoŶs

aŶd ĐouŶteƌ the siŵplified ĐlassifiĐaƟoŶ of autoĐƌaĐies as ŵeƌelǇ ŶoŶ-deŵoĐƌaƟĐ.

áloŶg these liŶes, the heǆagoŶ is also ďased oŶ the assuŵpƟoŶ of Đausal asǇŵŵe-

tƌǇ: The ƌeasoŶs foƌ autoĐƌaƟĐ ƌegiŵes to eŶduƌe aƌe Ŷot siŵplǇ the opposite of

ǁhat eǆplaiŶs autoĐƌaƟĐ ďƌeakdoǁŶ.

The heǆagoŶ eŶaďles to look at seǀeƌal aspeĐts of autoĐƌaƟĐ ƌule at oŶĐe aŶd

eǆaŵiŶe hoǁ this iŶteƌplaǇ affeĐts authoƌitaƌiaŶ peƌsisteŶĐe. The ďasiĐ idea of this

so-Đalled ĐoŶjuŶĐtuƌal ĐausaƟoŶ is that authoƌitaƌiaŶ peƌsisteŶĐe eŵeƌges fƌoŵ

the iŶteƌseĐƟoŶ of these aspeĐts as appƌopƌiate pƌe-ĐoŶdiƟoŶs ;‘agiŶ, ϭϵϴϳ, ϮϱͿ.

IŶ otheƌ ǁoƌds, iŶ the aďseŶĐe of aŶǇ oŶe of the seǀeƌal aspeĐts, authoƌitaƌiaŶ

peƌsisteŶĐe does Ŷot eŵeƌge. IŶ ĐoŶtƌast to the aďoǀe outliŶed tǇpologies ǁhiĐh
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ĐlassifǇ authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes ďǇ ŵeƌelǇ lookiŶg at its ŵost eŵiŶeŶt iŶsƟtuƟoŶal

ĐhaƌaĐteƌisƟĐ ;e.g. the eleĐtoƌal sǇsteŵ oƌ the ŵilitaƌǇͿ, the heǆagoŶ looks at Đoŵ-

ďiŶaƟoŶs of ĐoŶdiƟoŶs ǁhiĐh ĐoŶjoiŶtlǇ Đause authoƌitaƌiaŶ peƌsisteŶĐe. CoŶfigu-

ƌaƟoŶs of the heǆagoŶ theƌefoƌe Đut aĐƌoss eǆisƟŶg tǇpologies aŶd haǀe the poteŶ-

Ɵal to ƌeǀeal, foƌ eǆaŵple, that it is Ŷot just the eŶhaŶĐed ĐooptaƟoŶ ĐapaďiliƟes

of a siŶgle-paƌtǇ ƌegiŵe ǁhiĐh fosteƌs its eŶduƌaŶĐe ďut it is ƌatheƌ the ĐoŵďiŶa-

ƟoŶ of these ĐooptaƟoŶ ĐapaďiliƟes ǁith a stƌiĐt liŵitaƟoŶ of Điǀil aŶd poliƟĐal

ƌights aŶd sophisƟĐated Đlaiŵs to legiƟŵaĐǇ ǁhiĐh keeps the ƌegiŵe ƌesilieŶt.

The heǆagoŶ is ďased oŶ the assuŵpƟoŶ of eƋuifiŶalitǇ, ŵeaŶiŶg that theƌe

aƌe diffeƌeŶt, ŵutuallǇ ŶoŶ-eǆĐlusiǀe eǆplaŶaƟoŶs of authoƌitaƌiaŶ peƌsisteŶĐe

;“ĐhŶeideƌ aŶd WageŵaŶŶ, ϮϬϭϮ, ϳϴͿ. While soŵe authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes ŵight

iŶdeed eŶduƌe ďeĐause theǇ applǇ aŶ effeĐƟǀe ĐooptaƟoŶ stƌategǇ ǁhiĐh Đoŵ-

peŶsates ǀulŶeƌaďiliƟes ĐoŵďiŶed ǁith liŵitaƟoŶs of Điǀil aŶd poliƟĐal ƌights aŶd

sophisƟĐated Đlaiŵs to legiƟŵaĐǇ, otheƌ peƌsisteŶt ƌegiŵes ŵight ƌatheƌ ƌelǇ oŶ

seǀeƌe ƌepƌessioŶ ĐoŵďiŶed ǁith a stƌoŶglǇ pƌopagated ideologǇ aŶd a fake ŵul-

ƟpaƌtǇ sǇsteŵ ǁhiĐh siŵulates pluƌalisŵ aŶd theƌeďǇ faĐilitates elite ĐohesioŶ.

IŶ suŵ, the puƌpose of the heǆagoŶ is to ideŶƟfǇ ǁhiĐh stƌategies authoƌitaƌ-

iaŶ ƌegiŵes ĐoŵďiŶe to eŶsuƌe theiƌ suƌǀiǀal. Coŵpaƌed to the thƌee pillaƌs, the

heǆagoŶ is Ŷot ďased oŶ the assuŵpƟoŶ that theƌe aƌe oŶlǇ tǁo suĐĐessful Đoŵ-

ďiŶaƟoŶs of stƌategies – GeƌsĐheǁski s͛ ;ϮϬϭϯ, ϯϬͿ ͞tǁo ǁoƌlds of autoĐƌaĐies͟ –

ďut alloǁs foƌ ŵuĐh ŵoƌe eŵpiƌiĐal ǀaƌiaƟoŶ. The ƌesulƟŶg ĐoŶfiguƌaƟoŶs of the

heǆagoŶ aƌe siŵilaƌ to ǁhat ElŵaŶ ;ϮϬϬϱͿ Đalled aŶ eǆplaŶatoƌǇ tǇpologǇ. Due

to the heǆagoŶ s͛ aĐĐouŶts of asǇŵŵetƌiĐ Đausal ƌelaƟoŶs, ĐoŶjuŶĐtuƌal ĐausaƟoŶ

aŶd eƋuifiŶalitǇ, suĐh ĐoŶfiguƌaƟoŶs ĐleaƌlǇ diffeƌ fƌoŵ ĐoŶǀeŶƟoŶal uŶdeƌstaŶd-

iŶgs of Đategoƌies iŶ tǇpologies ;Collieƌ et al., ϮϬϬϴ, ϭϱϳͿ ďeĐause theǇ aƌe Ŷeitheƌ

ŵutuallǇ eǆĐlusiǀe Ŷoƌ ĐolleĐƟǀelǇ eǆhausƟǀe. MetaphoƌiĐallǇ speakiŶg, the heǆa-

goŶ is a toolďoǆ of authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌule out of ǁhiĐh authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes take theiƌ

set of stƌategies. ás a ŵaƩeƌ of Đouƌse, soŵe authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes applǇ siŵilaƌ

sets of stƌategies ǁhiĐh is ǁhǇ ĐoŵďiŶaƟoŶs of stƌategies ĐaŶ ;paƌtlǇͿ oǀeƌlap. The

added ǀalue of this set-theoƌeƟĐ peƌspeĐƟǀe oŶ the suƌǀiǀal stƌategies of authoƌi-
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ϯ. The MaŶǇ FaĐes of áuthoƌitaƌiaŶ PeƌsisteŶĐe ϴϮ

taƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes is that it uŶƌaǀels the Đausal ĐoŵpleǆitǇ of these suƌǀiǀal stƌategies

aŶd theƌeďǇ pƌoǀides a Ŷeǁ aŶd ŵoƌe fiŶe-gƌaded piĐtuƌe oŶ authoƌitaƌiaŶ peƌsis-

teŶĐe.

ϯ.ϰ ResearĐh DesigŶ

ϯ.ϰ.ϭ Method

The theoƌeƟĐal fƌaŵeǁoƌk of the heǆagoŶ is ďased oŶ set theoƌǇ ǁhiĐh stƌoŶglǇ

suggests to use set ŵethods foƌ aŶ eŵpiƌiĐal appliĐaƟoŶ of the fƌaŵeǁoƌk. “iŵilaƌ

to “ĐhŶeideƌ aŶd Maeƌz ;ϮϬϭϳͿ, this aƌƟĐle applies fuzzǇ-set QualitaƟǀe Coŵpaƌ-

aƟǀe áŶalǇsis ;fsQCáͿ to aŶalǇze authoƌitaƌiaŶ suƌǀiǀal stƌategies. “et ŵethods

eŵploǇ foƌŵal logiĐ aŶd BooleaŶ as ǁell as fuzzǇ algeďƌa aŶd ƌefeƌ to a ƌatheƌ

uŶusual teƌŵiŶologǇ ǁhiĐh is ǁhǇ this seĐƟoŶ eǆplaiŶs keǇ teƌŵs aŶd pƌoǀides a

shoƌt outliŶe of hoǁ fsQCá is applied.Ϻ

The stƌeŶgth of fsQCá aŶd its paƌƟĐulaƌ suitaďilitǇ foƌ the aŶalǇsis iŶ this aƌƟ-

Đle is that iŶstead of lookiŶg at siŶgle faĐtoƌs iŶ isolaƟoŶ of eaĐh otheƌ, it alloǁs to

eǆaŵiŶe the ĐoŵďiŶed effeĐts of seǀeƌal faĐtoƌs oŶ authoƌitaƌiaŶ peƌsisteŶĐe. IŶ

set-theoƌeƟĐ teƌŵiŶologǇ, the siǆ stƌategies illustƌated iŶ the heǆagoŶ aƌe Đalled

the ĐoŶdiƟoŶs ǁhiĐh - depeŶdiŶg oŶ theiƌ ĐoŵďiŶaƟoŶs - geŶeƌate authoƌitaƌiaŶ

peƌsisteŶĐe oƌ Ŷo authoƌitaƌiaŶ peƌsisteŶĐe as the tǁo ƋualitaƟǀe states of the out-

Đoŵe. The diffeƌeŶt ĐoŵďiŶaƟoŶs of the siǆ stƌategies aƌe so-Đalled ĐoŶfiguƌaƟoŶs

of the heǆagoŶ.

IŶ fsQCá, asǇŵŵetƌiĐ Đausal ƌelaƟoŶs aƌe tested ďǇ sepaƌate aŶalǇses foƌ the

oĐĐuƌƌeŶĐe aŶd ŶoŶ-oĐĐuƌƌeŶĐe of the outĐoŵe ;“ĐhŶeideƌ aŶd WageŵaŶŶ, ϮϬϭϮ,

ϴϭͿ. áĐĐoƌdiŶglǇ, the suŵŵaƌǇ of the fiŶdiŶgs iŶ this aƌƟĐle is diǀided iŶto the aŶal-

Ǉsis of authoƌitaƌiaŶ peƌsisteŶĐe aŶd the aŶalǇsis of Ŷo authoƌitaƌiaŶ peƌsisteŶĐe.

IŶ esseŶĐe, fsQCá ĐoŶsists of tǁo diffeƌeŶt pƌoĐeduƌes: the test of ŶeĐessitǇ

aŶd the test of suffiĐieŶĐǇ. The aŶalǇsis of ŶeĐessitǇ Đoŵes pƌioƌ to the aŶalǇsis

Ϻ“ee ‘agiŶ ;ϭϵϴϳͿ aŶd “ĐhŶeideƌ aŶd WageŵaŶŶ ;ϮϬϭϮͿ foƌ ŵoƌe details aŶd ĐoŵpƌeheŶsiǀe
eǆplaŶaƟoŶs aďout QCá aŶd set ŵethods iŶ geŶeƌal.
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ϯ. The MaŶǇ FaĐes of áuthoƌitaƌiaŶ PeƌsisteŶĐe ϴϯ

of suffiĐieŶĐǇ aŶd assesses ǁhetheƌ a ĐoŶdiƟoŶ oƌ disjuŶĐƟoŶs of ĐoŶdiƟoŶs aƌe

supeƌsets of the outĐoŵe, ŵeaŶiŶg that the outĐoŵe ĐaŶŶot ďe aĐhieǀed ǁithout

these ĐoŶdiƟoŶs. The test of suffiĐieŶĐǇ looks at ǁhetheƌ a ĐoŶdiƟoŶ oƌ ĐoŶjuŶĐ-

ƟoŶs of ĐoŶdiƟoŶs ;ĐoŶjuŶĐtuƌal ĐausaƟoŶͿ aƌe suďsets of the outĐoŵe. BeĐause

peƌfeĐt supeƌ- oƌ suďset ƌelaƟoŶs aƌe eŵpiƌiĐallǇ ƌaƌe, ďoth of these testsŵake use

of ĐoŶsisteŶĐǇ aŶd Đoǀeƌage paƌaŵeteƌs ;‘agiŶ, ϮϬϬϲͿ. Foƌ the test of ŶeĐessitǇ,

those ĐoŶdiƟoŶs ǁhiĐh pass the ĐoŶsisteŶĐǇ aŶd Đoǀeƌage thƌesholds aƌe fuƌtheƌ

tested foƌ theiƌ eŵpiƌiĐal ƌeleǀaŶĐe ;“ĐhŶeideƌ aŶd WageŵaŶŶ, ϮϬϭϮ, ϮϯϲͿ.

át the Đoƌe of the test of suffiĐieŶĐǇ is the so-Đalled tƌuth taďle aŶalǇsis. EaĐh

ƌoǁ of a tƌuth taďle staŶds foƌ oŶe of the logiĐallǇ possiďle ĐoŵďiŶaƟoŶs of ĐoŶdi-

ƟoŶs. Eƌgo, aŶ aŶalǇsis ǁith � Ŷuŵďeƌ of ĐoŶdiƟoŶs has a tƌuth taďle ǁith Ϯ� ƌoǁs.

Those ƌoǁs ǁhiĐh pass the thƌesholds foƌ ĐoŶsisteŶĐǇ aŶd Đoǀeƌage aŶd ĐoŶtaiŶ

oŶe oƌ ŵoƌe Đases aƌe ĐoŶsideƌed suffiĐieŶt foƌ the outĐoŵe. These ƌoǁs aƌe used

foƌ the logiĐal ŵiŶiŵizaƟoŶ ǁhiĐh tǇpiĐallǇ pƌoduĐes diffeƌeŶt aŶd ŵutuallǇ ŶoŶ-

eǆĐlusiǀe eǆplaŶaƟoŶs foƌ the outĐoŵe of iŶteƌest ;eƋuifiŶalitǇͿ. Those ƌoǁsǁhiĐh

do Ŷot ĐoŶtaiŶ aŶǇ Đases as eŵpiƌiĐal eǀideŶĐe - the logiĐal ƌeŵaiŶdeƌs - ĐaŶ sƟll

ďe iŶĐluded iŶ the pƌoĐess of logiĐal ŵiŶiŵizaƟoŶ, Ǉet, oŶlǇ ďased oŶ assuŵpƟoŶs

;“ĐhŶeideƌ aŶd WageŵaŶŶ, ϮϬϭϮ, Đhap ϲͿ. DepeŶdiŶg oŶ these assuŵpƟoŶs, the

ĐoŶseƌǀaƟǀe ;Ŷo assuŵpƟoŶsͿ, the ŵost paƌsiŵoŶious ;assuŵpƟoŶs oŶ all logiĐal

ƌeŵaiŶdeƌsͿ oƌ the iŶteƌŵediate ;soŵe assuŵpƟoŶs, the so-Đalled easǇ ĐouŶteƌ-

faĐtualsͿ soluƟoŶ foƌŵula is oďtaiŶed.

ϯ.ϰ.Ϯ OperaƟoŶalizaƟoŶ

Due to the geŶeƌal pƌoďleŵs of data aĐĐessiďilitǇ iŶ autoĐƌaĐies, the aŶalǇsis iŶ this

aƌƟĐle is ĐoŶstƌaiŶed iŶ teƌŵs of its eŵpiƌiĐal sĐope aŶd Ɵŵe-seŶsiƟǀitǇ aŶd thus

ƌatheƌ eǆploƌatoƌǇ iŶ its Ŷatuƌe. MeasuƌiŶg legiƟŵaƟoŶ iŶ authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes is

eǆtƌeŵelǇ ĐhalleŶgiŶg, paƌƟĐulaƌlǇ if doŶe foƌ a laƌgeƌ aŵouŶt of Đases.While data

aďout pƌotests oƌ Đhild ŵoƌtalitǇ ƌates aŶd GDP gƌoǁth aƌe ŵeƌelǇ iŶdiƌeĐt ŵea-

suƌes, this aŶalǇsis ƌelies oŶ the eǆpeƌt suƌǀeǇ of ǀoŶ “oest aŶd Gƌauǀogel ;ϮϬϭϳaͿ

ǁhiĐh pƌoǀides a fiƌst data set oŶ legiƟŵaĐǇ Đlaiŵs of authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes. Yet,
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ϯ. The MaŶǇ FaĐes of áuthoƌitaƌiaŶ PeƌsisteŶĐe ϴϰ

the suƌǀeǇ data is liŵited iŶ teƌŵs of Đases, goes oŶlǇ uŶƟl ϮϬϭϬ aŶd offeƌs oďseƌ-

ǀaƟoŶs peƌ ƌegiŵe spaŶ aŶd Ŷot peƌ Ǉeaƌ. á seĐoŶd aŶd ŵoƌe geŶeƌal ĐoŶstƌaiŶt

is that due to its ĐoŵďiŶatoƌial Ŷatuƌe, the aŶalǇsis iŶ this aƌƟĐle looks at all iŶdiĐa-

toƌs foƌ the heǆagoŶ at oŶĐe. BeĐause of ŵissiŶg ǀalues iŶ eaĐh of these iŶdiĐatoƌs,

the Ŷuŵďeƌ of Đases is fuƌtheƌ liŵited.

The aŶalǇsis ƌefeƌs to ϲϮ Đasesϻ of authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes, staƌƟŶg iŶ ϭϵϵϭ. OŶe

ƌaƟoŶale foƌ ĐhoosiŶg this poiŶt of Ɵŵe is liŶked to the ŵaŶǇ Ŷeǁ state foƌŵa-

ƟoŶs aŌeƌ the doǁŶfall of the “oǀiet UŶioŶ. át fiƌst, this peƌiod of tƌaŶsfoƌŵaƟoŶ

iŶ the eaƌlǇ ϭϵϵϬs had ďeeŶ eŶthusiasƟĐallǇ Đalled a lateĐoŵeƌ of the thiƌd ǁaǀe

of deŵoĐƌaƟzaƟoŶ ;HuŶƟŶgtoŶ, ϭϵϵϭͿ. Yet, it sooŶ tuƌŶed out that this laďeliŶg

ǁas oǀeƌlǇ opƟŵisƟĐ aŶd that authoƌitaƌiaŶisŵ ďeĐaŵe ŵoƌe ƌeal agaiŶ ;Geddes,

ϭϵϵϵ; MĐFaul, ϮϬϬϮͿ. áŌeƌ seǀeƌal stuŵďles aŶd iŶiƟal sigŶs of deŵoĐƌaƟzaƟoŶ,

ŵaŶǇ of the ŶeǁlǇ iŶdepeŶdeŶt states had tƌaŶsfoƌŵed iŶto fullǇ-fledged autoĐ-

ƌaĐies ďǇ the eŶd of the ϭϵϵϬs. The seĐoŶd ƌeasoŶ foƌ ĐhoosiŶg ϭϵϵϭ ĐoŶĐeƌŶs the

geŶeƌal tƌaŶsfoƌŵaƟoŶ of authoƌitaƌiaŶisŵ iŶ a post-Cold Waƌ aŶd iŶĐƌeasiŶglǇ

gloďalized ǁoƌld. TodaǇ s͛ diĐtatoƌs eŵploǇ Ŷeǁ stƌategies aŶd a ƌaŶge of seeŵ-

iŶglǇ deŵoĐƌaƟĐ pƌaĐƟĐes to staďilize theiƌ ƌule ;GaŶdhi, ϮϬϬϴ; “Đhedleƌ, ϮϬϭϯͿ.

The Ɵŵe fƌaŵe of the aŶalǇsis fƌoŵ ϭϵϵϭ to ϮϬϭϬ alloǁs ŵe to assess the iŵpaĐt

of these Ŷoǀel stƌategies oŶ authoƌitaƌiaŶ peƌsisteŶĐe.

The Đase seleĐƟoŶ is fuƌtheƌ guided ďǇ this aƌƟĐle s͛ defiŶiƟoŶ of autoĐƌaĐǇ. I

ďoƌƌoǁ fƌoŵ Geddes et al. ;ϮϬϭϰͿ ǁho pƌopose a ƌatheƌ ŵiŶiŵalisƟĐ defiŶiƟoŶ, al-

loǁiŶg foƌ a Đleaƌ ďoƌdeƌliŶe ďetǁeeŶ deŵoĐƌaĐies aŶd autoĐƌaƟĐ ƌegiŵes. Theiƌ

ĐoŵpƌeheŶsiǀe data set oŶ autoĐƌaƟĐ ƌegiŵes ;ϭϵϰϲ-ϮϬϭϬͿ foƌŵs the ďasis foƌ the

Đases of ŵǇ aŶalǇsis.ϼ The data set Đlassifies autoĐƌaĐies as suĐh if ;ϭͿ the eǆeĐu-

Ɵǀe aĐhieǀed poǁeƌ ďǇ otheƌ ŵeaŶs thaŶ faiƌ, ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe aŶd fƌee eleĐƟoŶs, ;ϮͿ

the eǆeĐuƟǀe aĐhieǀed poǁeƌ ďǇ faiƌ, ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe aŶd fƌee eleĐƟoŶs ďut ĐhaŶged

these ƌules aŌeƌǁaƌds oƌ ;ϯͿ the ŵilitaƌǇ pƌeǀeŶts the ĐoŵpliaŶĐe ǁith these ƌules

oƌ ĐhaŶges theŵ ;Geddes et al., ϮϬϭϰ, ϯϭϳͿ.

ϻ“ee Taďle C.ϭ iŶ the áppeŶdiǆ foƌ a list of all Đases.
ϼBeĐause the populaƟoŶ of BahƌaiŶ aŶd Qataƌ is ďeloǁ oŶe ŵillioŶ people, theǇ aƌe Ŷot iŶ-

Đluded iŶ the data set of Geddes et al. ;ϮϬϭϰͿ. Yet, I aƌgue that the laƌge aŵouŶts of ŶoŶ-ŶaƟoŶals
ǁhiĐh peƌŵaŶeŶtlǇ liǀe iŶ these ĐouŶtƌies aƌe also affeĐted ďǇ the ƌegiŵes͛ stǇle of leadeƌship.
áddiŶg up the ŶaƟoŶals aŶd ŶoŶ-ŶaƟoŶals iŶ eaĐh ĐouŶtƌǇ eǆĐeeds oŶe ŵillioŶ ǁhiĐh is ǁhǇ I
iŶĐlude ďoth ĐouŶtƌies iŶ the aŶalǇsis.
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ϯ. The MaŶǇ FaĐes of áuthoƌitaƌiaŶ PeƌsisteŶĐe ϴϱ

OŶe keǇ eleŵeŶt of Geddes et al. s͛ ;ϮϬϭϰͿ data is that ďased oŶ theiƌ defiŶiƟoŶ

of autoĐƌaĐǇ, theǇ use a ĐoŵďiŶaƟoŶ of ƌigoƌous Đƌiteƌia to ĐleaƌlǇ ideŶƟfǇ the ďe-

giŶŶiŶgs aŶd eŶds of autoĐƌaƟĐ ƌegiŵes ƌatheƌ thaŶ iŶfeƌƌiŶg theŵ fƌoŵ ǇeaƌlǇ

deŵoĐƌaĐǇ Đodes as it is doŶe iŶ otheƌ data sets ;Cheiďuď et al., ϮϬϭϬ; WahŵaŶ

et al., ϮϬϭϯͿ. Based oŶ this, a ƌegiŵe eŶd is a ĐhaŶge of the ďasiĐ ƌules aďout the

ideŶƟtǇ of the leadeƌship gƌoup ǁhiĐh ĐaŶ ďut Ŷot ŶeĐessaƌilǇ has to lead to a

tƌaŶsiƟoŶ to deŵoĐƌaĐǇ. The fiŶe-gƌaded assessŵeŶt disƟŶguishes ďetǁeeŶ iŶtƌa-

ƌegiŵe leadeƌship suĐĐessioŶs ;e.g. iŶ ŵoŶaƌĐhies oƌ TuƌkŵeŶistaŶ iŶ ϮϬϬϲ, Đoded

as Ŷo ƌegiŵe eŶdͿ aŶd otheƌ leadeƌship suĐĐessioŶs ǁhiĐh also affeĐt the Đoŵpo-

siƟoŶ of the leadeƌship gƌoup at laƌge ;Đoded as ƌegiŵe eŶdͿ. FolloǁiŶg Geddes

et al. ;ϮϬϭϰͿ, I Đode those ƌegiŵes as peƌsisteŶt ǁhiĐh do Ŷot eŶd ďetǁeeŶ ϭϵϵϭ

aŶd ϮϬϭϬ. áll ƌegiŵes ǁhiĐh eŶd ďefoƌe ϮϬϭϬ aƌe seeŶ as ŶoŶ-peƌsisteŶt ƌegiŵes.

This ŵeaŶs that out of the ϲϮ Đases of authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes, ϱϭ aƌe Đoded as peƌ-

sisteŶt aŶd ϭϭ as ŶoŶ-peƌsisteŶt.Ͻ

The ĐoŶdiƟoŶs foƌ the aŶalǇsis aƌe the siǆ Đoƌe ĐoŶĐepts of the heǆagoŶ: ƌepƌes-

sioŶ of phǇsiĐal iŶtegƌitǇ ƌights ;ƌeppͿ, ƌepƌessioŶ of Điǀil aŶd poliƟĐal ƌights ;ƌepĐͿ,

ĐooptaƟoŶ as ĐoŵpeŶsaƟŶg ǀulŶeƌaďilitǇ ;ĐoopǀͿ, ĐooptaƟoŶ as siŵulaƟŶg pluƌal-

isŵ ;ĐoopsͿ, aŶd diffuse aŶd speĐifiĐ suppoƌt of legiƟŵaƟoŶ ;legd, legsͿ. I ŵeasuƌe

the tǁo foƌŵs of ƌepƌessioŶ ďǇ dƌaǁiŶg oŶ CiŶgƌaŶelli aŶd ‘iĐhaƌds ;ϮϬϭϯͿ. The

Ŷaŵes of ďoth foƌŵs aƌe iŶspiƌed ďǇ the tǁo ŵaiŶ iŶdiĐes iŶ theiƌ data set aŶd

ŵake the opeƌaƟoŶalizaƟoŶ stƌaighƞoƌǁaƌd, as suŵŵaƌized iŶ Taďle ϯ.ϭ.

Foƌ the opeƌaƟoŶalizaƟoŶ of the fiƌst foƌŵ of ĐooptaƟoŶ, I folloǁ “Đhŵotz

;ϮϬϭϱͿ aŶd his iŶŶoǀaƟǀe ǁaǇ of defiŶiŶg ĐooptaƟoŶ as ĐoŵpeŶsaƟŶg ǀulŶeƌa-

ďilitǇ. “Đhŵotz ĐoŶstƌuĐts a ĐoŵpƌeheŶsiǀe iŶdeǆϾ that looks at ϲ diffeƌeŶt soĐio-

ϽOŶe tƌade-off heƌe is that due to the ĐeŶsoƌed data used, the ĐategoƌǇ of peƌsisteŶt ƌegiŵes
does Ŷot disƟŶguish ďetǁeeŶ those ƌegiŵes ǁhiĐh last alƌeadǇ foƌ seǀeƌal deĐades aŶd those
ǁhiĐh haǀe staƌted a ƌelaƟǀelǇ shoƌt Ɵŵe ďefoƌe ϮϬϭϬ. Foƌ the laƩeƌ Đases, I assessed Ƌualita-
ƟǀelǇ ǁhetheƌ the ƌespeĐƟǀe ƌegiŵe ĐaŶ iŶdeed ďe ĐoŶsideƌed as peƌsisteŶt. Foƌ eǆaŵple, the
aŶalǇsis Đoǀeƌs oŶlǇ Ϯ Ǉeaƌs of the ƌegiŵe of MauƌitaŶia ǁhiĐh ǁas pƌeĐeded ďǇ Đoups iŶ ϮϬϬϴ aŶd
ϮϬϬϱ aŶd is theƌefoƌe Ŷot ĐoŶsideƌed as peƌsisteŶt. Futuƌe ƌeseaƌĐh ŵight use ŵoƌe fiŶe-gƌaded
disƟŶĐƟoŶs iŶ this ƌegaƌd.

ϾThe iŶdeǆ of “Đhŵotz ;ϮϬϭϱͿ pƌoǀides data uŶƟl ϮϬϬϵ. Yet, siŶĐe the uŶit of aŶalǇsis iŶ this
aƌƟĐle is Ŷot siŶgle ƌegiŵe Ǉeaƌs ďut loŶgeƌ Ɵŵe spaŶs of ƌegiŵes, the effeĐt of this ŵissiŶg Ǉeaƌ
of oďseƌǀaƟoŶ iŶ oŶe iŶdiĐatoƌ is assuŵed to ďe ƌatheƌ sŵall.
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ϯ. The MaŶǇ FaĐes of áuthoƌitaƌiaŶ PeƌsisteŶĐe ϴϲ

Taďle ϯ.ϭ: OpeƌaƟoŶalizaƟoŶ of ‘epƌessioŶ aŶd CooptaƟoŶ

Aďďr. Full Naŵe aŶd OperaƟoŶalizaƟoŶ “ourĐe
ƌepp ‘epƌessioŶ of phǇsiĐal iŶtegƌitǇ ƌights: ĐoŵďiŶed iŶdeǆ ǁhiĐh ŵea-

suƌes toƌtuƌe, eǆtƌajudiĐial killiŶg, disappeaƌaŶĐe aŶd poliƟĐal iŵpƌis-
oŶŵeŶt.

CiŶgƌaŶelli
aŶd ‘iĐhaƌds
;ϮϬϭϯͿƌepĐ ‘epƌessioŶ of Điǀil aŶd poliƟĐal ƌights: ĐoŵďiŶed iŶdeǆ ǁhiĐh ŵea-

suƌes foƌeigŶ ŵoǀeŵeŶt, doŵesƟĐ ŵoǀeŵeŶt, fƌeedoŵ of speeĐh,
fƌeedoŵ of asseŵďlǇ aŶd assoĐiaƟoŶ, ǁoƌkeƌs͛ ƌights, eleĐtoƌal self-
deteƌŵiŶaƟoŶ, aŶd fƌeedoŵ of ƌeligioŶ.

Đoopǀ CooptaƟoŶ as ĐoŵpeŶsaƟŶg ǀulŶeƌaďilitǇ: ĐoŵpƌeheŶsiǀe iŶdeǆǁhiĐh
ŵeasuƌes a ƌegiŵe s͛ ĐapaĐitǇ to ĐoŵpeŶsate foƌ siǆ pƌessuƌe gƌoups:
ŵilitaƌǇ, Đapital, paƌƟes, laďoƌ, laŶdoǁŶeƌs, aŶd ethŶiĐ gƌoups.

“Đhŵotz
;ϮϬϭϱͿ

Đoops CooptaƟoŶ as siŵulaƟŶg pluƌalisŵ: ƌegiŵes ǁith ŵulƟple ;satelliteͿ
paƌƟes ǁhiĐh do Ŷot alloǁ foƌ eleĐtoƌal ĐoŵpeƟƟoŶ. Tǁo DPI iŶdiĐes
oŶ ĐoŵpeƟƟǀeŶess of legislaƟǀe aŶd eǆeĐuƟǀe eleĐƟoŶs, ĐoŵďiŶed ďǇ
logiĐal O‘ ;sĐoƌes aďoǀe ϰ aŶd ďeloǁ ϳ oŶ a sĐale of ϭ-ϳͿ.

BeĐk et al.
;ϮϬϬϭͿ

eĐoŶoŵiĐ pƌessuƌe gƌoups ;ŵilitaƌǇ, Đapital, paƌƟes, laďoƌ, ethŶiĐ gƌoups, laŶdoǁŶ-

eƌsͿ, theiƌ iŶdiǀidual stƌeŶgth áND aŵďiƟoŶ to eǆeƌt pƌessuƌe aŶd the ƌegiŵe s͛

ĐapaĐitǇ to ĐoŵpeŶsate foƌ these pƌessuƌes ďǇ pƌoǀidiŶg ŵateƌial ďeŶefits O‘ iŶ-

sƟtuƟoŶal iŶĐlusioŶ. This ŵeasuƌeŵeŶt of ǀulŶeƌaďilitǇ aŶd ĐoŵpeŶsaƟoŶ offeƌs

a Ŷeǁ piĐtuƌe oŶ ĐooptaƟoŶ iŶ autoĐƌaƟĐ ƌegiŵes aŶd ĐoŶtƌiďutes to ŵoƌe ǀalid

ƌesults siŶĐe hitheƌto used iŶdiĐes of ĐooptaƟoŶ aƌe ƌatheƌ Đoaƌse, as fuƌtheƌ illus-

tƌated ďeloǁ.

CoŶĐeƌŶiŶg ĐooptaƟoŶ as siŵulaƟŶg pluƌalisŵ, I ƌefeƌ to the DPI iŶdiĐatoƌs oŶ

ĐoŵpeƟƟǀeŶess iŶ legislaƟǀe aŶd eǆeĐuƟǀe eleĐƟoŶs ;BeĐk et al., ϮϬϬϭͿ. I ĐoŶ-

sideƌ those ƌegiŵes as siŵulaƟŶg ŵulƟpaƌtǇ sǇsteŵs ǁhiĐh sĐoƌe iŶ the tǁo iŶ-

diĐatoƌs oŶ legislaƟǀe O‘ eǆeĐuƟǀe eleĐƟoŶs ďeloǁ ϳ aŶd aďoǀe ϰ.Ͽ This opeƌa-

ƟoŶalizaƟoŶ of ĐooptaƟoŶ diffeƌs fƌoŵ pƌeǀious appƌoaĐhes iŶ tǁo ƌegaƌds. Fiƌst,

I disƟŶguish ďetǁeeŶ fake aŶd ƌeal eleĐtoƌal ĐoŵpeƟƟoŶ iŶ authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes

aŶd eǆĐlude the laƩeƌ ǁheŶ ŵeasuƌiŶg siŵulated pluƌalisŵ. ‘eĐeŶt ĐoŶtƌiďuƟoŶs

fƌeƋueŶtlǇ ƌefeƌ to Cheiďuď et al. s͛ ;ϮϬϭϬͿ tƌiŶoŵial iŶdiĐatoƌ of paƌtǇ iŶsƟtuƟoŶ-

ϿOŶe eǆĐepƟoŶ is IƌaŶ. PoliƟĐs iŶ the KhaŵeŶei eƌa aƌe ĐeƌtaiŶlǇ Ŷot ďased oŶ ƌeal ĐoŵpeƟƟoŶ
as the ďƌute suppƌessioŶ of the pƌotests aŌeƌ the assuŵed eleĐtoƌal fƌaud iŶ faǀoƌ of áhŵadiŶejad
iŶ ϮϬϬϵ haǀe shoǁŶ. Yet, despite these disadǀaŶtageous ĐoŶdiƟoŶs, the ƌefoƌŵ ŵoǀeŵeŶt iŶ IƌaŶ
has ďeeŶ ĐoŵpaƌaƟǀelǇ stƌoŶg thƌoughout the ƌegiŵe spaŶ aŶd poliƟĐs haǀe ďeeŶ ŵuĐh ŵoƌe
ĐoŶtested as those iŶ the ƌegiŵes ĐoŶĐeptualized as siŵulaƟŶg pluƌalisŵ ;BƌoǁŶlee, ϮϬϬϳ, ϭϱϳ-
ϭϴϭͿ. Theƌefoƌe, IƌaŶ is ƌe-Đoded as a ŶoŶ-ŵeŵďeƌ of the set despite its sĐoƌes iŶ the DPI iŶdiĐatoƌs.
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ϯ. The MaŶǇ FaĐes of áuthoƌitaƌiaŶ PeƌsisteŶĐe ϴϳ

alizaƟoŶ ǁheŶ opeƌaƟoŶaliziŶg ĐooptaƟoŶ. While the ǀalues of Ϭ aŶd ϭ iŶdiĐate

eitheƌ Ŷo legislatuƌe oƌ a legislatuƌe ǁith ŵeŵďeƌs oŶlǇ fƌoŵ the ƌegiŵe paƌtǇ, the

thiƌd ǀalue - Ϯ - staŶds foƌ ƌegiŵes ǁhiĐh haǀe ŵulƟpaƌtǇ legislatuƌes. Yet, this iŶ-

diĐatoƌ does Ŷot disƟŶguish ďetǁeeŶ those ƌegiŵes ǁhiĐh alloǁ foƌ opposiƟoŶal

paƌƟes aŶd those ǁhiĐh ŵeƌelǇ set up satellite paƌƟes, fakiŶg a ŵulƟpaƌtǇ ƌegiŵe.

“eĐoŶd, ŵǇ opeƌaƟoŶalizaƟoŶ of ĐooptaƟoŶ as siŵulaƟŶg pluƌalisŵ Đuts aĐƌoss

eǆisƟŶg tǇpologies of hegeŵoŶiĐ aŶd Đlosed ƌegiŵes. While ŶoŶ-ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe ŵul-

ƟpaƌtǇ sǇsteŵs aƌe seeŶ as a defiŶiŶg featuƌe of hegeŵoŶiĐ ƌegiŵes ;“aƌtoƌi, ϮϬϬϱ;

BƌoǁŶlee, ϮϬϬϵͿ, opeƌaƟoŶalizaƟoŶs of this ƌegiŵe tǇpe aƌe ƌatheƌ Đoaƌse aŶd

ĐlassifǇ seǀeƌal ƌegiŵes ǁhiĐh siŵulate pluƌalisŵ as Đlosed ƌegiŵes.¹⁰

Foƌ the opeƌaƟoŶalizaƟoŶ of ďoth foƌŵs of legiƟŵaƟoŶ, I ƌefeƌ to the eǆpeƌt

suƌǀeǇ of ǀoŶ “oest aŶd Gƌauǀogel ;ϮϬϭϳa,ďͿ oŶ legiƟŵaĐǇ Đlaiŵs of authoƌitaƌiaŶ

ƌegiŵes. The suƌǀeǇ ƌelies oŶ ŶeaƌlǇ ϯϬϬ ƋuesƟoŶŶaiƌes Đoŵpleted ďǇ iŶteƌŶaƟoŶ-

allǇ ƌeŶoǁŶed ĐouŶtƌǇ eǆpeƌts, assessiŶg siǆ ďasiĐ legiƟŵaƟoŶ stƌategies. Taďle

ϯ.Ϯ lists these stƌategies aŶd shoǁs hoǁ I aggƌegate theŵ to ŵeasuƌe speĐifiĐ aŶd

diffuse suppoƌt of legiƟŵaƟoŶ.

Taďle ϯ.Ϯ: OpeƌaƟoŶalizaƟoŶ of LegiƟŵaƟoŶ

Aďďr. Full Naŵe “trategies ;CoŵďiŶed ďǇ LogiĐal ORͿ “ourĐe

legd Diffuse suppoƌt of
legiƟŵaƟoŶ

FouŶdaƟoŶal MǇths ;foŵǇthͿ
ǀoŶ “oest
aŶd
Gƌauǀogel
;ϮϬϭϳaͿ

IdeologǇ ;ideoͿ
PeƌsoŶalisŵ ;peƌsoͿ

legs “peĐifiĐ suppoƌt of
legiƟŵaƟoŶ

IŶteƌŶaƟoŶal EŶgageŵeŶt ;iŶteŶgͿ
PƌoĐeduƌes ;pƌoĐͿ
PeƌfoƌŵaŶĐe ;peƌfͿ

The suƌǀeǇ of ǀoŶ “oest aŶd Gƌauǀogel ;ϮϬϭϳa,ďͿ ĐolleĐts assessŵeŶts of the

ŵost ƌeĐeŶt autoĐƌaƟĐ ƌegiŵe iŶ a ĐouŶtƌǇ, ƌesulƟŶg iŶ oďseƌǀaƟoŶs peƌ ƌegiŵe

spaŶ.¹¹ This liŵits the Ɵŵe-seŶsiƟǀitǇ ofŵǇ aŶalǇsis aŶd deŵaŶds foƌ aŵeaŶiŶgful

¹⁰BƌoǁŶlee ;ϮϬϬϵͿ ĐoŶsideƌs ƌegiŵes as hegeŵoŶiĐ if theǇ sĐoƌe aďoǀe ϰ oŶ the DPI iŶdiĐatoƌ oŶ
legislaƟǀe áND eǆeĐuƟǀe eleĐƟoŶs. Yet, this Đategoƌizes ƌegiŵes suĐh as KazakhstaŶ oƌ UzďekistaŶ
as Đlosed although theiƌ legislaƟǀe eleĐƟoŶs take plaĐe ǁithiŶ ĐlassiĐal eǆaŵples of fake ŵulƟpaƌtǇ
sǇsteŵs.

¹¹The ǀaƌǇiŶg defiŶiƟoŶs of autoĐƌaĐǇ uŶdeƌlǇiŶg ǀoŶ “oest aŶd Gƌauǀogel s͛ ;ϮϬϭϳaͿ suƌǀeǇ data
aŶd this aƌƟĐle ƌesult iŶ diǀeƌgiŶg deteƌŵiŶaƟoŶs of ƌegiŵe ďegiŶŶiŶgs aŶd eŶds. I folloǁ Geddes
et al. ;ϮϬϭϰͿ ĐoŶĐeƌŶiŶg the ƟŵiŶgs of ƌegiŵe spaŶs aŶd ƌefeƌ to ǀoŶ “oest aŶd Gƌauǀogel s͛ ;ϮϬϭϳaͿ
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ϯ. The MaŶǇ FaĐes of áuthoƌitaƌiaŶ PeƌsisteŶĐe ϴϴ

aggƌegaƟoŶ of the otheƌ iŶdiĐatoƌs ǁhiĐh aƌe ďased oŶ ĐouŶtƌǇ oďseƌǀaƟoŶs peƌ

Ǉeaƌ. WheŶ lookiŶg at the data, it is stƌikiŶg that seǀeƌal ƌegiŵes haǀe ďeĐoŵe

iŶĐƌeasiŶglǇ ƌepƌessiǀe oǀeƌ the Ǉeaƌs of theiƌ eŶduƌaŶĐe.¹ϸ IŶ oƌdeƌ to aĐĐouŶt foƌ

this ĐƌuĐial aspeĐt, the aǀeƌage ǀalues foƌ the Ɵŵe spaŶs ǁeƌe ǁeighted iŶ faǀoƌ

of the latest ƌegiŵe Ǉeaƌs.¹Ϲ

ϯ.ϰ.ϯ CaliďraƟoŶ “trategǇ aŶd RoďustŶess Tests

CaliďƌaƟoŶ is a ĐƌuĐial step iŶ set-theoƌeƟĐ ŵethods iŶ ǁhiĐh set ŵeŵďeƌship

sĐoƌes aƌe assigŶed to Đases. This pƌoĐess ƌeƋuiƌes ƌeasoŶed deĐisioŶs oŶ ǁhat

full ŵeŵďeƌship aŶd full ŶoŶ-ŵeŵďeƌship iŶ eaĐh fuzzǇ set ŵeaŶ aŶd ǁheƌe the

poiŶt of iŶdiffeƌeŶĐe oƌ Đƌossoǀeƌ poiŶt should ďe loĐated ;“ĐhŶeideƌ aŶd Wage-

ŵaŶŶ, ϮϬϭϮ, ϯϮͿ. BǇ ĐoŵďiŶiŶg theoƌeƟĐal kŶoǁledge aŶd eŵpiƌiĐal eǀideŶĐe, the

diffeƌeŶĐe ďetǁeeŶ ƌeleǀaŶt aŶd iƌƌeleǀaŶt ǀaƌiaƟoŶ is ŵade ;‘agiŶ, ϮϬϬϴ, ϴϮ-ϴϯͿ.

FolloǁiŶg these ďasiĐ pƌiŶĐiples of ĐaliďƌaƟoŶ, I Đhose the aŶĐhoƌs iŶ Taďle ϯ.ϯ

aĐĐoƌdiŶg to the ŵeaŶiŶg of the sets. To eŶsuƌe a high ĐoŶteŶt ǀaliditǇ of all sets,

I ĐheĐked seǀeƌal of the ͞ďoƌdeƌliŶe͟ Đases to see ǁhetheƌ the assigŶed ŵeŵďeƌ-

ship sĐoƌes aƌe ĐoheƌeŶt ǁith the Đase kŶoǁledge at haŶd. IŶ soŵe Đases, alteƌ-

ŶaƟǀe posiƟoŶs of the aŶĐhoƌs seeŵed eƋuallǇ plausiďle. Foƌ ŵoƌe suďstaŶƟǀe

deĐisioŶs iŶ this ƌegaƌd, I ĐoŶduĐted detailed ƌoďustŶess tests.¹Ϻ

Taďle ϯ.ϯ: áŶĐhoƌs foƌ CaliďƌaƟoŶ

Laďel High
ƌepp

High
ƌepĐ

High
Đoopǀ

High
Đoops

High
foŵǇth

High
ideo

High
peƌso

High iŶ-
teŶg

High
pƌoĐ

High
peƌf

FullǇ iŶ ϭ Ϯ ϱ Đƌisp ϰ.ϱ ϰ ϰ.ϰ ϯ.ϱ ϱ ϱ
Crossoǀer ϰ.Ϯ ϱ.ϰ ϭ.Ϯ >ϰ, <ϳ ϯ.ϭ ϯ.ϭ Ϯ.ϵ Ϯ.ϭ ϯ.ϰ ϯ.ϱ
FullǇ out ϲ ϵ -ϭ Đƌisp Ϯ ϭ.ϱ ϭ ϭ Ϯ Ϯ

Ɵŵe speĐifiĐaƟoŶs as the ďegiŶŶiŶg aŶd eŶd of oďseƌǀaƟoŶ.
¹ϸThis iŶĐludes TuƌkŵeŶistaŶ, UzďekistaŶ, Belaƌus, IƌaŶ, Eƌitƌea, aŶd Ethiopia.
¹ϹMoƌe speĐifiĐallǇ, eaĐh oďseƌǀaƟoŶ peƌ Ǉeaƌ ǁas ǁeighted ďǇ the ƌegiŵe s͛ leŶgth iŶ this paƌ-

ƟĐulaƌ Ǉeaƌ, staƌƟŶg iŶ ϭϵϵϭ.
¹ϺThe‘ sĐƌipts of the ǀaƌious ƌoďustŶess tests aƌe aǀailaďle heƌe: https://dataverse.harvard.

edu/dataverse/sfm. Figuƌe C.ϭ, C.Ϯ, aŶd C.ϯ iŶ the áppeŶdiǆ pƌoǀide aŶ oǀeƌǀieǁ of the distƌiďu-
ƟoŶ of the ƌaǁ aŶd Đaliďƌated data.
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GeŶeƌallǇ, the ƌoďustŶess tests illustƌate that slight alteƌaƟoŶs of the aŶĐhoƌs

do Ŷot sigŶifiĐaŶtlǇ ĐhaŶge the ƌesults of the aŶalǇsis. To ŵake the ĐhoiĐe of aŶ-

Đhoƌs ŵoƌe tƌaŶspaƌeŶt, I fuƌtheƌ eǆplaiŶ soŵe of the ŵoƌe suďstaŶƟal tests aŶd

deĐisioŶs. CoŶĐeƌŶiŶg ďoth foƌŵs of ƌepƌessioŶ, the ĐhoseŶ Đƌossoǀeƌ poiŶts seeŵ

ƌatheƌ loǁ, ĐlassifǇiŶg ŵost Đases as ŵoƌe iŶ thaŶ out of the set. Hoǁeǀeƌ, ŵoǀiŶg

up the Đƌossoǀeƌ poiŶts – paƌƟĐulaƌlǇ foƌ the set of ͞high aŵouŶts of ƌepƌessioŶ of

phǇsiĐal iŶtegƌitǇ ƌights͟ ;high ƌeppͿ – ǁould plaĐe ƌegiŵes suĐh as TuƌkŵeŶistaŶ

as out of the set. IŶ ǀieǁ of the eŵpiƌiĐal eǀideŶĐe aďout the highlǇ ĐoeƌĐiǀe Ŷa-

tuƌe of this ƌegiŵe ;HuŵaŶ ‘ights WatĐh, ϮϬϭϳďͿ, it is theƌefoƌe ƌeasoŶaďle aŶd iŶ

liŶe ǁith the ŵeaŶiŶg of the set to Đhoose a loǁeƌ aŶĐhoƌ aŶd aĐĐept the ƌatheƌ

uŶeƋual distƌiďuƟoŶ of the Đaliďƌated data.

ás the histogƌaŵs iŶ the appeŶdiǆ shoǁ, the distƌiďuƟoŶ of the ƌaǁ data oŶ

ĐooptaƟoŶ as ĐoŵpeŶsaƟŶg ǀulŶeƌaďilitǇ is slightlǇ skeǁed. This ŵakes the Đali-

ďƌaƟoŶ pƌoĐeduƌe aŶ eǀeŶ ŵoƌe deliĐate issue. The tests of alteƌŶaƟǀe aŶĐhoƌs

ƌeǀeal that loǁeƌ Đƌossoǀeƌ poiŶts lead to ŵodel aŵďiguitǇ ǁhiĐh ĐoŵpliĐates the

QCá ƌesults ;‘ohlfiŶg, ϮϬϭϱ, ϯͿ. Higheƌ Đƌossoǀeƌ poiŶts deĐƌease the ĐoŶteŶt ǀa-

liditǇ of the ĐoŶĐept siŶĐe all Đases sĐoƌiŶg aďoǀe zeƌo aƌe peƌ defiŶiƟoŶ alƌeadǇ

oǀeƌ-ĐoŵpeŶsaƟŶg ;“Đhŵotz, ϮϬϭϱ, ϰϰϴͿ.

While ǀoŶ “oest aŶd Gƌauǀogel ;ϮϬϭϳďͿ pƌopose ĐaliďƌaƟoŶ aŶĐhoƌs foƌ all the

legiƟŵaƟoŶ ǀaƌiaďles iŶ theiƌ tƌuth taďle aŶalǇsis, I ĐhaŶgedŵost of these aŶĐhoƌs

foƌ seǀeƌal ƌeasoŶs. Fiƌst, the ĐhoseŶ Đƌossoǀeƌ poiŶts ďǇ ǀoŶ “oest aŶd Gƌauǀogel

;ϮϬϭϳďͿ aƌe ;ǁith ŵiŶiŵal deǀiaƟoŶsͿ ďased oŶ the ŵeaŶ ǀalues of the ƌespeĐ-

Ɵǀe ďase ǀaƌiaďles. While this ĐaŶ ŵake seŶse iŶ soŵe iŶstaŶĐes aŶd ĐoiŶĐide

ǁith otheƌ ƌeasoŶs foƌ ĐhoosiŶg these loĐaƟoŶs of the aŶĐhoƌs, the ŵeaŶ ǀalues

should Ŷeǀeƌ ďe applied sǇsteŵaƟĐallǇ ǁheŶ ĐaliďƌaƟŶg data. “uĐh puƌelǇ data-

dƌiǀeŶ ĐaliďƌaƟoŶs aƌe flaǁed aŶd ĐaŶ sigŶifiĐaŶtlǇ diŵiŶish the ĐoŶteŶt ǀaliditǇ of

the Đaliďƌated sets ;“ĐhŶeideƌ aŶd WageŵaŶŶ, ϮϬϭϮ, ϯϯͿ. “eĐoŶd, ǀoŶ “oest aŶd

Gƌauǀogel ;ϮϬϭϳď, appeŶdiǆͿ ƌefeƌ to gaps iŶ the ƌaǁ data to jusƟfǇ theiƌ plaĐe-

ŵeŶts of the aŶĐhoƌs. IŶ geŶeƌal, this is a ǀalid stƌategǇ siŶĐe ŶoƟĐeaďle dƌops

iŶ the data ĐaŶ iŶdiĐate ƌeleǀaŶt diffeƌeŶĐes ďetǁeeŶ the ƌespeĐƟǀe Đases. Yet, it
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ϯ. The MaŶǇ FaĐes of áuthoƌitaƌiaŶ PeƌsisteŶĐe ϵϬ

is Ŷot a ĐoŶǀiŶĐiŶg appƌoaĐh if the ƌaǁ data is peƌǀaded ďǇ ŵaŶǇ gaps as it is the

Đase foƌ the legiƟŵaƟoŶ ǀaƌiaďles. IŶ ĐoŶtƌast to ǀoŶ “oest aŶd Gƌauǀogel ;ϮϬϭϳďͿ,

I plaĐe the aŶĐhoƌ of ͞high aŵouŶt of fouŶdaƟoŶal ŵǇths͟ aďoǀe ϯ, foƌ eǆaŵple,

ďeĐause I aƌgue that MǇaŶŵaƌ ;sĐoƌe of ϯ.ϬϬͿ uses the suĐĐessful stƌuggles of iŶ-

depeŶdeŶĐe oŶlǇ paƌtlǇ as a souƌĐe of legiƟŵaĐǇ¹ϻ aŶd should Ŷot ďe a ŵeŵďeƌ

of this set. IŶ ĐoŶtƌast to this, the eǆpeƌieŶĐe of iŶdepeŶdeŶĐe has a ĐeŶtƌal ƌole

iŶ the offiĐial ŶaƌƌaƟǀe of the Uzďek ƌegiŵe ;sĐoƌe of ϯ.ϮϱͿ ǁhiĐh is ǁhǇ this Đase

should ďe iŶdeed a ŵeŵďeƌ of the set.¹ϼ The adjustŵeŶts of the otheƌ aŶĐhoƌs

folloǁ siŵilaƌ ƌaƟoŶales. The ‘ sĐƌipts test aŶd Đoŵpaƌe these aŶĐhoƌs ǁith those

of ǀoŶ “oest aŶd Gƌauǀogel ;ϮϬϭϳďͿ ǁhiĐh fuƌtheƌ highlights theiƌ ƌoďustŶess.

ϯ.ϱ “uŵŵarǇ of the FiŶdiŶgs

ϯ.ϱ.ϭ AŶalǇsis of AuthoritariaŶ PersisteŶĐe

The test of ŶeĐessitǇ foƌ the outĐoŵe authoƌitaƌiaŶ peƌsisteŶĐe ƌeǀeals that Ŷo siŶ-

gle ĐoŶdiƟoŶ oƌ its logiĐal ŶegaƟoŶ passes the ŵiŶiŵuŵ thƌesholds of ĐoŶsisteŶĐǇ,

Đoǀeƌage aŶd ƌeleǀaŶĐe. The test fuƌtheƌ shoǁs seǀeƌal disjuŶĐƟoŶs of ĐoŶdiƟoŶs

ǁith high ĐoŶsisteŶĐǇ aŶd Đoǀeƌage ǀalues. Yet, all of theŵ haǀe loǁ ƌeleǀaŶĐe ǀal-

ues, iŶdiĐaƟŶg the tƌiǀialŶess of ŶeĐessitǇ foƌ these logiĐal O‘ ĐoŵďiŶaƟoŶs. The

test of ŶeĐessitǇ ĐoŶĐludes theƌefoƌe ǁith Ŷo stateŵeŶt oŶ ŶeĐessaƌǇ ĐoŶdiƟoŶs

oƌ ĐoŵďiŶaƟoŶs of theŵ.

Foƌ the test of suffiĐieŶĐǇ, the tƌuth taďle iŶ this aŶalǇsis ĐoŶsists of ϲϰ ƌoǁs,

ƌepƌeseŶƟŶg all logiĐallǇ possiďle ĐoŵďiŶaƟoŶs of the siǆ ĐoŶdiƟoŶs. Taďle ϯ.ϰ is

aŶ aďďƌeǀiated foƌŵ of the tƌuth taďle. It ĐoŶtaiŶs oŶlǇ those ƌoǁs foƌ ǁhiĐh theƌe

is eŶough eŵpiƌiĐal eǀideŶĐe aǀailaďle, ŵeaŶiŶg heƌe that at least oŶe Đase is as-

sigŶed to the ƌespeĐƟǀe ƌoǁ.¹Ͻ

¹ϻThe ŵilitaƌǇ ƌegiŵe of MǇaŶŵaƌ pƌiŵaƌilǇ ƌefeƌƌed to ďaƩles agaiŶst ethŶiĐ sepaƌaƟsts aŶd
ĐoŵŵuŶist iŶsuƌgeŶĐies oƌ the pƌoŵoƟoŶ of Buddhisŵ aŶd the ƌeiŶǀigoƌaƟoŶ of ŵoŶaƌĐhiĐal tƌa-
diƟoŶs foƌ ĐlaiŵiŶg its legiƟŵaĐǇ ;MĐCaƌthǇ, ϮϬϭϬͿ.

¹ϼFoƌŵoƌe iŶfoƌŵaƟoŶ aďout the heaǀǇ pƌopagaƟoŶof the ͞ideologǇ of ŶaƟoŶal iŶdepeŶdeŶĐe͟
iŶ UzďekistaŶ, see Maeƌz ;ϮϬϭϳͿ aŶd MaƌĐh ;ϮϬϬϯͿ.

¹ϽTaďle C.ϭ iŶ the áppeŶdiǆ pƌoǀides the full Ŷaŵes of all Đases iŶ this aŶalǇsis.
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ϯ. The MaŶǇ FaĐes of áuthoƌitaƌiaŶ PeƌsisteŶĐe ϵϭ

Taďle ϯ.ϰ: Tƌuth Taďle foƌ the OutĐoŵe áuthoƌitaƌiaŶ PeƌsisteŶĐe

Roǁ Repp RepĐ Coopǀ Coops Legd Legs OutĐoŵe Ŷ CoŶsist. Cases
ϲϬ ϭ ϭ ϭ Ϭ ϭ ϭ ϭ ϳ Ϭ.ϵϴϮ CUB,‘U“,MO‘,LIB,“UD,

CHN,D‘V
Ϯϴ Ϭ ϭ ϭ Ϭ ϭ ϭ ϭ ϰ Ϭ.ϵϴϮ “Wá,UáE,OMá,MáL
ϮϬ Ϭ ϭ Ϭ Ϭ ϭ ϭ ϭ Ϯ Ϭ.ϵϲϳ BáH,QáT
ϱϵ ϭ ϭ ϭ Ϭ ϭ Ϭ ϭ ϭ Ϭ.ϵϲϲ P‘K
Ϯϰ Ϭ ϭ Ϭ ϭ ϭ ϭ ϭ ϭ Ϭ.ϵϯϯ K)K
ϭϴ Ϭ ϭ Ϭ Ϭ Ϭ ϭ ϭ ϭ Ϭ.ϵϯϮ KUW
ϴ Ϭ Ϭ Ϭ ϭ ϭ ϭ ϭ ϭ Ϭ.ϵϭϱ CON
Ϯϯ Ϭ ϭ Ϭ ϭ ϭ Ϭ ϭ ϭ Ϭ.ϵϬϯ LáO
ϱϮ ϭ ϭ Ϭ Ϭ ϭ ϭ ϭ ϲ Ϭ.ϵϬϭ C“,UGá,E‘I,áLG,I‘N,“áU
ϱϲ ϭ ϭ Ϭ ϭ ϭ ϭ ϭ ϵ Ϭ.ϴϵϬ BL‘,á)E,‘Wá,ETH,áNG,

YEM,TKM,TáJ,U)B
ϭϲ Ϭ Ϭ ϭ ϭ ϭ ϭ ϭ Ϯ Ϭ.ϴϴϴ BFO,M)M
ϲϯ ϭ ϭ ϭ ϭ ϭ Ϭ ϭ Ϯ Ϭ.ϴϴϲ CDI,CáO
ϱϱ ϭ ϭ Ϭ ϭ ϭ Ϭ ϭ ϭ Ϭ.ϴϴϭ “Y‘
ϯϮ Ϭ ϭ ϭ ϭ ϭ ϭ ϭ ϯ Ϭ.ϴϲϰ Máá,Tá),JO‘
ϰϵ ϭ ϭ Ϭ Ϭ Ϭ Ϭ ϭ ϭ Ϭ.ϴϱϱ MYá
ϲϰ ϭ ϭ ϭ ϭ ϭ ϭ ϭ ϯ Ϭ.ϴϬϰ )IM,EGY,IN“
ϰϴ ϭ Ϭ ϭ ϭ ϭ ϭ ϭ ϭ Ϭ.ϳϵϰ CáM
ϭϮ Ϭ Ϭ ϭ Ϭ ϭ ϭ ϭ ϯ Ϭ.ϳϴϮ GáM,GHá,)áM
ϰϳ ϭ Ϭ ϭ ϭ ϭ Ϭ Ϭ ϭ Ϭ.ϳϲϰ BNG
Ϯϵ Ϭ ϭ ϭ ϭ Ϭ Ϭ Ϭ ϭ Ϭ.ϳϱϬ KY‘
ϱϰ ϭ ϭ Ϭ ϭ Ϭ ϭ Ϭ ϭ Ϭ.ϳϰϴ D‘C
ϲϮ ϭ ϭ ϭ ϭ Ϭ ϭ Ϭ ϭ Ϭ.ϳϯϳ TUN
ϲϭ ϭ ϭ ϭ ϭ Ϭ Ϭ Ϭ ϯ Ϭ.ϳϮϱ CEN,CHá,PáK
ϭϬ Ϭ Ϭ ϭ Ϭ Ϭ ϭ Ϭ ϭ Ϭ.ϳϭϲ GáB
ϰϲ ϭ Ϭ ϭ ϭ Ϭ ϭ Ϭ ϭ Ϭ.ϲϵϴ THI
ϰϰ ϭ Ϭ ϭ Ϭ ϭ ϭ Ϭ ϭ Ϭ.ϲϲϰ MEX
ϰϮ ϭ Ϭ ϭ Ϭ Ϭ ϭ Ϭ Ϯ Ϭ.ϱϬϯ “EN,TOG
ϯϰ ϭ Ϭ Ϭ Ϭ Ϭ ϭ Ϭ ϭ Ϭ.ϰϴϵ PE‘

áll ƌoǁs aďoǀe the ĐoŶsisteŶĐǇ ǀalue of Ϭ.ϳϳ aƌe ĐoŶsideƌed suffiĐieŶt foƌ the

outĐoŵe authoƌitaƌiaŶ peƌsisteŶĐe. The ƌaƟoŶale foƌ deteƌŵiŶiŶg this ĐoŶsisteŶĐǇ

thƌeshold is tǁofold. Fiƌst, the ǀalue of Ϭ.ϳϳ ƌepƌeseŶts a gap iŶ the ĐoŶsisteŶĐǇ

ǀalues, iŶdiĐaƟŶg a Ŷotaďle dƌop of ĐoŶsisteŶĐǇ. Yet, theƌe aƌe also otheƌ gaps ďe-

foƌe aŶd aŌeƌ Ϭ.ϳϳ. OŶ that aĐĐouŶt, the seĐoŶd ƌeasoŶ is that iŶĐludiŶg ƌoǁ ϰϳ

;ĐoŶsisteŶĐǇ of Ϭ.ϳϲϰͿ iŶ the logiĐal ŵiŶiŵizaƟoŶ pƌoĐess ǁould ŵeaŶ to iŶĐlude

a logiĐallǇ ĐoŶtƌadiĐtoƌǇ Đase siŶĐe BaŶgladesh is a ŶoŶ-peƌsisteŶt authoƌitaƌiaŶ

ƌegiŵe. IŶ ĐoŶtƌast to this, the Đases iŶ ƌoǁ ϲϰ ;ĐoŶsisteŶĐǇ of Ϭ.ϳϴϮͿ aƌe all peƌ-

sisteŶt authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes, ǁhiĐh fuƌtheƌ suggests that this ƌoǁ ĐaŶ ďe seeŶ as

suffiĐieŶt foƌ the outĐoŵe.
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ϯ. The MaŶǇ FaĐes of áuthoƌitaƌiaŶ PeƌsisteŶĐe ϵϮ

Foƌ the logiĐalŵiŶiŵizaƟoŶof the suffiĐieŶt ƌoǁs, I assuŵe thepƌeseŶĐe ƌatheƌ

thaŶ the aďseŶĐe as diƌeĐƟoŶal eǆpeĐtaƟoŶ foƌ all ĐoŶdiƟoŶs ďeside ƌepƌessioŶ

of phǇsiĐal iŶtegƌitǇ ƌights. The usage of high aŵouŶts of this foƌŵ of ĐoeƌĐioŶ is

ĐostlǇ aŶd ĐaŶ daŵage the populaƟoŶ s͛ legiƟŵaĐǇ ďelief iŶ the ƌegiŵe ;GeƌsĐheǁ-

ski, ϮϬϭϯͿ ǁhiĐh is ǁhǇ I ŵake Ŷo assuŵpƟoŶs foƌ the logiĐal ƌeŵaiŶdeƌs of this

ĐoŶdiƟoŶ. Based oŶ this, the iŶteƌŵediate soluƟoŶ foƌŵula ;Taďle ϰͿ is oďtaiŶed.¹Ͼ

Taďle ϯ.ϱ: IŶteƌŵediate “oluƟoŶ Foƌŵula foƌ the OutĐoŵe áuthoƌitaƌiaŶ PeƌsisteŶĐe

“uffiĐieŶt Paths, CoŶŶeĐted ďǇ LogiĐal ORǓ CoŶsisteŶĐǇ Coǀ.rǔ Coǀ.uǔ
‘EPC*COOP“*LEGD Ϭ.ϴϳ Ϭ.Ϯϴ Ϭ.ϭϮ
‘EPC*Đoops*LEG“ Ϭ.ϵϲ Ϭ.ϯϯ Ϭ.Ϭϳ
‘EPP*‘EPC*Đoops Ϭ.ϵϮ Ϭ.Ϯϰ Ϭ.Ϭϰ
COOPV*COOP“*LEGD*LEG“ Ϭ.ϳϴ Ϭ.ϭϴ Ϭ.Ϭϭ
ƌepp*COOP“*LEGD*LEG“ Ϭ.ϴϵ Ϭ.ϭϳ Ϭ.Ϭϭ
ƌepp*COOPV*LEGD*LEG“ Ϭ.ϴϳ Ϭ.Ϯϴ Ϭ.ϬϮ
Oǀeƌall soluƟoŶ Ϭ.ϴϵ Ϭ.ϳϯ

Ǔ Capital leƩeƌs iŶdiĐate pƌeseŶĐe, sŵall leƩeƌs aďseŶĐe, * deŶotes logiĐal áND.
ǔ Coǀ.ƌ = ƌaǁ Đoǀeƌage; Coǀ.u = uŶiƋue Đoǀeƌage.

The iŶteƌŵediate soluƟoŶ foƌŵula has a high ĐoŶsisteŶĐǇ ǀalue at Ϭ.ϴϵ aŶd eǆ-

plaiŶs ϳϯ peƌĐeŶt of all the Đases ǁhiĐh aƌe Đoded as peƌsisteŶt autoĐƌaƟĐ ƌegiŵes.

BǇ suggesƟŶg siǆ suffiĐieŶt ĐoŶjuŶĐƟoŶs, it is a ƌatheƌ ĐoŵpƌeheŶsiǀe eƋuifiŶal

eǆplaŶaƟoŶ of authoƌitaƌiaŶ peƌsisteŶĐe. This is fuƌtheƌ uŶdeƌsĐoƌed ďǇ the loǁ

uŶiƋue aŶd ŵuĐh higheƌ ƌaǁ Đoǀeƌage of eaĐh path ;Ϯϲ Đases aƌe Đoǀeƌed ďǇ ŵoƌe

thaŶ oŶe pathͿ. The disĐussioŶ seĐƟoŶ pƌoǀides a detailed iŶteƌpƌetaƟoŶ of this

soluƟoŶ foƌŵula.

ϯ.ϱ.Ϯ AŶalǇsis of No AuthoritariaŶ PersisteŶĐe

The test of ŶeĐessitǇ foƌ the outĐoŵe Ŷo authoƌitaƌiaŶ peƌsisteŶĐe ĐoŶĐludes that

theƌe is Ŷo ĐoŶdiƟoŶ oƌ ĐoŶjuŶĐƟoŶ of ĐoŶdiƟoŶs ǁhiĐh pass the ĐoŶsisteŶĐǇ, Đoǀ-

eƌage aŶd ƌeleǀaŶĐe of ŶeĐessitǇ thƌesholds. The tƌuth taďle foƌ the suffiĐieŶĐǇ

¹ϾThis aƌƟĐle ŵostlǇ ƌelies oŶ the iŶteƌŵediate soluƟoŶ foƌŵula aŶd ƌepoƌts the otheƌ soluƟoŶ
foƌŵulas iŶ the áppeŶdiǆ. áll opeƌaƟoŶs foƌ the aŶalǇsis aƌe doŶe iŶ ‘ ;ϮϬϭϳͿ aŶd ŵake use of the
QCá paĐkage of Dusa aŶd Thieŵ ;ϮϬϭϲ, ǀ. Ϯ.Ϯ.Ϳ aŶd the “etMethods paĐkage of MedzihoƌskǇ et al.
;ϮϬϭϲ, ǀ. Ϯ.ϭ.Ϳ.
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ϯ. The MaŶǇ FaĐes of áuthoƌitaƌiaŶ PeƌsisteŶĐe ϵϯ

test of Ŷo authoƌitaƌiaŶ peƌsisteŶĐe ;Taďle C.ϳ iŶ the áppeŶdiǆͿ shoǁs that Ŷo siŶ-

gle ƌoǁ passes the ŵiŶiŵuŵ ĐoŶsisteŶĐǇ thƌeshold of Ϭ.ϳϱ ;“ĐhŶeideƌ aŶd Wage-

ŵaŶŶ, ϮϬϭϮ, ϭϮϵͿ. This iŶdiĐates that the heǆagoŶ is Ŷot a suitaďle fƌaŵeǁoƌk foƌ

eǆplaiŶiŶg ǁhǇ authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes ďƌeak doǁŶ siŶĐe it ĐaŶŶot ideŶƟfǇ eŶough

ĐoŵŵoŶaliƟes aŵoŶg the ŶoŶ-peƌsisteŶt ƌegiŵes. IŶteƌesƟŶglǇ, the eŵpiƌiĐal test

of GeƌsĐheǁski s͛ thƌee pillaƌs iŶ the ĐoŶteǆt of autoĐƌaƟĐ eleĐƟoŶs Đoŵes to siŵ-

ilaƌ ƌesults ;“ĐhŶeideƌ aŶd Maeƌz, ϮϬϭϳ, ϮϮϯͿ. This stƌoŶglǇ suggests that iŶ the

Đase of ƌegiŵe failuƌe, the iŶteƌplaǇ of ƌepƌessioŶ, legiƟŵaƟoŶ aŶd ĐooptaƟoŶ has

alƌeadǇ stopped ǁoƌkiŶg aŶd that theƌe aƌe otheƌ Đausal ŵeĐhaŶisŵs at ǁoƌk.¹Ͽ

ϯ.ϲ DisĐussioŶ

The iŶteƌŵediate soluƟoŶ foƌŵula foƌ the outĐoŵe authoƌitaƌiaŶ peƌsisteŶĐe sug-

gests siǆ paths. Due to theiƌ stƌoŶg oǀeƌlap, I ĐoŶsideƌ the last tǁo paths as logiĐal

eƋuiǀaleŶts aŶd suŵŵaƌize theŵ to oŶe ĐoŶfiguƌaƟoŶ. This leads to fiǀe ĐoŶfigu-

ƌaƟoŶs of the heǆagoŶ. These ĐoŶfiguƌaƟoŶs ƌefleĐt the diffeƌeŶt ĐoŵďiŶaƟoŶs of

suƌǀiǀal stƌategies ǁhiĐh keep autoĐƌaƟĐ ƌegiŵes peƌsisteŶt. I Đall these ĐoŵďiŶa-

ƟoŶs ;ϭͿ hegeŵoŶiĐ, ;ϮͿ peƌfoƌŵaŶĐe-depeŶdeŶt, ;ϯͿ ƌigid, ;ϰͿ kleptoĐƌaƟĐ aŶd ;ϱͿ

adapƟǀe ĐoŶfiguƌaƟoŶs of the heǆagoŶ.

The fiǀe ĐoŶfiguƌaƟoŶs oƌ ͞faĐes͟ of authoƌitaƌiaŶisŵ aƌe illustƌated iŶ Taďle

ϯ.ϲ. The fiƌst ƌoǁ of this taďle pƌoǀides a gƌaphiĐal illustƌaƟoŶ of the soluƟoŶ foƌ-

ŵula that tƌaŶsfeƌs the BooleaŶ eǆpƌessioŶs of eaĐh path iŶto the ƌespeĐƟǀe ĐoŶ-

figuƌaƟoŶ of the heǆagoŶ. The heǆagoŶ fuŶĐƟoŶs heƌe as a ƌadaƌ Đhaƌt ǁith ϭ aŶd

Ϭ ŵeaŶiŶg the pƌeseŶĐe oƌ aďseŶĐe of the sets as suggested ďǇ the pƌiŵe iŵpli-

ĐaŶtsϸ⁰ of the soluƟoŶ foƌŵula. The ͞ƌ͟ iŶ ďetǁeeŶ these ǀalues iŶdiĐates logiĐallǇ

ƌeduŶdaŶt pƌiŵe iŵpliĐaŶtsǁhiĐhŵight haǀe ďeeŶ pƌeseŶt ďefoƌe the logiĐalŵiŶ-

¹ϿáŶotheƌ ƌeasoŶ Đould ďe the ƌatheƌ skeǁed outĐoŵe set. Futuƌe ƌeseaƌĐh ŵight test ǁhetheƌ
a laƌgeƌ pƌopoƌƟoŶ of ŶoŶ-peƌsisteŶt ƌegiŵes ǁould alloǁ the heǆagoŶ to ideŶƟfǇ ŵoƌe ĐoŵŵoŶ-
aliƟes.

ϸ⁰The pƌiŵe iŵpliĐaŶts aƌe the eŶd pƌoduĐts of the logiĐal ŵiŶiŵizaƟoŶ pƌoĐess aŶd ĐaŶŶot ďe
oŵiƩed fƌoŵ the soluƟoŶ foƌŵula ǁithout ǀiolaƟŶg the tƌuth taďle stateŵeŶt. IŶ ĐoŶtƌast to this,
the logiĐallǇ ƌeduŶdaŶt pƌiŵe iŵpliĐaŶts ĐaŶ ďe dƌopped siŶĐe all pƌiŵiƟǀe eǆpƌessioŶs aƌe also
Đoǀeƌed ǁithout theŵ ;“ĐhŶeideƌ aŶd WageŵaŶŶ, ϮϬϭϮ, ϭϬϵ-ϭϭϭͿ.
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iŵizaƟoŶ ďut ǁeƌe dƌopped fƌoŵ the ƌespeĐƟǀe soluƟoŶ teƌŵ duƌiŶg the pƌoĐess

of logiĐal ŵiŶiŵizaƟoŶ due to theiƌ ƌeduŶdaŶĐǇ. The seĐoŶd paƌt of the taďle, ƌoǁ

ϰ to ϳ, giǀes iŶfoƌŵaƟoŶ aďout the tǇpe of Đases Đoǀeƌed ďǇ eaĐh path. Folloǁ-

iŶg “ĐhŶeideƌ aŶd ‘ohlfiŶg ;ϮϬϭϯͿ, the ĐategoƌizaƟoŶ iŶto tǇpiĐal, ŵost tǇpiĐal,

uŶiƋuelǇ Đoǀeƌed, aŶd deǀiaŶt Đases faĐilitates a ŵoƌe fiŶe-gƌaded iŶteƌpƌetaƟoŶ

of the soluƟoŶ foƌŵula. The last ƌoǁ of the taďle ĐoŶtaiŶs those Đases ǁhiĐh aƌe

Ŷot Đoǀeƌed ďǇ aŶǇ paths of the soluƟoŶ foƌŵula.ϸ¹ These deǀiaŶt Đases ƌegaƌdiŶg

Đoǀeƌage ǁould Ŷeed to ďe aŶalǇzed iŶ eǆploƌaƟǀe pƌoĐess tƌaĐiŶg ;“ĐhŶeideƌ aŶd

‘ohlfiŶg, ϮϬϭϯ, ϱϳϰͿ siŶĐe theiƌ ŵeĐhaŶisŵs of eŶsuƌiŶg authoƌitaƌiaŶ peƌsisteŶĐe

aƌe Ŷot eǆplaiŶed ďǇ the heǆagoŶ.

The defiŶiŶg featuƌe of the fiƌst ĐoŶfiguƌaƟoŶ - Đalled hegeŵoŶiĐ - is that it uses

ĐooptaƟoŶ as siŵulaƟŶg pluƌalisŵ togetheƌ ǁith high aŵouŶts of diffuse legiƟŵa-

ƟoŶ aŶd ƌepƌessioŶ of Điǀil aŶd poliƟĐal ƌights.ϸϸ IŶ otheƌ ǁoƌds, these authoƌitaƌ-

iaŶ ƌegiŵes ĐaŶ ďe desĐƌiďed ďǇ theiƌ hegeŵoŶiĐŵulƟpaƌtǇ sǇsteŵsǁhiĐhŵeƌelǇ

pƌeteŶd pluƌalisŵ. This façade is ďaĐked up ďǇ iŶteŶsiǀelǇ pƌopagaƟŶg ideologies,

fouŶdaƟoŶal ŵǇths oƌ the peƌsoŶalitǇ of autoĐƌaƟĐ leadeƌs aŶd seĐuƌed ďǇ stƌiĐtlǇ

liŵiƟŶg the liďeƌƟes of the populaƟoŶ suĐh as fƌeedoŵ of speeĐh, asseŵďlǇ aŶd

assoĐiaƟoŶ.

The ŵost tǇpiĐal ĐaseϸϹ of the hegeŵoŶiĐ ĐoŶfiguƌaƟoŶ is UzďekistaŶ. Besides

haǀiŶg aŶ appalliŶg huŵaŶ ƌights ƌeĐoƌd ;HuŵaŶ ‘ights WatĐh, ϮϬϭϬͿ, the ƌegiŵe

stƌoŶglǇ pƌopagates aŶ offiĐial ideologǇ as a pƌe-poliƟĐal ĐoŶseŶsus oŶ deliĐate

issues suĐh as ƌeligioŶ aŶd the ƌole of the state ;Maeƌz, ϮϬϭϳͿ. Fuƌtheƌŵoƌe, the

ƌegiŵe ŵaiŶtaiŶs aŶ elaďoƌated sǇsteŵ of satellite paƌƟes, eaĐh of theŵ haǀiŶg

fallaĐious Ŷaŵes suĐh as UzďekistaŶ s͛ Liďeƌal DeŵoĐƌaƟĐ PaƌtǇ oƌ People s͛ Deŵo-

ĐƌaƟĐ PaƌtǇ of UzďekistaŶ. PaƌƟĐulaƌlǇ tƌiĐkǇ iŶ this ƌegaƌd is that although the

ϸ¹Note that these aƌeŵostlǇ ĐoŶfliĐt-ƌiddeŶ ĐouŶtƌies aŶd ƌatheƌŵaƌgiŶal Đases of authoƌitaƌiaŶ
peƌsisteŶĐe.

ϸϸBesides ƌelǇiŶg oŶ a less aŵďiguous opeƌaƟoŶalizaƟoŶ, the deĐisiǀe diffeƌeŶĐe to eaƌlieƌ Đate-
goƌizaƟoŶs of hegeŵoŶiĐ authoƌitaƌiaŶisŵ is pƌeĐiselǇ this foĐus oŶ the ĐoŵďiŶed effeĐts of these
thƌee featuƌes of the heǆagoŶ: I ĐoŶsideƌ oŶlǇ those ƌegiŵes as hegeŵoŶiĐ ǁhiĐh displaǇ high
aŵouŶts iŶ eaĐh of these featuƌes aŶd theƌeďǇ pƌoǀe to ďe peƌsisteŶt.

ϸϹThe ŵost tǇpiĐal Đase has the highest ĐoŶsisteŶĐǇ due to ďeiŶg Đlosest to the ideal tǇpiĐal Đase
ǁhiĐh has full ŵeŵďeƌship iŶ all the ĐoŶdiƟoŶs of the ƌespeĐƟǀe path ;“ĐhŶeideƌ aŶd ‘ohlfiŶg,
ϮϬϭϯ, ϱϴϭͿ.
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ϯ. The MaŶǇ FaĐes of áuthoƌitaƌiaŶ PeƌsisteŶĐe ϵϲ

laƩeƌ paƌtǇ eŶjoǇed the offiĐial suppoƌt of the ƌeĐeŶtlǇ deĐeased pƌesideŶt Islaŵ

Kaƌiŵoǀ, it is Ŷot a doŵiŶaŶt paƌtǇ ;Badeƌ, ϮϬϬϵ, ϭϭϭͿ. Thus, paƌliaŵeŶtaƌǇ eleĐ-

ƟoŶs iŶ UzďekistaŶ ŵake iŶdeed a pluƌalisƟĐ iŵpƌessioŶ - at least at fiƌst glaŶĐe -

siŶĐe the paƌƟes͛ shaƌe of seats is ƌatheƌ eƋuallǇ distƌiďuted ;O“CE, ϮϬϬϵͿ.

The otheƌ tǇpiĐal Đases of the hegeŵoŶiĐ ĐoŶfiguƌaƟoŶ, ŵost of theŵ uŶiƋuelǇ

Đoǀeƌed, also ĐoŵďiŶe ƌepƌessioŶ, diffuse legiƟŵaƟoŶ aŶd fake pluƌalisŵ as theiƌ

stƌategǇ of suƌǀiǀal. Hoǁeǀeƌ, soŵe of theŵ haǀe a ŵoƌe disƟŶĐƟǀe doŵiŶaŶt-

paƌtǇ sǇsteŵ. IŶ áŶgola, foƌ eǆaŵple, the ƌuliŶg MoǀiŵeŶto Populaƌ de LiďeƌtaçĆo

de áŶgola ;MPLáͿ dƌaǁs its legiƟŵaĐǇ fƌoŵ the ŵǇths aďout the ĐouŶtƌǇ s͛ ǁaƌ of

iŶdepeŶdeŶĐe aŶd is uŶĐoŶtested iŶ its pƌedoŵiŶaŶĐe. The ƌepƌessiǀe ƌegiŵe offi-

ĐiallǇ toleƌates otheƌ paƌƟes, Ǉet, ŶoŶe of theŵ ƌeĐeiǀes sigŶifiĐaŶt shaƌes of seats

iŶ the eleĐƟoŶs ǁhiĐh aƌe fƌeƋueŶtlǇ aĐĐoŵpaŶied ďǇ ĐoƌƌupƟoŶ, offiĐial iŶƟŵida-

ƟoŶ oƌ otheƌ iŶĐideŶĐes of fƌaud ;ViŶes aŶd Weiŵeƌ, ϮϬϬϵ, ϮϴϴͿ. Not so oďǀious

Đases ǁhiĐh eǆhiďit this ĐoŶfiguƌaƟoŶ of authoƌitaƌiaŶisŵ aƌe Laos aŶd TuƌkŵeŶ-

istaŶ.ϸϺ EgǇpt, YeŵeŶ aŶd “Ǉƌia pƌoǀed to ďe peƌsisteŶt thƌoughout the peƌiod of

oďseƌǀaƟoŶ iŶ this aŶalǇsis. Hoǁeǀeƌ, ǁhile the laƩeƌ has ďeeŶ goiŶg thƌough a

highlǇ eŶtaŶgled aŶd Đƌuel Điǀil ǁaƌ foƌ seǀeƌal Ǉeaƌs, the fiƌst tǁo ĐouŶtƌies eǆ-

peƌieŶĐed ƌegiŵe ĐhaŶges aŌeƌ the áƌaď “pƌiŶg. These Đases aŶd the ƌegiŵe of

the IǀoƌǇ Coast ǁould Ŷeed to ďe studied iŶ ŵoƌe detail to illuŵiŶate the deǀiaŶt

ŵeĐhaŶisŵ leadiŶg to ƌegiŵe failuƌe aŌeƌ ϮϬϭϬ.

The seĐoŶd ĐoŶfiguƌaƟoŶ of peƌsisteŶt authoƌitaƌiaŶisŵ aƌe the so-Đalled peƌ-

foƌŵaŶĐe-depeŶdeŶt ƌegiŵes due to theiƌ stƌoŶg ƌeliaŶĐe oŶ speĐifiĐ souƌĐes of

legiƟŵaĐǇ. TǇpiĐal Đases shoǁiŶg this ĐoŶfiguƌaƟoŶ of the heǆagoŶ aƌe the UŶited

áƌaď Eŵiƌates, IƌaŶ, álgeƌia oƌ OŵaŶ - all ƌesouƌĐe-ƌiĐh ĐouŶtƌies ǁhiĐh alluƌe theiƌ

people ǁith a good soĐio-eĐoŶoŵiĐ peƌfoƌŵaŶĐe ďut also ďƌoadlǇ ĐoŶtƌol theŵ ďǇ

suppƌessiŶg Điǀil aŶdpoliƟĐal ƌights.MaŶǇof the peƌfoƌŵaŶĐe-depeŶdeŶt ƌegiŵes,

iŶ paƌƟĐulaƌ the uŶiƋuelǇ Đoǀeƌed Gulf states of Kuǁait, Qataƌ aŶd BahƌaiŶ aŶd the

ϸϺLaos gƌaŶts a sŵall aŵouŶt of ŶoŶ-paƌƟsaŶ people seats iŶ the NaƟoŶal ásseŵďlǇ ;GaiŶsďoƌ-
ough, ϮϬϭϮ, ϰϬͿ. “iŵulaƟŶg these elites poliƟĐal paƌƟĐipaƟoŶ poiŶts to siŵilaƌ ĐooptaƟoŶ paƩeƌŶs
as oďseƌǀed iŶ the otheƌ Đases of hegeŵoŶiĐ authoƌitaƌiaŶisŵ. While the TuƌkŵeŶ ƌegiŵe alloǁs
de juƌe foƌ ŵulƟple paƌƟes, the ƌegistƌaƟoŶ of the PaƌtǇ of IŶdustƌialists aŶd EŶtƌepƌeŶeuƌs iŶ ϮϬϭϮ
is the fiƌst de faĐto iŶĐideŶĐe iŶ this ƌegaƌd.

C
E

U
eT

D
C

ol
le

ct
io

n



ϯ. The MaŶǇ FaĐes of áuthoƌitaƌiaŶ PeƌsisteŶĐe ϵϳ

ŵost tǇpiĐal Đase of “audi áƌaďia, aƌe ĐlassiĐal eǆaŵples of ƌeŶƟeƌisŵ ;Beďlaǁi

aŶd LuĐiaŶi, ϭϵϴϳͿ. Yet, this ĐoŶfiguƌaƟoŶ iŶĐludes also ChiŶa, VietŶaŵ aŶd Cuďa.

These ĐoŵŵuŶist ƌegiŵes ŵight haǀe high gƌoǁth ƌates oƌ Đlaiŵ sigŶifiĐaŶt iŵ-

pƌoǀeŵeŶts iŶ the field of eduĐaƟoŶ aŶdhealth as theiƌ aĐhieǀeŵeŶts, ďut aƌe also

kŶoǁŶ foƌ ďoosƟŶg ŶoŶ-ŵateƌial, sǇŵďoliĐ oƌ siŵplǇ ŶoŶ-eǆisƟŶg suĐĐesses as

theiƌ aĐĐoŵplishŵeŶts ;e.g. HoffŵaŶŶ, ϮϬϭϱͿ. Besides ĐoŵďiŶiŶg Đaƌƌot aŶd sƟĐk,

the thiƌd defiŶiŶg featuƌe of the peƌfoƌŵaŶĐe-depeŶdeŶt ƌegiŵes is that ŶoŶe of

theŵ gƌeatlǇ siŵulates pluƌalisŵ. OŶ the ĐoŶtƌaƌǇ, theǇ ƌatheƌ diǀide at ďoth eǆ-

tƌeŵe eŶds of this ĐooptaƟoŶ stƌategǇ: While soŵe aƌe loŶg-ƌuŶŶiŶg ŵoŶaƌĐhies

oƌ ĐoŵŵuŶist states, the otheƌs do iŶdeed alloǁ foƌ ƌeal eleĐtoƌal ĐoŵpeƟƟoŶ.

The ŵost stƌikiŶg ĐhaƌaĐteƌisƟĐ of the thiƌd ĐoŶfiguƌaƟoŶ is that these ƌegiŵes

hugelǇ applǇ ďoth foƌŵsof ƌepƌessioŶ. FolloǁiŶg “ĐhŶeideƌ aŶdMaeƌz ;ϮϬϭϳ, ϮϮϵͿ,

I Đall this ĐoŶfiguƌaƟoŶ ƌigid authoƌitaƌiaŶisŵ. The Ŷaŵe is ďased oŶ the assuŵp-

ƟoŶ that autoĐƌaĐies ǁhiĐh aƌe seǀeƌe offeŶdeƌs of phǇsiĐal iŶtegƌitǇ ƌights aƌe

less fleǆiďle siŶĐe theiƌ legiƟŵaĐǇ is ĐoŶstaŶtlǇ at stake ;GeƌsĐheǁski, ϮϬϭϯ, ϮϴͿ.

Fuƌtheƌŵoƌe, suĐh teƌƌoƌiziŶg aŶd iŶƟŵidaƟŶg ŵethods aƌe ĐostlǇ. Neǀeƌtheless,

theƌe is sƟll a ƌaŶge of autoĐƌaƟĐ ƌegiŵes ǁith a ƌaŵpaŶt histoƌǇ of huŵaŶ ƌights

ǀiolaƟoŶs. This ĐoŶfiguƌaƟoŶ of authoƌitaƌiaŶisŵ tǇpiĐallǇ iŶĐludes iŶteƌŶaƟoŶallǇ

isolated ƌegiŵes ǁhiĐh aƌe kŶoǁŶ foƌ theiƌ eǆtƌeŵelǇ ƌuthless aŶd ďƌute leadeƌs:

Noƌth Koƌea, the ŵilitaƌǇ ƌegiŵe of MǇaŶŵaƌ, ĐoŶfliĐt-ƌiddeŶ “udaŶ aŶd Eƌitƌea,

also kŶoǁŶ as the Noƌth Koƌea of áfƌiĐa ;WeldehaiŵaŶot, ϮϬϭϬ, ϮϯϮͿ.

PuzzliŶg Đases of this ĐoŶfiguƌaƟoŶ aƌe those ƌegiŵes ǁhiĐh alloǁ foƌ eleĐ-

toƌal ĐoŵpeƟƟoŶ ;e.g. ‘ussia, UgaŶda oƌ álgeƌiaͿ. “iŶĐe the appƌoǀal of eǀeŶ ŵiŶ-

iŵal aŵouŶts of ĐoŵpeƟƟoŶ Đƌeates sigŶifiĐaŶt uŶĐeƌtaiŶƟes foƌ the ƌuliŶg elites

;“Đhedleƌ, ϮϬϭϯͿ, these ƌegiŵes tƌǇ to ĐoŶtƌol suĐh ƌisks ďǇ usiŶg iŶteŶse ƌepƌes-

sioŶ of phǇsiĐal iŶtegƌitǇ ƌights. Hoǁeǀeƌ, this is aŶ iƌƌaƟoŶal aŶd highlǇ aŵďiguous

stƌategǇ siŶĐe it ĐaŶ easilǇ delegiƟŵize the ƌegiŵe aŶd plaǇ iŶto the haŶds of the

opposiƟoŶ. Theƌefoƌe, it is a ƌatheƌ uŶstaďle ĐoŶfiguƌaƟoŶ of the heǆagoŶ, ǁhiĐh

Ŷeǀeƌtheless ƌesults iŶ authoƌitaƌiaŶ peƌsisteŶĐe.
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ϯ. The MaŶǇ FaĐes of áuthoƌitaƌiaŶ PeƌsisteŶĐe ϵϴ

The Ŷeǆus ďetǁeeŶ high aŵouŶts of speĐifiĐ legiƟŵaƟoŶ aŶd ƌepƌessioŶ of

phǇsiĐal iŶtegƌitǇ ƌights ĐoŶsƟtutes aŶotheƌ uŶstaďle ďut peƌsisteŶt ĐoŶfiguƌaƟoŶ

of the heǆagoŶ.ϸϻ This ƌatheƌ ĐouŶteƌ-iŶtuiƟǀe ĐoŵďiŶaƟoŶ of stƌategies is fouŶd

iŶ all those ƌegiŵes - ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe oƌ Đlosed - ǁhiĐh aƌe Đoǀeƌed ďǇ ďoth the ƌigid

aŶd peƌfoƌŵaŶĐe-depeŶdeŶt ĐoŶfiguƌaƟoŶ. Post-QCá Đase studies Đould fuƌtheƌ

ƌeǀeal hoǁ these ƌegiŵes Ŷeǀeƌtheless eŶduƌe. IŶ addiƟoŶ, a Đloseƌ eǆaŵiŶaƟoŶ

of LiďǇa aŶd MǇaŶŵaƌ as those Đases ǁhiĐh tuƌŶed out to ďe less ƌesilieŶt aŌeƌ

ϮϬϭϬ ǁould pƌoǀide iŶsights iŶto the aŵďiguous effeĐts of seǀeƌe ƌepƌessioŶ oŶ

the ƌesilieŶĐe of authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes.

The fouƌth ĐoŶfiguƌaƟoŶ is Đalled kleptoĐƌaƟĐ. IŶ ĐoŶtƌast to the otheƌ ĐoŶ-

figuƌaƟoŶs, kleptoĐƌaƟĐ ƌegiŵes iŶteŶsiǀelǇ use ďoth foƌŵs of legiƟŵaƟoŶ aŶd

ĐooptaƟoŶ, ƌesulƟŶg iŶ oǀeƌ-ĐoŵpeŶsaƟoŶ aŶd kleptoĐƌaĐǇ. This ĐoŶfiguƌaƟoŶ iŶ-

Đludes oŶlǇ feǁ Đases. The oŶlǇ uŶiƋuelǇ Đoǀeƌed Đase - Caŵďodia - uses also high

aŵouŶts of ƌepƌessioŶ of phǇsiĐal iŶtegƌitǇ ƌights. This iŶdiĐates that iŶ light of

the ŵoƌe paƌsiŵoŶious ĐoŶfiguƌaƟoŶs of the otheƌ peƌsisteŶt autoĐƌaĐies, klep-

toĐƌaƟĐ authoƌitaƌiaŶisŵ fƌiƩeƌs ƌesouƌĐes. Most of the peƌsisteŶt autoĐƌaĐies do

Ŷot Ŷeed to use as ŵaŶǇ stƌategies at oŶĐe as this ĐoŶfiguƌaƟoŶ does. PaƌƟĐulaƌlǇ

ĐoŶĐeƌŶiŶg the tǁo ĐooptaƟoŶ stƌategies, it seeŵs like applǇiŶg ďoth of theŵ iŶ

high aŵouŶts is Ŷot Ŷeeded foƌ autoĐƌaƟĐ suƌǀiǀal. ás it is the Đase iŶ Caŵďodia,

this ŵeƌelǇ pƌoŵotes a kleptoĐƌaƟĐ elite ;Hughes, ϮϬϬϴ, ϳϭͿ.

ádapƟǀe authoƌitaƌiaŶisŵ is the last ĐoŶfiguƌaƟoŶ of peƌsisteŶt authoƌitaƌiaŶ-

isŵ iŶ this aŶalǇsis. These ƌegiŵes aƌe ŵoƌe fleǆiďle siŶĐe theǇ pƌoŵote speĐifiĐ

aŶd diffuse suppoƌt of legiƟŵaƟoŶ ǁithout applǇiŶg seǀeƌe foƌŵs of ƌepƌessioŶ

of phǇsiĐal iŶtegƌitǇ ƌights ;“ĐhŶeideƌ aŶd Maeƌz, ϮϬϭϳ, ϮϮϱͿ. IŶstead, theǇ adopt

aŶd eǆploit seeŵiŶglǇ deŵoĐƌaƟĐ iŶsƟtuƟoŶs aŶd ƌelǇ oŶ eleĐtoƌal fƌaud, ĐeŶsoƌ-

ship aŶd otheƌ, suďtleƌ ŵeaŶs of liŵiƟŶg Điǀil aŶd poliƟĐal ƌights. PaƌƟĐulaƌlǇ the

ƌesouƌĐe-ƌiĐh ĐouŶtƌies ǁith this ĐoŶfiguƌaƟoŶ ĐoŵďiŶe this ͞ƌule ďǇ ǀelǀet fist͟

;Guƌieǀ aŶd TƌeisŵaŶ, ϮϬϭϱͿ ǁith a sophisƟĐated usage of the Ŷeǁ iŶfoƌŵaƟoŶ

teĐhŶologies. KazakhstaŶ, foƌ eǆaŵple, has aŶ iŵpƌessiǀe set of e-goǀeƌŶŵeŶt

ϸϻGeƌsĐheǁski ;ϮϬϭϯ, ϮϴͿ Đalls this ĐoŵďiŶaƟoŶ the áĐhilles heel of autoĐƌaĐies.
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ϯ. The MaŶǇ FaĐes of áuthoƌitaƌiaŶ PeƌsisteŶĐe ϵϵ

ǁeďsites, ƌeǀealiŶg a suƌpƌisiŶg ĐiƟzeŶ-ƌespoŶsiǀeŶess ;Maeƌz, ϮϬϭϲͿ. Togetheƌ

ǁith ǀaƌious Đlaiŵs to legiƟŵaĐǇ, suĐh tools eŶhaŶĐe the effiĐieŶĐǇ aŶd ĐapaĐitǇ

of the ƌegiŵes aŶd theƌeďǇ stƌeŶgtheŶ theiƌ ƌesilieŶĐe. “tudies oŶ tǇpiĐal Đases of

this ŵodeƌŶ foƌŵ of authoƌitaƌiaŶisŵ Đould fuƌtheƌ eǆploƌe suĐh iŶsƟtuƟoŶal ŵa-

ŶipulaƟoŶs that seeŵ to ƌeplaĐe tƌadiƟoŶal foƌŵs of ĐoeƌĐioŶ. ‘eseaƌĐh aďout the

deǀiaŶt Đases ofMauƌitaŶia, GhaŶa oƌ the loŶg-ƌuŶŶiŶg ďut ƌeĐeŶtlǇ failed ƌegiŵes

of BuƌkiŶa Faso aŶd Gaŵďia ŵight hiŶt at iŶstaŶĐes iŶ ǁhiĐh this ŵeĐhaŶisŵ stops

ǁoƌkiŶg. ás ŵeŶƟoŶed, oŶe huŶĐh iŶ this ƌegaƌd is that the iŶteŶse use of ďoth

foƌŵs of ĐooptaƟoŶ is a ǁaste of ƌesouƌĐes ǁhiĐh ĐaŶ haǀe destaďiliziŶg effeĐts

oǀeƌ loŶgeƌ peƌiods of Ɵŵe. The ŵajoƌitǇ of the ƌesilieŶt ƌegiŵes ǁith this ĐoŶfig-

uƌaƟoŶ applies oŶlǇ oŶe of the ĐooptaƟoŶ teĐhŶiƋues iŶ high aŵouŶts. Oǀeƌall,

the adapƟǀe ĐoŶfiguƌaƟoŶ ŵight ďe tƌeŶdseƫŶg iŶ ŵodeƌŶ authoƌitaƌiaŶisŵ: BǇ

ĐoŵďiŶiŶg oŶe of the ĐooptaƟoŶ stƌategies ǁith ďoth foƌŵs of legiƟŵaƟoŶ, these

ƌegiŵes aƌe Đapaďle of laƌgelǇ aǀoidiŶg the ƌisks aŶd Đosts of haƌsh ƌepƌessioŶ.

ϯ.ϳ CoŶĐlusioŶ

This aƌƟĐle Đlassified peƌsisteŶt authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes as peƌ theiƌ stƌategies to suƌ-

ǀiǀe ďǇ applǇiŶg fuzzǇ-set QualitaƟǀe CoŵpaƌaƟǀe áŶalǇsis. Based oŶ the fƌaŵe-

ǁoƌk of the heǆagoŶ of authoƌitaƌiaŶ peƌsisteŶĐe, the aŶalǇsis iŶƋuiƌed aďout suĐ-

Đessful ĐoŵďiŶaƟoŶs of diffeƌeŶt stƌategies of ƌepƌessioŶ, ĐooptaƟoŶ aŶd legiƟ-

ŵaƟoŶ. The eŵpiƌiĐal assessŵeŶt of ϲϮ ƌegiŵes ƌesulted iŶ fiǀe ĐoŶfiguƌaƟoŶs of

the heǆagoŶ ǁhiĐh pƌoǀide Ŷoǀel aŶd ŵulƟfaĐeted eǆplaŶaƟoŶs aďout ǁhǇ soŵe

authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes aƌe ŵoƌe eŶduƌiŶg thaŶ otheƌs.

Based oŶ these fiŶdiŶgs, theƌe aƌe seǀeƌal aǀeŶues foƌ futuƌe ƌeseaƌĐh. The

disĐussioŶ of the fiǀe ĐoŶfiguƌaƟoŶs of authoƌitaƌiaŶ peƌsisteŶĐe Đould ŵeƌelǇ il-

lustƌate the keǇ aspeĐts of the ƌegiŵes͛ ǀaƌǇiŶg suƌǀiǀal stƌategies. Hoǁeǀeƌ, fol-

loǁiŶg “ĐhŶeideƌ aŶd‘ohlfiŶg ;ϮϬϭϯͿ, Iŵade detailed suggesƟoŶs foƌ post-QCá ƌe-

seaƌĐh oŶ tǇpiĐal aŶd deǀiaŶt Đases ǁhiĐh ǁould help to fuƌtheƌ eǆploƌe the ŵeĐh-

aŶisŵs of authoƌitaƌiaŶ peƌsisteŶĐe aŶd ďƌeakdoǁŶ, ƌespeĐƟǀelǇ. ápaƌt fƌoŵ this,
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ϯ. The MaŶǇ FaĐes of áuthoƌitaƌiaŶ PeƌsisteŶĐe ϭϬϬ

futuƌe studies ŵight fiŶd ďeƩeƌ ǁaǇs of opeƌaƟoŶaliziŶg the ĐoŶĐept of authoƌi-

taƌiaŶ peƌsisteŶĐe ǁhiĐh ŵiŶiŵize the ĐoŶstƌaiŶts ǁheŶ usiŶg ĐeŶsoƌed data aŶd

alloǁ to test the ĐoŶfiguƌaƟoŶs iŶ a laƌgeƌ set of Đases. While this aƌƟĐle ďeŶe-

fited fƌoŵ Ŷoǀel iŶdiĐatoƌs oŶ legiƟŵaƟŶg authoƌitaƌiaŶisŵ, suĐh iŶŶoǀaƟǀe ap-

pƌoaĐhes aƌe sƟll ƌatheƌ liŵited iŶ theiƌ eŵpiƌiĐal sĐope. HeŶĐe, it is aŶotheƌ desideƌ-

atuŵ to fuƌtheƌ iŵpƌoǀe the data aǀailaďilitǇ foƌ this ĐƌuĐial aspeĐt of authoƌitaƌiaŶ

ƌule aŶd theƌeďǇ adǀaŶĐe ouƌ uŶdeƌstaŶdiŶg of authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌesilieŶĐe.
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Study 4

The Language of Democracy in Hegemonic

Authoritarianism

This studǇ ǁas pƌepaƌed foƌ the áP“á áŶŶual MeeƟŶg ϮϬϭϳ iŶ “aŶ FƌaŶĐisĐo aŶd

has ďeeŶ suďŵiƩed to a peeƌ-ƌeǀieǁed jouƌŶal. The full Ɵtle is ͞“iŵulaƟŶg Pluƌal-

isŵ: The LaŶguage of DeŵoĐƌaĐǇ iŶ HegeŵoŶiĐ áuthoƌitaƌiaŶisŵ.͟

ϰ.ϭ IŶtroduĐƟoŶ

Does is ŵaƩeƌ ǁhat autoĐƌats saǇ? ‘eĐeŶt ĐoŶtƌiďuƟoŶs poiŶt to the liŶkages ďe-

tǁeeŶ the laŶguage stǇle of authoƌitaƌiaŶ leadeƌs aŶd the suƌǀiǀal of theiƌ ƌegiŵe

;WiŶdsoƌ et al., ϮϬϭϱ; Doǁell et al., ϮϬϭϱ; WiŶdsoƌ et al., ϮϬϭϳͿ. This aƌƟĐle adds

to this ŶasĐeŶt stƌaŶd of liteƌatuƌe aŶd studies the laŶguage authoƌitaƌiaŶ leadeƌs

use to legiƟŵate theiƌ ƌule oŶ ŶaƟoŶal aŶd iŶteƌŶaƟoŶal leǀel. Moƌe ĐoŶĐƌetelǇ, I

look at the ƌhetoƌiĐ diffeƌeŶĐes iŶ the offiĐial ĐoŵŵuŶiĐaƟoŶ of Đlosed, ĐoŵpeƟ-

Ɵǀe, aŶd hegeŵoŶiĐ authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes.¹

HegeŵoŶiĐ authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes aƌe fƌeƋueŶtlǇ seeŶ as a ƌesidual ĐategoƌǇ,

ĐoŵpƌisiŶg all those ƌegiŵes ǁhiĐh do Ŷot ĐlassifǇ as ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe oƌ Đlosed autoĐ-

ƌaĐies ;DoŶŶo, ϮϬϭϯͿ. Fuƌtheƌŵoƌe, the ŵeĐhaŶisŵ of hoǁ these ƌegiŵes ŵaŶage

to suƌǀiǀe ƌeŵaiŶs Ŷeďulous siŶĐe ƌeĐeŶt studies haǀe dƌaǁŶŵost aƩeŶƟoŶ to the

pheŶoŵeŶoŶ of ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe authoƌitaƌiaŶisŵ ;LeǀitskǇ aŶd WaǇ, ϮϬϭϬ; “Đhedleƌ,

¹This aƌƟĐle uses autoĐƌaĐǇ, authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵe aŶd diĐtatoƌship iŶteƌĐhaŶgeaďlǇ.
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ϰ. The LaŶguage of DeŵoĐƌaĐǇ iŶ HegeŵoŶiĐ áuthoƌitaƌiaŶisŵ ϭϬϮ

ϮϬϭϯ; HaŶdliŶ, ϮϬϭϲ, ϮϬϭϳͿ. While Đlosed ƌegiŵes haǀe Ŷo eleĐted legislaƟǀe oƌ a

siŶgle-paƌtǇ ƌule, ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe ƌegiŵes alloǁ foƌ seǀeƌal paƌƟes to Đoŵpete duƌiŶg

eleĐƟoŶs. IŶ ĐoŶtƌast to this, hegeŵoŶiĐ ƌegiŵes tǇpiĐallǇ iŶstall ŶoŶ-ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe

ŵulƟpaƌtǇ sǇsteŵs ǁhiĐh ŵeƌelǇ pƌeteŶd pluƌalisŵ ǁhile the ƌegiŵe ŵaiŶtaiŶs

a stƌoŶg gƌip oŶ poǁeƌ ;BƌoǁŶlee, ϮϬϬϵͿ. This aƌƟĐle is paƌƟĐulaƌlǇ iŶteƌested iŶ

hoǁ the leadeƌs of hegeŵoŶiĐ sǇsteŵs use laŶguage to jusƟfǇ aŶd peƌpetuate

theiƌ ŶoŶ-ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe ŵulƟpaƌtǇ ƌegiŵes.

The fiŶdiŶgs of the aƌƟĐle shoǁ that hegeŵoŶiĐ ƌegiŵes ŵake use of a suƌ-

pƌisiŶglǇ deŵoĐƌaƟĐ stǇle of laŶguage to ŵaiŶtaiŶ the façade of siŵulaƟŶg plu-

ƌalisŵ. The ƌhetoƌiĐ stƌategǇ of talkiŶg like deŵoĐƌats aŶd fakiŶg a paƌƟĐipatoƌǇ

stǇle of goǀeƌŶŵeŶt helps theŵ to pƌoŵote elite ĐohesioŶ, gaiŶ legiƟŵaĐǇ aŶd

theƌeďǇ pƌoloŶg theiƌ ƌule. CoŶtƌaƌǇ to WiŶdsoƌ et al. ;ϮϬϭϳ, ϵͿ ǁho suggest that

theƌe is oŶlǇ liƩle ǀaƌiaƟoŶ aŵoŶg authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵe tǇpes ĐoŶĐeƌŶiŶg theiƌ

use of foƌŵal laŶguage, I fiŶd that this liŶguisƟĐ stƌategǇ of hegeŵoŶiĐ ƌegiŵes is

sǇsteŵaƟĐallǇ diffeƌeŶt to the offiĐial ĐoŵŵuŶiĐaƟoŶ stǇles iŶ Đlosed oƌ ĐoŵpeƟ-

Ɵǀe ƌegiŵes: álthough poliƟĐallǇ ŵoƌe opeŶ, ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe ƌegiŵes talk less aďout

deŵoĐƌaĐǇ. The fiŶdiŶgs fuƌtheƌ ƌeǀeal that the leadeƌs of Đlosed ƌegiŵes haƌdlǇ

ƌefeƌ to deŵoĐƌaĐǇ iŶ theiƌ speeĐhes.

The eŵpiƌiĐal eǆaŵiŶaƟoŶs iŶ this aƌƟĐle Đoŵpaƌe the laŶguage of poliƟĐal

leadeƌs ďǇ applǇiŶg ƋuaŶƟtaƟǀe aŶd ƋualitaƟǀe teǆt aŶalǇsis. Due to the geŶeƌal

pƌoďleŵs of data aǀailaďilitǇ iŶ autoĐƌaƟĐ ƌegiŵes, the ƋuaŶƟtaƟǀe teǆt aŶalǇsis

is liŵited to those autoĐƌaĐies ǁhiĐh pƌoǀide oŶ theiƌ offiĐial ǁeďsites a ĐolleĐƟoŶ

of tƌaŶslated EŶglish speeĐhes deliǀeƌed ďǇ theiƌ leadeƌs. The teǆt Đoƌpus foƌ the

diĐƟoŶaƌǇ-ďased logit sĐaliŶg ;Laǀeƌ aŶd GaƌƌǇ, ϮϬϬϬ; Loǁe et al., ϮϬϭϭͿ Đoŵpƌises

Ϯ,Ϭϳϰ speeĐhes of the leadeƌs iŶ ϮϮ ĐouŶtƌies. The aŶalǇsis foĐuses oŶ autoĐƌaĐies

ďut iŶĐludes also a seleĐƟoŶ of speeĐhes deliǀeƌed ďǇ ĐuƌƌeŶt leadeƌs of deŵoĐƌa-

Đies to ďeƩeƌ illuŵiŶate the diffeƌeŶĐes ďetǁeeŶ autoĐƌaƟĐ aŶd deŵoĐƌaƟĐ stǇles

of laŶguage. The suďseƋueŶt Đase studies aƌe a ƋualitaƟǀe aŶd ĐoŶteǆtualized as-

sessŵeŶt of the laŶguage used ďǇ the leadeƌs of hegeŵoŶiĐ UzďekistaŶ, Đlosed

“audi áƌaďia aŶd ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe ‘ussia to fuƌtheƌ highlight the ƌhetoƌiĐ diffeƌeŶĐes

aŵoŶg autoĐƌats.
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The aƌƟĐle pƌoĐeeds as folloǁs: The Ŷeǆt seĐƟoŶ pƌoǀides a ĐoŶĐeptualizaƟoŶ

of autoĐƌaƟĐ aŶd deŵoĐƌaƟĐ stǇles of laŶguage. “uďseƋueŶtlǇ, I elaďoƌate oŶ the

siŵulaƟoŶ of pluƌalisŵ as the defiŶiŶg featuƌe of hegeŵoŶiĐ authoƌitaƌiaŶisŵ aŶd,

ďased oŶ this, foƌŵulate hǇpotheses foƌ the aŶalǇsis of the laŶguage of poliƟĐal

leadeƌs. áŌeƌ suŵŵaƌiziŶg the ŵajoƌ fiŶdiŶgs of the tǁofold eŵpiƌiĐal eǆaŵiŶa-

ƟoŶs, I ĐoŶsideƌ alteƌŶaƟǀe eǆplaŶaƟoŶs foƌ the ƌesults. The ĐoŶĐlusioŶ disĐusses

ďƌoadeƌ iŵpliĐaƟoŶs of the fiŶdiŶgs aŶd pƌoǀides soŵe ƌeĐoŵŵeŶdaƟoŶ foƌ fu-

tuƌe ƌeseaƌĐh.

ϰ.Ϯ AutoĐraƟĐ aŶd DeŵoĐraƟĐ “tǇles of LaŶguage

‘eĐeŶt autoĐƌaĐǇ ƌeseaƌĐh highlights the iŵpoƌtaŶĐe of legiƟŵaƟoŶ foƌ the suƌ-

ǀiǀal of authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes ;GeƌsĐheǁski, ϮϬϭϯ; “ĐhŶeideƌ aŶd Maeƌz, ϮϬϭϳ;

Dukalskis aŶd GeƌsĐheǁski, ϮϬϭϳͿ. FolloǁiŶg a ŶoŶ-ŶoƌŵaƟǀe uŶdeƌstaŶdiŶg of

legiƟŵaƟoŶ as the ƌuleƌs͛ effoƌts to ŵake the populaƟoŶ ďelief iŶ theiƌ legiƟŵate

authoƌitǇ ;Weďeƌ, ϮϬϬϮͿ, ŵost of these Ŷoǀel ĐoŶtƌiďuƟoŶs foĐus oŶ this pƌoĐess

of iŶsƟtuƟoŶaliziŶg peƌsuasioŶ.ϸ LaŶguage is a poǁeƌful tool iŶ this ƌegaƌd aŶd au-

toĐƌaĐies oƌgaŶize speĐtaĐulaƌ eǀeŶts foƌ spƌeadiŶg the ǁoƌd of theiƌ ƌuleƌs ;e.g.

ádaŵs, ϮϬϭϬͿ. IŶ the age of the IŶteƌŶet, aŶ iŶĐƌeasiŶg Ŷuŵďeƌ of authoƌitaƌiaŶ

ƌegiŵes tƌaŶslate these speeĐhes iŶto EŶglish aŶd puďlish theŵ oŶ shiŶǇ offiĐial

ǁeďsites to fuƌtheƌ stƌeŶgtheŶ theiƌ ŶaƟoŶal aŶd iŶteƌŶaƟoŶal legiƟŵaĐǇ ;Maeƌz,

ϮϬϭϲͿ.

“eǀeƌal ĐoŶtƌiďuƟoŶs assess puďliĐ disĐouƌses aŶd the laŶguage of autoĐƌats iŶ

oŶe oƌ a sŵall Ŷuŵďeƌ of Đases ;MaƌĐh, ϮϬϬϯ; MegoƌaŶ, ϮϬϬϴ; OŵeliĐheǀa, ϮϬϭϲ;

Maeƌz, ϮϬϭϳͿ. Hoǁeǀeƌ, theƌe is oŶlǇ liƩle ƌeseaƌĐh aďout the ƌhetoƌiĐ of authoƌi-

taƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes ǁhiĐh is ďased oŶ laƌge ƋuaŶƟƟes of teǆts. The ƌeĐeŶtlǇ eǆpaŶded

toolďoǆ of ƋuaŶƟtaƟǀe teǆt aŶalǇsis pƌoǀides iŶŶoǀaƟǀe appƌoaĐhes foƌ aŶalǇziŶg

poliƟĐal teǆts ;Gƌiŵŵeƌ aŶd “teǁaƌt, ϮϬϭϯͿ - Ǉet, this ďuƌgeoŶiŶg liteƌatuƌe has

ϸDue to geŶeƌal pƌoďleŵs of aĐĐessiŶg ƌeliaďle data iŶ authoƌitaƌiaŶ seƫŶgs aŶd espeĐiallǇ
ďeĐause of the issues of ĐoŶduĐƟŶg suƌǀeǇs iŶ suĐh suƌƌouŶdiŶgs, ŵeasuƌiŶg the aĐtual aŵouŶt
of legiƟŵaĐǇ ďelief aŵoŶg the populaƟoŶ of authoƌitaƌiaŶ ĐouŶtƌies poses gƌeat diffiĐulƟes. Fiƌst
aƩeŵpts aƌe FƌǇe et al. ;ϮϬϭϳͿ; Mazepus ;ϮϬϭϳͿ aŶd ThǇeŶ ;ϮϬϭϳͿ.

C
E

U
eT

D
C

ol
le

ct
io

n



ϰ. The LaŶguage of DeŵoĐƌaĐǇ iŶ HegeŵoŶiĐ áuthoƌitaƌiaŶisŵ ϭϬϰ

ďeeŶ ŵaiŶlǇ foĐused oŶ deŵoĐƌaƟĐ seƫŶgs. EǆĐepƟoŶs aƌe Doǁell et al. s͛ ;ϮϬϭϱͿ

aŶd WiŶdsoƌ et al. s͛ ;ϮϬϭϱͿ studǇ of the laŶguage of Mao Tse-TuŶg, Fidel Castƌo,

aŶd HosŶi Muďaƌak duƌiŶg Ŷatuƌal disasteƌ Đƌises oƌ WiŶdsoƌ et al. s͛ ;ϮϬϭϳͿ aŶalǇ-

sis of leadeƌs͛ laŶguage aŶd poliƟĐal suƌǀiǀal stƌategies iŶ the MENá ƌegioŶ. BǇ ap-

plǇiŶg ĐoŵputaƟoŶal liŶguisƟĐ aŶalǇsis, these ĐoŶtƌiďuƟoŶs iŶǀesƟgate aďout the

leadeƌs͛ ŵeŶtal ĐoŶstƌuĐts fƌoŵ a psǇĐhologiĐal peƌspeĐƟǀe. Doǁell et al. ;ϮϬϭϱͿ

aŶd WiŶdsoƌ et al. ;ϮϬϭϱͿ, foƌ eǆaŵple, illustƌate hoǁ autoĐƌats use ŵoƌe Đoŵ-

pleǆ aŶd foƌŵal laŶguage duƌiŶg Đƌises iŶ oƌdeƌ to deŵoŶstƌate authoƌitǇ aŶd lead-

eƌship stƌeŶgth. IŶ addiƟoŶ, WiŶdsoƌ et al. s͛ ;ϮϬϭϳͿ aŶalǇsis pƌoposes that those

leadeƌs ǁho use a ŵoƌe posiƟǀe laŶguage aŶd ƌeduĐe ďlaŵe aŶd aŶǆietǇ iŶ theiƌ

speeĐhes haǀe higheƌ ĐhaŶĐes to suƌǀiǀe Ɵŵes of poliƟĐal iŶstaďilitǇ.

This aƌƟĐle ĐoŶƟŶues these fiƌst aŶd fƌuiƞul eǆploƌaƟoŶs of hoǁ laŶguage ĐaŶ

ĐoŶtƌiďute to authoƌitaƌiaŶ peƌsisteŶĐe. Yet, as opposed to WiŶdsoƌ et al. ;ϮϬϭϳ, ϵͿ

ǁho suggest that diffeƌeŶt tǇpes of autoĐƌaĐies use siŵilaƌ laŶguage, I aŶƟĐipate

that theƌe aƌe ĐƌuĐial ǀaƌiaƟoŶs aŵoŶg autoĐƌaƟĐ ƌegiŵes ĐoŶĐeƌŶiŶg theiƌ use of

foƌŵal laŶguage - paƌƟĐulaƌlǇ if it ĐoŶĐeƌŶs the leadeƌs Đlaiŵs to legiƟŵaĐǇ. Fiƌst

oďseƌǀaƟoŶs shoǁ that seǀeƌal autoĐƌats applǇ a ƌigoƌouslǇ authoƌitaƌiaŶ stǇle of

laŶguage. TheǇ legiƟŵate theiƌ authoƌitǇ ďǇ ĐoŶstaŶtlǇ eŵphasiziŶg that theǇ pƌo-

ǀide foƌ staďilitǇ, oƌdeƌ, aŶd uŶitǇ. TheǇ stƌess tƌadiƟoŶal ǀalues aŶd theƌeďǇ jus-

ƟfǇ theiƌ pateƌŶalist stǇle of ƌuliŶg, pƌoŵote ŶaƟoŶalisŵ oƌ - depeŶdiŶg oŶ the

ƌegiŵe tǇpe - ƌefeƌ to ƌeligioŶ aŶd ƌeŵiŶd the people that theǇ see theŵselǀes

Đalled ďǇ God. Yet, theƌe seeŵ to ďe otheƌ authoƌitaƌiaŶ leadeƌs ǁhiĐh aƩeŵpt

to talk like deŵoĐƌats. While it is ƌatheƌ oďǀious that theǇ ƌule iŶ aŶ authoƌitaƌiaŶ

ŵaŶŶeƌ, these leadeƌs ƌefeƌ to theiƌ ĐouŶtƌǇ as deŵoĐƌaƟĐ aŶd speak stƌikiŶglǇ

oŌeŶ aďout ƌefoƌŵs aŶd deŵoĐƌaƟĐ iŶsƟtuƟoŶs. It is the aiŵ of the aƌƟĐle to fuƌ-

theƌ illuŵiŶate these diffeƌeŶt ƌhetoƌiĐ paƩeƌŶs aŶd theƌeďǇ ĐoŶtƌiďute to a ďeƩeƌ

uŶdeƌstaŶdiŶg of the ǀaƌǇiŶg ŵeĐhaŶisŵs of legiƟŵaƟŶg authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌule.

To aŶalǇze the ƌhetoƌiĐ stƌategies of poliƟĐal leadeƌs, I ďƌoadlǇ disƟŶguish ďe-

tǁeeŶ autoĐƌaƟĐ aŶd deŵoĐƌaƟĐ stǇles of laŶguage. The geŶeƌal aŵďiguitǇ of

laŶguage poses ĐhalleŶges ǁheŶ defiŶiŶg suĐh Đategoƌies. áutoĐƌats ŵake use of
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ďoth ĐoŶĐepts of laŶguage iŶ ǀaƌǇiŶg degƌees. The leadeƌs of deŵoĐƌaĐies also oĐ-

ĐasioŶallǇ dƌaǁ oŶ ƌatheƌ autoĐƌaƟĐ Đategoƌies of laŶguage - iŶ paƌƟĐulaƌ populist

aŶd oǀeƌlǇ ĐoŶseƌǀaƟǀe oŶes. Theƌefoƌe, ŵeasuƌes of autoĐƌaƟĐ aŶd deŵoĐƌaƟĐ

stǇles of laŶguage aƌe fuzzǇ iŶ this ƌegaƌd ďeĐause theǇ do Ŷot ŶeĐessaƌilǇ ƌefleĐt

the de-faĐto degƌee of authoƌitaƌiaŶisŵ oƌ deŵoĐƌaĐǇ. Hoǁeǀeƌ, siŶĐe this aƌƟ-

Đle does Ŷot aiŵ at ŵeasuƌiŶg degƌees of authoƌitaƌiaŶisŵ ďut ƌatheƌ foĐuses oŶ

hoǁ diffeƌeŶt autoĐƌats ŵake stƌategiĐ use of laŶguage, this tǁofold diǀisioŶ is

ŵeaŶiŶgful foƌ the aŶalǇsis.

Figuƌe ϰ.ϭ illustƌates the ŵulƟleǀel ĐoŶĐept of laŶguage ǁhiĐh I ĐoŶstƌuĐt as

a fƌaŵeǁoƌk to studǇ the laŶguage of poliƟĐal leadeƌs. BǇ folloǁiŶg the ďasiĐ

guideliŶes of Goeƌtz ;ϮϬϬϲͿ foƌ ĐoŶĐept foƌŵaƟoŶ, the tǁo Đategoƌies of the fiƌst

leǀel ƌepƌeseŶt the ŵutuallǇ eǆĐlusiǀe aŶƟpodes of autoĐƌaƟĐ ǀeƌsus deŵoĐƌaƟĐ

laŶguage. The seĐoŶd leǀel ĐoŶtaiŶs ŵoƌe fiŶe-gƌaded Đategoƌies to disƟŶguish

ǁhetheƌ the poliƟĐal leadeƌs eŵphasize autoĐƌaƟĐ oƌ deŵoĐƌaƟĐ pƌoĐeduƌes aŶd

illiďeƌal oƌ liďeƌal ideologiĐal oƌieŶtaƟoŶs. The keǇ ǁoƌds iŶ eaĐh of these suďĐate-

goƌies fuƌtheƌ desĐƌiďe these ĐoŶĐepts aŶd seƌǀe as seŵaŶƟĐ oƌieŶtaƟoŶ foƌ ďuild-

iŶg the diĐƟoŶaƌǇ foƌ the aŶalǇsis.

Figure ϰ.ϭ: áutoĐƌaƟĐ aŶd DeŵoĐƌaƟĐ “tǇles of LaŶguage

The suďĐategoƌǇ of autoĐƌaƟĐ pƌoĐeduƌes is eŵphasized ďǇ a ĐoŵpaƌaƟǀelǇ

fƌeƋueŶt usage of teƌŵs ǁhiĐh ƌepƌeseŶt a stƌiĐt aŶd uŶĐoŶtested ŵaiŶteŶaŶĐe

of poǁeƌ ;e.g. defeŶse, ŵilitaƌǇ, ŵoŶaƌĐhǇͿ. áuthoƌitaƌiaŶ laǁ aŶd oƌdeƌ ŵeaŶs,

foƌ eǆaŵple, that autoĐƌats ĐoŶstƌuĐt a disĐouƌse of daŶgeƌ ǁhiĐh ĐoŶdeŵŶs op-

poŶeŶts as ͞eǀil͟ aŶd ĐoŶstaŶtlǇ thƌeateŶs theŵ ǁith peŶaltǇ, pƌoseĐuƟoŶ, aŶd

pƌisoŶ. Illiďeƌal ideologiĐal oƌieŶtaƟoŶs aƌe eǆpƌessed ďǇ oǀeƌeŵphasiziŶg tƌadi-
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ƟoŶal ǀalues, pateƌŶalisŵ, aŶd ŶaƟoŶalisŵ - tǇpiĐallǇ doŶe ďǇ a ƌaŶge of auto-

Đƌats ďut ĐuƌƌeŶtlǇ also a distƌessiŶg tƌeŶd aŵoŶg WesteƌŶ ƌight-ǁiŶg populists.

ás opposed to this, the suďĐategoƌies of a deŵoĐƌaƟĐ stǇle of laŶguage iŵplǇ that

poliƟĐal leadeƌs stƌess liďeƌal ǀalues, the ƌights of ǁoŵeŶ aŶd ŵiŶoƌiƟes oƌ hu-

ŵaŶ ƌights iŶ geŶeƌal, aŶd speak aďout the ;seeŵiŶglǇͿ deŵoĐƌaƟĐ pƌoĐeduƌes

aŶd iŵpleŵeŶted ƌefoƌŵs iŶ theiƌ ;authoƌitaƌiaŶͿ ĐouŶtƌǇ. The seĐƟoŶ oŶ the ĐoŶ-

stƌuĐƟoŶ of the diĐƟoŶaƌǇ fuƌtheƌ highlights the diffeƌeŶĐes ďetǁeeŶ these tǁo

stǇles of laŶguage aŶd pƌoǀides ǁoƌd eǆaŵples.

Based oŶ this ĐoŶĐept of laŶguage, the diĐƟoŶaƌǇ-ďased aŶalǇsis of autoĐƌaƟĐ

aŶd deŵoĐƌaƟĐ stǇles of laŶguage iŶ this aƌƟĐle is a stƌaight-foƌǁaƌd assessŵeŶt of

hoǁ oŌeŶ aŶd ǁheŶ poliƟĐal leadeƌs eŵphasize ĐeƌtaiŶ poliƟĐal pƌoĐeduƌes aŶd

ideologiĐal oƌieŶtaƟoŶ. IŶ this seŶse, ŵǇ teǆt-aŶalǇƟĐ appƌoaĐh is siŵilaƌ to those

ƋuaŶƟtaƟǀe teǆt aŶalǇses ǁhiĐh tǇpiĐallǇ eǆaŵiŶe paƌtǇ ŵaŶifestos aŶd speeĐhes

iŶ deŵoĐƌaĐies to iŶfeƌ poliĐǇ posiƟoŶs oŶ a leŌ-ƌight sĐale ;e.g. Laǀeƌ aŶd GaƌƌǇ,

ϮϬϬϬ; Laǀeƌ et al., ϮϬϬϯ; Loǁe et al., ϮϬϭϭ; PƌoksĐh aŶd “lapiŶ, ϮϬϭϮͿ. “eǀeƌal of

these leŌ aŶd ƌight Đlassifieƌs - paƌƟĐulaƌlǇ ĐoŶĐeƌŶiŶg liďeƌal aŶd tƌadiƟoŶal ǀal-

ues - aƌe also ƌefleĐted iŶ the ĐoŶĐept of deŵoĐƌaƟĐ aŶd autoĐƌaƟĐ stǇles of laŶ-

guage. Yet, due to the iŶĐlusioŶ of autoĐƌaƟĐ seƫŶgs, ŵǇ aŶalǇsis Đoŵes aloŶg

ǁith diffeƌeŶt assuŵpƟoŶs aďout the iŶteŶƟoŶ of the speeĐhes iŶ authoƌitaƌiaŶ

oƌ deŵoĐƌaƟĐ ĐoŶteǆts.

OŶe ĐƌuĐial diffeƌeŶĐe ďetǁeeŶ the speeĐhes iŶ deŵoĐƌaƟĐ aŶd autoĐƌaƟĐ ĐoŶ-

teǆts is that the laƩeƌ folloǁ a ŵoƌe disƟŶĐt puƌpose of legiƟŵaƟoŶ. CoŶtƌaƌǇ to

authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes, the legiƟŵaĐǇ of deŵoĐƌaĐies ƌelies oŶ a ƌaŶge of ĐoŶĐƌete

pƌoĐeduƌes aŶd tƌaŶspaƌeŶt pƌoĐesses aŶd is Ŷot ŵeƌelǇ a façade ĐoŶtƌolled ďǇ

the ƌegiŵe. The speeĐhes of poliƟĐal leadeƌs iŶ deŵoĐƌaĐies ŵight also aiŵ at

stƌeŶgtheŶiŶg the people s͛ ďelief iŶ the legiƟŵaĐǇ of the goǀeƌŶŵeŶt. Yet, theiƌ

ŵaiŶ iŶteŶƟoŶs aƌe to ĐoŵŵuŶiĐate diploŵaƟĐ goals to aŶ iŶteƌŶaƟoŶal audieŶĐe

oƌ poliĐǇ posiƟoŶs to poteŶƟal ǀoteƌs aŶd eleĐƟoŶeeƌ iŶ a ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe stƌuggle

oǀeƌ poliƟĐal iŶflueŶĐe. Based oŶ this, I aƌgue that ǁith deĐƌeasiŶg degƌees of eleĐ-

toƌal ĐoŵpeƟƟoŶ aŶd gƌoǁiŶg authoƌitaƌiaŶisŵ, the leadeƌs͛ speeĐhes aƌe less

aďout poliĐǇ posiƟoŶs aŶd ŵoƌe aďout legiƟŵaƟŶg authoƌitaƌiaŶisŵ.
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ϰ.ϯ “iŵulaƟŶg Pluralisŵ iŶ HegeŵoŶiĐ Regiŵes

This aƌƟĐle Đlassifies autoĐƌaĐies iŶ ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe, hegeŵoŶiĐ, aŶd Đlosed ƌegiŵes.

Coŵpaƌed to otheƌ ƌegiŵe ĐlassifiĐaƟoŶs ǁhiĐh aƌe ďased oŶ disĐƌete data ;e.g.

Geddes et al., ϮϬϭϰ;WahŵaŶ et al., ϮϬϭϯ; Cheiďuď et al., ϮϬϭϬͿ, this ĐategoƌizaƟoŶ

ƌefeƌs to ĐoŶƟŶuous data aŶd helps to disƟŶguish the fullǇ Đlosed ƌegiŵes fƌoŵ

theiƌ ŵoƌe opeŶ ĐouŶteƌpaƌts. ás illustƌated iŶ Figuƌe ϰ.Ϯ, hegeŵoŶiĐ aŶd Đoŵpet-

iƟǀe ƌegiŵes aƌe geŶeƌallǇ seeŶ as suď tǇpes of eleĐtoƌal authoƌitaƌiaŶisŵ ǁhiĐh

is situated ďetǁeeŶ deŵoĐƌaĐǇ aŶd Đlosed autoĐƌaĐǇ. Closed autoĐƌaĐies haǀe Ŷo

eleĐted legislatuƌe oƌ ƌule ǁith a siŶgle-paƌtǇ ƌegiŵe. CoŵpeƟƟǀe ƌegiŵes alloǁ

foƌ at least a ŵiŶiŵuŵ aŵouŶt of ƌeal ĐoŵpeƟƟoŶ duƌiŶg ŵulƟpaƌtǇ eleĐƟoŶs.

HegeŵoŶiĐ ƌegiŵes aƌe fƌeƋueŶtlǇ seeŶ as a ƌesidual ĐategoƌǇ ǁhiĐh iŶĐludes all

those ƌegiŵes ǁhiĐh do Ŷot ĐlassifǇ as ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe oƌ Đlosed autoĐƌaĐies ;BƌoǁŶ-

lee, ϮϬϬϵ; DoŶŶo, ϮϬϭϯͿ. This aƌƟĐle zooŵs iŶ oŶ hegeŵoŶiĐ authoƌitaƌiaŶisŵ aŶd

pƌoǀides deepeƌ theoƌeƟĐal ƌefleĐƟoŶs aŶd Ŷeǁ eŵpiƌiĐal fiŶdiŶgs aďout hoǁ this

hitheƌto ƌatheƌ uŶdeƌ-studied ƌegiŵe tǇpe ŵaŶages to suƌǀiǀe.

Figure ϰ.Ϯ: CoŶĐepts of PoliƟĐal ‘egiŵes

If Đoŵpaƌed to ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe ƌegiŵes, the ŵost ĐƌuĐial diffeƌeŶĐe aŶd also defiŶ-

iŶg featuƌe of hegeŵoŶiĐ ƌegiŵes is that eǀeŶ though theǇ hold ƌegulaƌ eleĐƟoŶs,

theǇ do Ŷot alloǁ foƌ ƌeal eleĐtoƌal ĐoŵpeƟƟoŶ, heŶĐe theƌe is ŶoŵeaŶiŶgful leǀel

of ĐoŶtestaƟoŶ ;BƌoǁŶlee, ϮϬϬϵ, ϱϮϰͿ. IŶstead, theǇ eǆhiďit a hegeŵoŶiĐ paƌtǇ sǇs-

teŵ ;“aƌtoƌi, ϮϬϬϱ, ϮϬϱ-ϮϬϲͿ ǁhiĐh is eitheƌ ĐleaƌlǇ doŵiŶated ďǇ the paƌtǇ of the

ƌuliŶg ƌegiŵe oƌ aŶ aƌƟfiĐial aƌƌaŶgeŵeŶt of seǀeƌal satellite paƌƟes to pƌeteŶd

ĐoŶtestaƟoŶ aŶd pluƌalisŵ.

CaŵeƌooŶ s͛ ƌuliŶg paƌtǇ - Đalled the People s͛ DeŵoĐƌaƟĐ MoǀeŵeŶt - is oŶe

eǆaŵple of a hegeŵoŶiĐ paƌtǇ Ŷeǆt to ǁhiĐh offiĐiallǇ alloǁed opposiƟoŶ paƌƟes

haǀe Ŷo ƌeal ĐhaŶĐe to Đoŵpete ;Pelizzo aŶd Nǁokoƌa, ϮϬϭϲͿ. UzďekistaŶ set up
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seǀeƌal satellite paƌƟes ǁhiĐh also haǀe iŵpƌessiǀelǇ deŵoĐƌaƟĐ Ŷaŵes - e.g. Peo-

ple s͛ DeŵoĐƌaƟĐ PaƌtǇ of UzďekistaŶ oƌ the Liďeƌal DeŵoĐƌaƟĐ PaƌtǇ. át fiƌst sight,

this ŵulƟpaƌtǇ sǇsteŵ ŵakes iŶdeed the iŵpƌessioŶ that the ƌegiŵe shaƌes soŵe

of its poǁeƌ. Yet, at seĐoŶd sight, the ageŶdas of these ͞goǀeƌŶŵeŶt-fƌieŶdlǇ paƌ-

Ɵes͟ haƌdlǇ diffeƌ aŶd it is ƌatheƌ eǀideŶt that theǇ haǀe ďeeŶ iŶstalled ďǇ the

ƌegiŵe as a faƌĐe ǁhile keepiŶg full ĐoŶtƌol oǀeƌ the paƌtǇ sǇsteŵ aŶd ŵaƌgiŶaliz-

iŶg aŶǇ ƌeal opposiƟoŶ ;Badeƌ, ϮϬϬϵͿ.

Hoǁ do hegeŵoŶiĐ ƌegiŵes ŵaŶage to ŵaiŶtaiŶ these toǇ paƌliaŵeŶts aŶd

ƌuďďeƌ staŵp poliƟĐs oǀeƌ loŶgeƌ peƌiods of Ɵŵe? ás ƌeĐeŶt ĐoŶtƌiďuƟoŶs high-

light, authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌuleƌs ƌelǇ Ŷot oŶlǇ oŶ ƌepƌessioŶ ďut iŶsƟtuƟoŶalize sophis-

ƟĐated stƌategies of ĐooptaƟoŶ aŶd legiƟŵaƟoŶ to eŶsuƌe theiƌ suƌǀiǀal ;GaŶdhi,

ϮϬϬϴ; GeƌsĐheǁski, ϮϬϭϯ; “ĐhŶeideƌ aŶd Maeƌz, ϮϬϭϳͿ. Beside stƌiĐtlǇ liŵiƟŶg Điǀil

aŶd poliƟĐal ƌights, hegeŵoŶiĐ authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes use theiƌ ŶoŶ-ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe

ŵulƟpaƌtǇ sǇsteŵs to Đo-opt elite gƌoups. EŶgagiŶg theŵ iŶ hegeŵoŶiĐ oƌ satellite

paƌƟes ŵakes these elites ďelieǀe that theǇ haǀe a stake iŶ the ƌegiŵe s͛ suƌǀiǀal.

To ĐƌediďlǇ pƌoŵote the ŶoŶ-ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe ŵulƟpaƌtǇ sǇsteŵs as seeŵiŶglǇ plu-

ƌalisƟĐ iŶsƟtuƟoŶs aŶd ŵake theiƌ authoƌitǇ look legiƟŵate, I fuƌtheƌ aƌgue that

hegeŵoŶiĐ ƌegiŵes stƌategiĐallǇ use a deŵoĐƌaƟĐ stǇle of laŶguage. “peakiŶg like

deŵoĐƌats is oŶe tool of legiƟŵaƟoŶ ǁhiĐh theǇ use to disguise the fullǇ-fledged

authoƌitaƌiaŶ Ŷatuƌe of the ƌegiŵe aŶd sustaiŶ the illusoƌǇ façade of pluƌalisŵ.

Thus, I eǆpeĐt to fiŶd aŶ iŶflated use of deŵoĐƌaƟĐ teƌŵs iŶ the speeĐhes of hege-

ŵoŶiĐ ƌegiŵes. Based oŶ this, I foƌŵulate a fiƌst hǇpothesis foƌ the aŶalǇsis of the

offiĐial ĐoŵŵuŶiĐaƟoŶ of hegeŵoŶiĐ, Đlosed oƌ ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe ƌegiŵes.

Hϭ: The leadeƌs of hegeŵoŶiĐ ƌegiŵes use a deŵoĐƌaƟĐ stǇle of laŶguage iŶ theiƌ

offiĐial speeĐhes.

UsiŶg deŵoĐƌaƟĐ teƌŵs iŶ theiƌ offiĐial speeĐhes is Ŷot aŶ eǆĐlusiǀe ĐhaƌaĐ-

teƌisƟĐ of the leadeƌs of hegeŵoŶiĐ ƌegiŵes. Yet, I assuŵe that theƌe aƌe ĐƌuĐial

ǀaƌiaƟoŶs iŶ fƌeƋueŶĐǇ aŶd ĐoŶteǆt of usiŶg suĐh teƌŵs iŶ hegeŵoŶiĐ, Đlosed aŶd

ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe ƌegiŵes. I eǆpeĐt that the leadeƌs of Đlosed ƌegiŵes haƌdlǇ deploǇ
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theŵ iŶ theiƌ speeĐhes - siŵplǇ ďeĐause theǇ do Ŷot set up ŶoŶ-ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe ŵul-

ƟpaƌtǇ sǇsteŵs ǁhiĐh Ŷeed to ďe ĐoŵŵuŶiĐated as ďeiŶg deŵoĐƌaƟĐ iŶsƟtuƟoŶs.

ás theiƌ Ŷaŵe saǇs, these ƌegiŵes aƌe poliƟĐallǇ Đlosed aŶd I eǆpeĐt theiƌ ƌhetoƌiĐ

stƌategies to foĐus ƌatheƌ oŶ legiƟŵaƟŶg theiƌ heƌeditǇ liŶes aŶd otheƌ autoĐƌaƟĐ

pƌoĐeduƌes of poǁeƌ ŵaiŶteŶaŶĐe.

HϮ: Closed ƌegiŵes haƌdlǇ ƌefeƌ to a deŵoĐƌaƟĐ stǇle of laŶguage iŶ theiƌ offiĐial

ĐoŵŵuŶiĐaƟoŶ.

Coŵpaƌed to hegeŵoŶiĐ aŶd Đlosed ƌegiŵes, ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe ƌegiŵes aƌe polit-

iĐallǇ ŵoƌe opeŶ aŶd Đloseƌ to deŵoĐƌaĐies. HeŶĐe, oŶe Đould assuŵe that the

leadeƌs of ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe ƌegiŵes also use the ŵost deŵoĐƌaƟĐ stǇle of laŶguage

aŵoŶg all autoĐƌats. Yet, I eǆpeĐt that the speeĐhes of ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe ƌegiŵes ƌe-

ǀeal less deŵoĐƌaƟĐ teƌŵs thaŶ those of hegeŵoŶiĐ ƌegiŵes ďeĐause ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe

ƌegiŵes iŶǀest Ŷot as ŵuĐh ƌesouƌĐes aŶd ƌhetoƌiĐal ŵeaŶs iŶ fakiŶg pluƌalisŵ.

I hold that theǇ ƌatheƌ haǀe to deal ǁith the ƌepeƌĐussioŶs of alloǁiŶg ŵiŶiŵal

aŵouŶts of ƌeal eleĐtoƌal ĐoŵpeƟƟoŶ aŶd eŵphasize iŶ theiƌ offiĐial ĐoŵŵuŶiĐa-

ƟoŶ those topiĐs aŶd poliĐies ǁhiĐh help theŵ to ŵaiŶtaiŶ the status Ƌuo.

Hϯ: The leadeƌs of ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe ƌegiŵes use less deŵoĐƌaƟĐ teƌŵs thaŶ those of

hegeŵoŶiĐ ƌegiŵes.

To eŵpiƌiĐallǇ test these hǇpotheses, the diffeƌeŶt ƌegiŵe Đategoƌies Ŷeed to

ďe opeƌaƟoŶalized. ‘eĐeŶt liteƌatuƌe oŶ ƌegiŵe ĐlassifiĐaƟoŶs eŶgages ǁith the

ĐhalleŶges of disƟŶguishiŶg ďetǁeeŶ ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe authoƌitaƌiaŶisŵaŶdeaƌlǇ foƌŵs

of deŵoĐƌaĐǇ ;e.g. HaŶdliŶ, ϮϬϭϳ; Bogaaƌds, ϮϬϭϮͿ. To aǀoid aŵďiguitǇ, this aƌƟĐle

ƌelies oŶ the ƌatheƌ ŵiŶiŵal defiŶiƟoŶ of autoĐƌaĐǇ ďǇ Geddes et al. ;ϮϬϭϰ, ϯϭϳͿ

ǁhiĐh is ďased oŶ the eleĐtoƌal pƌoĐess.Ϲ CoŶĐeƌŶiŶg the ďoƌdeƌliŶes ďetǁeeŶ the

thƌee autoĐƌaƟĐ ƌegiŵe tǇpes, ŶoŶ-ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe ŵulƟpaƌtǇ sǇsteŵs aƌe geŶeƌallǇ

seeŶ as a defiŶiŶg featuƌe of hegeŵoŶiĐ ƌegiŵes ;“aƌtoƌi, ϮϬϬϱ; BƌoǁŶlee, ϮϬϬϵͿ.

Ϲá ƌegiŵe is autoĐƌaƟĐ if ;ϭͿ the eǆeĐuƟǀe aĐhieǀedpoǁeƌ ďǇ otheƌŵeaŶs thaŶ faiƌ, ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe
aŶd fƌee eleĐƟoŶs, ;ϮͿ the eǆeĐuƟǀe aĐhieǀed poǁeƌ ďǇ faiƌ, ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe aŶd fƌee eleĐƟoŶs ďut
ĐhaŶged these ƌules aŌeƌǁaƌds oƌ ;ϯͿ the ŵilitaƌǇ pƌeǀeŶts the ĐoŵpliaŶĐe ǁith these ƌules oƌ
ĐhaŶges theŵ.

C
E

U
eT

D
C

ol
le

ct
io

n



ϰ. The LaŶguage of DeŵoĐƌaĐǇ iŶ HegeŵoŶiĐ áuthoƌitaƌiaŶisŵ ϭϭϬ

Yet, opeƌaƟoŶalizaƟoŶs of this ƌegiŵe tǇpe haǀe ďeeŶ ƌatheƌ Đoaƌse aŶd Đlassified

seǀeƌal ƌegiŵes ǁhiĐh siŵulate pluƌalisŵ as Đlosed oƌ ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe ƌegiŵes, as I

eǆplaiŶ iŶ ŵoƌe details iŶ Taďle D.ϭ iŶ the áppeŶdiǆ. This Taďle fuƌtheƌ illustƌates

hoǁ I folloǁ BƌoǁŶlee ;ϮϬϬϵ, ϱϮϰͿ aŶd ŵake use of the DPI iŶdiĐatoƌs oŶ Đoŵ-

peƟƟǀeŶess iŶ legislaƟǀe aŶd eǆeĐuƟǀe eleĐƟoŶs ;BeĐk et al., ϮϬϬϭͿ ďut suggest

tǁo ĐƌuĐial ƌefiŶeŵeŶts of the opeƌaƟoŶalizaƟoŶ. The seĐƟoŶ aďout data aŶd Đase

seleĐƟoŶ pƌoǀides fuƌtheƌ iŶfoƌŵaƟoŶ aďout hoǁ ŵaŶǇ Đases iŶ eaĐh of these

ƌegiŵe tǇpes the aŶalǇsis ƌefeƌs to.

ϰ.ϰ CoŵpariŶg the LaŶguage of PoliƟĐal Leaders

ϰ.ϰ.ϭ Methods aŶd DiĐƟoŶarǇ

I use ƋuaŶƟtaƟǀe aŶd ƋualitaƟǀe teĐhŶiƋues of teǆt aŶalǇsis to eǆaŵiŶe the laŶ-

guage of autoĐƌats. GiǀeŶ the ŶoǀeltǇ of aŶalǇziŶg laƌge ƋuaŶƟƟes of speeĐhes

fƌoŵ authoƌitaƌiaŶ ĐoŶteǆts, this ŵiǆed-ŵethod appƌoaĐh is ŵost suitaďle aŶd eŶ-

aďles ŵe to Đƌoss-ǀalidate the ƌesults. It is also iŶ liŶe ǁith oŶe of the ďasiĐ pƌiŶĐi-

ples of teǆt aŶalǇsis suggested ďǇ Gƌiŵŵeƌ aŶd “teǁaƌt ;ϮϬϭϯ, ϰͿ: áutoŵated teǆt

aŶalǇsis ĐaŶ augŵeŶt, ďut Ŷot ƌeplaĐe thoƌough ƌeadiŶg of teǆts. The ƋuaŶƟtaƟǀe

diĐƟoŶaƌǇ-ďased aŶalǇsis of Ϯ,Ϭϳϰ speeĐhes is pƌeĐeded ďǇ the Đaƌeful ĐoŶstƌuĐ-

ƟoŶ aŶd ǀalidaƟoŶ of the diĐƟoŶaƌǇ aŶd suĐĐeeded ďǇ ƋualitaƟǀe Đase studies.

The diĐƟoŶaƌǇ Đoŵpƌises Ϯϰϭ teƌŵs aŶd is ďased oŶ the addiƟǀe ĐoŶĐepts of

laŶguage iŶ Figuƌe ϰ.ϭ: á deŵoĐƌaƟĐ stǇle of laŶguage is ŵeasuƌed ďǇ ǁoƌd fƌe-

ƋueŶĐies iŶ the suďĐategoƌies of deŵoĐƌaƟĐ pƌoĐeduƌes aŶd liďeƌalisŵ. The ŵea-

suƌeŵeŶt of aŶ autoĐƌaƟĐ stǇle of laŶguage ƌefeƌs to the fƌeƋueŶĐies iŶ the suď-

Đategoƌies of autoĐƌaƟĐ pƌoĐeduƌes aŶd illiďeƌalisŵ.

GeŶeƌallǇ, the diĐƟoŶaƌǇ ĐoŶsists of teƌŵs ǁith as liƩle aŵďiguitǇ as possiďle.

“oŵe of the teƌŵsϺ ǁeƌe adopted fƌoŵ Laǀeƌ aŶd GaƌƌǇ s͛ ;ϮϬϬϬͿ diĐƟoŶaƌǇ foƌ

ϺLaǀeƌ aŶd GaƌƌǇ s͛ ;ϮϬϬϬͿ Đategoƌies oŶ iŶsƟtuƟoŶs, laǁ aŶd oƌdeƌ, ǀalues aŶd gƌoups ǁeƌe
paƌtlǇ adopted aŶd ƌeŶaŵed. Hoǁeǀeƌ, ŵǇ diĐƟoŶaƌǇ does Ŷot iŶĐlude aŶǇ eĐoŶoŵiĐ teƌŵs ďe-
Đause these teƌŵs aƌe Ŷot eǆpliĐitlǇ autoĐƌaƟĐ oƌ deŵoĐƌaƟĐ ;e.g. eĐoŶoŵiĐ liďeƌalisŵ does Ŷot
ŶeĐessaƌilǇ ĐoŶfoƌŵ ǁith poliƟĐal liďeƌalisŵͿ.
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esƟŵaƟŶg poliĐǇ posiƟoŶs fƌoŵ poliƟĐal teǆts. Yet, ďeĐause the ǀaliditǇ of a diĐ-

ƟoŶaƌǇ foƌ ƋuaŶƟtaƟǀe teǆt aŶalǇsis is highlǇ ĐoŶteǆt-speĐifiĐ, I ĐolleĐted the laƌge

ŵajoƌitǇ of the teƌŵs duƌiŶg the ƋualitaƟǀe assessŵeŶt of a stƌaƟfied saŵple of

speeĐhesϻ - used as a pool of keǇ ǁoƌds - aŶd ǁith the help of ƌeĐeŶt liteƌatuƌe

oŶ legiƟŵaƟoŶ paƩeƌŶs aŶd offiĐial ƌhetoƌiĐ iŶ authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes ;e.g. ǀoŶ

“oest aŶd Gƌauǀogel, ϮϬϭϳa; Maeƌz, ϮϬϭϳ; OŵeliĐheǀa, ϮϬϭϲ; PƌuzaŶ-JøƌgeŶseŶ,

ϮϬϭϬ; Matǀeeǀa, ϮϬϬϵ; MegoƌaŶ, ϮϬϬϴͿ. To ǀalidate the diĐƟoŶaƌǇ, I ƋualitaƟǀelǇ

ĐheĐked the ĐoŶteǆt of all ĐodiŶgs iŶ a saŵple of ϭϭϬ speeĐhes.ϼ This ƌoďustŶess

test alloǁed ŵe to ideŶƟfǇ aŶd eǆĐlude fƌeƋueŶt ŶegaƟoŶs aŶd aŵďiguous teƌŵs

aŶd theƌeďǇ eŶsuƌe that the assigŶed teƌŵs iŶ the diĐƟoŶaƌǇ do iŶdeed ŵeasuƌe

the pƌoposed ĐoŶĐepts.Ͻ

Eǆaŵples of those teƌŵs ǁhiĐh ŵeasuƌe the eŵphasize of deŵoĐƌaƟĐ pƌo-

Đeduƌes iŶĐlude the steŵŵed ǁoƌds deŵoĐƌa*, eleĐƟoŶ*, faiƌ*, paƌliaŵeŶt*, ƌe-

foƌŵ*, tƌaŶspaƌeŶ*, oƌ ǀote*. The ĐategoƌǇ oŶ liďeƌalisŵ Đoŵpƌises eǀideŶt teƌŵs

suĐh as fƌee*, liďeƌal*, toleƌa*, ďut iŶĐludes also ǁoƌds suĐh as disĐƌiŵiŶat*, au-

thoƌitaƌiaŶ*, oƌ ƌepƌessi* ǁhiĐh aƌe tǇpiĐallǇ used to deŵaŶd foƌ ŵoƌe Điǀil aŶd

poliƟĐal liďeƌƟes. FolloǁiŶg this logiĐ ǀiĐe ǀeƌsa, aŶaƌĐh*, Đhaos, destaďili*, aŶd

oďsĐeŶ* oƌ peƌǀeƌt* aƌe iŶ the Đategoƌies of autoĐƌaƟĐ pƌoĐeduƌes aŶd illiďeƌalisŵ.

Otheƌ teƌŵs foƌ autoĐƌaƟĐ pƌoĐeduƌes aƌe defeŶ*, pƌoteĐt*, seĐuƌit* oƌ staďil*, foƌ

illiďeƌalisŵ disĐipliŶe, ŵoƌal*, tƌadiƟoŶ*, patƌiot* oƌ pƌide.Ͼ

ϰ.ϰ.Ϯ Data aŶd Case “eleĐƟoŶ

This aƌƟĐle studies the laŶguage of autoĐƌats ďǇ lookiŶg at theiƌ puďliĐlǇ deliǀeƌed

speeĐhes. á gƌoǁiŶg Ŷuŵďeƌ of autoĐƌaƟĐ ƌegiŵes sets up offiĐial e-goǀeƌŶŵeŶt

ǁeďsites to pƌopagate ŵodeƌŶitǇ aŶd theƌeďǇ gaiŶ ŶaƟoŶal aŶd iŶteƌŶaƟoŶal le-

giƟŵaĐǇ ;Maeƌz, ϮϬϭϲͿ. The Đase seleĐƟoŶ foƌ the aŶalǇsis is guided, fiƌst, ďǇ the

ϻI Đhose the ŵost ƌeĐeŶt iŶteƌŶaƟoŶal aŶd ŶaƟoŶal speeĐh iŶ eaĐh Đase to gƌasp ĐuƌƌeŶt teƌŵi-
ŶologǇ.

ϼI ƌaŶdoŵlǇ piĐked ϱ peƌ ĐeŶt of the speeĐhes iŶ eaĐh Đase, eǆĐludiŶg those takeŶ as pool of
keǇ ǁoƌds.

ϽI used Loǁe s͛ ;ϮϬϭϱͿ Yoshikodeƌ foƌ ĐoŶstƌuĐƟŶg aŶd ǀalidaƟŶg the diĐƟoŶaƌǇ.
ϾThe full lists of ǁoƌds iŶ eaĐh ĐategoƌǇ of the diĐƟoŶaƌǇ aƌe aǀailaďle at: https://dataverse.

harvard.edu/dataverse/sfm.
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iŶstallaƟoŶ of suĐh ǁeďsites aŶd seĐoŶd, ďǇ the Ŷuŵďeƌ of the uploaded aŶd of-

fiĐiallǇ tƌaŶslated EŶglish speeĐhes of the ƌegiŵes͛ ĐuƌƌeŶt leadeƌs. To ƋualifǇ as

seleĐted Đase, theƌe had to ďe at least ϭϬ tƌaŶslated speeĐhes oŶ the ǁeďsite of

the ƌespeĐƟǀe ƌegiŵe.Ͽ This tǁo-step pƌoĐeduƌe of Đase seleĐƟoŶ ƌesulted iŶ a Đol-

leĐƟoŶ of Ϯ,Ϭϳϰ speeĐhes fƌoŵ the leadeƌs of ϮϮ ĐouŶtƌies, as shoǁŶ iŶ Taďle ϰ.ϭ.

The deŵoĐƌaƟĐ Đases ǁeƌe ƌaŶdoŵlǇ seleĐted ďǇ data aǀailaďilitǇ. I iŶĐluded theŵ

pƌiŵaƌilǇ foƌ illustƌaƟoŶ puƌposes aŶd to ĐoŶtƌast the laŶguage stǇles of deŵoĐƌats

ǁith those of autoĐƌats. I also iŶĐluded TuƌkeǇ aŶd HuŶgaƌǇ as so-Đalled ďaĐkslid-

iŶg Đases ;BloĐkŵaŶs aŶd Yilŵaz, ϮϬϭϳ; Gƌeskoǀits, ϮϬϭϱͿ ďeĐause I ǁas Đuƌious

ǁhetheƌ aŶd hoǁ theiƌ ƌeĐeŶt ƌeǀeƌƟŶg to authoƌitaƌiaŶ pƌaĐƟĐes is ƌefleĐted iŶ

theiƌ offiĐial ĐoŵŵuŶiĐaƟoŶ.

Taďle ϰ.ϭ: Cases aŶd Coƌpus of “peeĐhes foƌ the áŶalǇsis

Case TǇpeǓ Leaders First Last “peeĐhesǔ
Kuǁait Đlosed “aďah ál-áhŵad ál-Jaďeƌ ál-“aďah ϮϬϬϲ ϮϬϭϱ ϭϮϴ
Noƌth Koƌea Đlosed Kiŵ JoŶg UŶ ϮϬϭϮ ϮϬϭϲ Ϯϰ
“audi áƌaďia Đlosed KiŶg áďdullah, KiŶg “alŵaŶǕ ϮϬϭϬ ϮϬϭϲ ϲϯ
UŶited áƌaď Eŵiƌates Đlosed Mohaŵŵed ďiŶ ‘ashid ál Maktouŵ ϮϬϬϬ ϮϬϭϲ ϴϲ
ázeƌďaijaŶ hegeŵoŶiĐ Ilhaŵ áliǇeǀ ϮϬϭϬ ϮϬϭϳ ϰϰϮ
CaŵeƌooŶ hegeŵoŶiĐ Paul BiǇa ϮϬϭϯ ϮϬϭϳ ϱϭ
JoƌdaŶ hegeŵoŶiĐ KiŶg áďdulla II. ϭϵϵϵ ϮϬϭϳ ϭϬϬ
KazakhstaŶ hegeŵoŶiĐ NuƌsultaŶ Nazaƌďajeǀ ϮϬϬϳ ϮϬϭϳ ϭϱ
“iŶgapoƌe hegeŵoŶiĐ Lee HsieŶ LooŶg ϮϬϭϬ ϮϬϭϳ ϱϵ
TajikistaŶ hegeŵoŶiĐ Eŵoŵali ‘ahŵoŶ ϮϬϬϰ ϮϬϭϳ ϲϴ
UzďekistaŶ hegeŵoŶiĐ Islaŵ Kaƌiŵoǀ, “haǀkat MiƌziǇoǇeǀǕ ϮϬϭϬ ϮϬϭϲ Ϯϳ
MalaǇsia ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe Dato͛ “ƌi Mohd Najiď ϮϬϭϳ ϮϬϭϳ ϭϯ
MoƌoĐĐo ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe KiŶg Mohaŵŵed VI. ϮϬϭϮ ϮϬϭϳ ϭϬϭ
‘ussia ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe Vladiŵiƌ PuƟŶ ϮϬϭϮ ϮϬϭϳ ϯϮϱ
UgaŶda ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe Yoǁeƌi MuseǀeŶi ϮϬϭϭ ϮϬϭϲ ϱϵ
HuŶgaƌǇ ďaĐkslidiŶg Viktoƌ OƌďaŶ ϮϬϭϰ ϮϬϭϳ ϭϲϮ
TuƌkeǇ ďaĐkslidiŶg ‘eĐep TaǇǇiď EƌdoğaŶ ϮϬϭϰ ϮϬϭϳ ϯϵ
CaŶada deŵoĐƌaƟĐ JusƟŶ Tƌudeau ϮϬϭϱ ϮϬϭϳ Ϯϯ
DeŶŵaƌk deŵoĐƌaƟĐ Laƌs Løkke ‘asŵusseŶ ϮϬϬϵ ϮϬϭϳǖ ϱϱ
GeƌŵaŶǇ deŵoĐƌaƟĐ áŶgela Meƌkel ϮϬϬϵ ϮϬϭϳ ϲϰ
NoƌǁaǇ deŵoĐƌaƟĐ EƌŶa “olďeƌg ϮϬϭϯ ϮϬϭϳ ϭϮϮ
Gƌeat BƌitaiŶ deŵoĐƌaƟĐ Theƌesa MaǇ ϮϬϭϲ ϮϬϭϳ ϰϴ
Corpus Ϯ,Ϭϳϰ
Ǔ While soŵe speeĐhesǁeƌe deliǀeƌed iŶ ϮϬϭϲ aŶd ϮϬϭϳ, theDPI iŶdiĐatoƌs foƌ the ĐategoƌizaƟoŶof Đlosed, hegeŵoŶiĐ

aŶd ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe ƌegiŵes ;BeĐk et al., ϮϬϬϭ, Đf. Taďle D.ϭ iŶ the áppeŶdiǆͿ go oŶlǇ uŶƟl ϮϬϭϱ - Ǉet, ŶoŶe of the
autoĐƌaƟĐ ĐouŶtƌies iŶ this aŶalǇsis sigŶifiĐaŶtlǇ ĐhaŶged duƌiŶg the last tǁo Ǉeaƌs.

ǔ Taďle D.Ϯ iŶ the áppeŶdiǆ pƌoǀides the souƌĐes of the speeĐhes.
Ǖ The Đases of “audi áƌaďia aŶd UzďekistaŶ iŶĐlude also seǀeƌal speeĐhes of the Ŷeǁ leadeƌs siŶĐe ϮϬϭϱ aŶd ϮϬϭϲ

ďeĐause leadeƌship suĐĐessioŶ ǁas Ŷot folloǁed ďǇ ƌegiŵe ĐhaŶge.
ǖ The speeĐhes Đoǀeƌ ‘asŵusseŶ s͛ I., II. aŶd III. ĐaďiŶet ;ϮϬϬϵ-ϮϬϭϭ aŶd ϮϬϭϱ-ϮϬϭϳͿ.

ϿThe ŵateƌial of Noƌth Koƌea ĐoŶsists ƌatheƌ of leƩeƌs thaŶ speeĐhes - Ǉet, ƌeŵaƌkaďlǇ, all
aǀailaďle teǆts ǁeƌe tƌaŶslated iŶ ϵ diffeƌeŶt laŶguages aŶd puďlished oŶ the offiĐial ǁeďsite of
the ƌegiŵe. The uploaded teǆts of ‘ussia, HuŶgaƌǇ aŶd Gƌeat BƌitaiŶ iŶĐlude oĐĐasioŶal iŶteƌǀieǁs
aŶd dialogues oƌ joiŶt stateŵeŶts ǁith otheƌ peƌsoŶs. These teǆts ǁeƌe filteƌed to get the leadeƌs͛
stateŵeŶts oŶlǇ. “peeĐhes uploaded iŶ laŶguages otheƌ thaŶ EŶglish ǁeƌe eǆĐluded.
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Due to the geŶeƌal pƌoďleŵs of data aǀailaďilitǇ foƌ authoƌitaƌiaŶ ĐoŶteǆts, a

ƌatheƌ oďǀious ĐoŶstƌaiŶt ĐoŶĐeƌŶiŶg data seleĐƟoŶ is that the ĐolleĐƟoŶof speeĐh-

es is liŵited to those ǁhiĐh aƌe ŵade puďliĐlǇ aǀailaďle iŶ EŶglish oŶ the offi-

Đial ǁeďsite of authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes. This Đould ďeaƌ the poteŶƟal of seleĐƟoŶ

ďias. OŶe pƌoďleŵ, foƌ eǆaŵple, Đould ďe that it is oŶlǇ ĐeƌtaiŶ tǇpes of ƌegiŵes,

ĐouŶtƌies oƌ leadeƌs that iŶstall suĐh ǁeďsites aŶd upload theiƌ speeĐhes iŶ EŶ-

glish. Hoǁeǀeƌ, as Maeƌz ;ϮϬϭϲͿ illustƌates, the haďit of ŵaiŶtaiŶiŶg pƌofessioŶal

ǁeďsites to gaiŶ iŶteƌŶal aŶd eǆteƌŶal legiƟŵaĐǇ is Ŷot a uŶiƋue ĐhaƌaĐteƌisƟĐ of

oŶe paƌƟĐulaƌ ƌegiŵe tǇpe ďut ƌatheƌ a geŶeƌal tƌeŶd iŶ ŵodeƌŶ authoƌitaƌiaŶisŵ.

Moƌeoǀeƌ, also if alteƌŶaƟǀe ĐlassifiĐaƟoŶs of authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes iŶ ŵilitaƌǇ,

ŵoŶaƌĐhiĐ oƌ paƌtǇ-ďased tǇpes ;Geddes et al., ϮϬϭϰ, e.g.Ϳ aƌe applied, theƌe is

Ŷo ƌegulaƌ paƩeƌŶ oďseƌǀaďle. The saŵe is tƌue ĐoŶĐeƌŶiŶg tǇpes of leadeƌs: the

seleĐted ƌegiŵes aƌe ƌuled ďǇ ǀaƌious kiŶds of leadeƌship gƌoups. While seǀeƌal au-

thoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes ǁhiĐh offeƌ Ŷuŵeƌous speeĐhes oŶ theiƌ ǁeďsite aƌe ƌesouƌĐe-

ƌiĐh ĐouŶtƌies, otheƌ ƌegiŵes suĐh as UzďekistaŶ aŶd TajikistaŶ illustƌate that suĐh

ĐouŶtƌǇ-speĐifiĐ ĐhaƌaĐteƌisƟĐs ǀaƌǇ aŵoŶg the seleĐted Đases.

Beside this, aŶotheƌ poteŶƟal seleĐƟoŶ ďias Đould ďe that it is oŶlǇ a ĐeƌtaiŶ

tǇpeof speeĐhesǁhiĐh aƌeŵade aǀailaďle oŶ theǁeďsite of authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes.

Yet, as the ŵeŶƟoŶed ƌoďustŶess tests ǁith a ƌaŶdoŵ saŵple of the seleĐted

speeĐhes iŶ eaĐh Đase haǀe shoǁŶ, the ĐolleĐƟoŶ of teǆts is a diǀeƌse ŵiǆtuƌe of

speeĐhes deliǀeƌed at ǀaƌious ŶaƟoŶal aŶd iŶteƌŶaƟoŶal oĐĐasioŶs. HeŶĐe, theǇ

addƌess eitheƌ a ŶaƟoŶal oƌ iŶteƌŶaƟoŶal audieŶĐes ;oƌ ďothͿ aŶd deal ǁith a

ƌaŶge of eĐoŶoŵiĐ aŶd poliƟĐal issues aŶd aƌe theƌefoƌe ƌepƌeseŶtaƟǀe foƌ assess-

iŶg the geŶeƌal laŶguage stǇles of poliƟĐal leadeƌs.

The speeĐhes aƌe of ǀaƌǇiŶg Ŷuŵďeƌ, leŶgth, aŶd ƋualitǇ aŶd Đoǀeƌ diǀeƌgiŶg

peƌiods of Ɵŵe. Yet, ǁhile the suŵŵaƌǇ of the fiŶdiŶgs pƌoǀides ĐoŶfideŶĐe iŶ-

teƌǀals foƌ the esƟŵated posiƟoŶs iŶ eaĐh Đase, I ďƌoadlǇ ŶegleĐt these diffeƌ-

eŶĐes of ƌaŶge aŶd Ɵŵe Đoǀeƌage foƌ ďuildiŶg the Đoƌpus ďeĐause I assuŵe that a

ƌegiŵe ĐoŶsĐiouslǇ Đƌeates its ͞eleĐtƌoŶiĐ faĐe͟ aŶd theƌeďǇ ĐoŶtƌols its peƌĐeiǀed

iŵage iŶ the IŶteƌŶet. IŶ this seŶse, the aŶalǇsis Đaptuƌes a douďle pƌoĐess of le-
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ϰ. The LaŶguage of DeŵoĐƌaĐǇ iŶ HegeŵoŶiĐ áuthoƌitaƌiaŶisŵ ϭϭϰ

giƟŵaƟoŶ ǁhiĐh addƌesses a ŶaƟoŶal oƌ iŶteƌŶaƟoŶal puďliĐ ;oƌ ďothͿ: the aĐtual

teǆt of a speeĐh deliǀeƌed at soŵe ƌeal-life ŶaƟoŶal oƌ iŶteƌŶaƟoŶal oĐĐasioŶ aŶd

the suďseƋueŶt seleĐƟoŶ of speeĐhes puďlished oŶliŶe ďǇ the ƌespeĐƟǀe ƌegiŵe.

The Đoƌpus of Ϯ,Ϭϳϰ speeĐhes¹⁰ ǁas ĐleaŶed of puŶĐtuaƟoŶ, Ŷuŵďeƌs aŶd sepa-

ƌatoƌs. Woƌds ǁeƌe set to loǁeƌĐase aŶd steŵŵed ďefoƌe the fƌeƋueŶĐies of the

;steŵŵedͿ diĐƟoŶaƌǇ teƌŵs ǁeƌe ĐouŶted.

ϰ.ϰ.ϯ “taƟsƟĐal Model

To get fƌoŵ the ͞ƌaǁ͟ ĐouŶts of the diĐƟoŶaƌǇ appliĐaƟoŶ to a souŶd ŵeasuƌe-

ŵeŶt of ƌelaƟǀe fƌeƋueŶĐies of autoĐƌaƟĐ aŶd deŵoĐƌaƟĐ stǇles of laŶguage, I

adopt Loǁe et al. s͛ ;ϮϬϭϭͿ spaƟalŵodel of logit sĐaliŶg. I Đhose thisŵodel ďeĐause

theiƌ appƌoaĐh has Ŷo pƌe-defiŶed eŶdpoiŶts, aĐĐouŶts foƌ the ƌelaƟǀe diffeƌeŶĐe

ďetǁeeŶ opposed Đategoƌies, ǁoƌks also ǁell foƌ aggƌegated Đategoƌies aŶd is geŶ-

eƌallǇ supeƌioƌ to eaƌlieƌ ŵethods of sĐaliŶg, as the ĐoŵpaƌisoŶs of Loǁe et al.

;ϮϬϭϭͿ illustƌate. TheǇ applǇ the ŵodel to ŵeasuƌe the ƌelaƟǀe ďalaŶĐe of poliĐǇ

posiƟoŶs oŶ a leŌ-ƌight sĐale ǁith a logisƟĐ fuŶĐƟoŶ of ǁoƌd ĐouŶts aƩaĐhed to

the posiƟǀe aŶd ŶegaƟǀe ;leŌ aŶd ƌightͿ side of the diŵeŶsioŶ.

IŶ this aƌƟĐle, I assigŶ the posiƟǀe eŶds to deŵoĐƌaƟĐ aŶd the ŶegaƟǀe eŶds

to autoĐƌaƟĐ stǇles of laŶguage. I deŶote the Ŷuŵďeƌ of sĐoƌes foƌ deŵoĐƌaƟĐ eŵ-

phasis � aŶd foƌ autoĐƌaƟĐ eŵphasis �. The output � is aŶ esƟŵate of the posiƟoŶ

oŶ the autoĐƌaƟĐ-deŵoĐƌaƟĐ sĐale. DƌaǁiŶg oŶ Loǁe et al. s͛ ;ϮϬϭϭͿ eŵpiƌiĐal logit

sĐale, this is defiŶed as:

�� = log�

�

To iŵpƌoǀe the ŵodel stƌuĐtuƌe, Loǁe et al. ;ϮϬϭϭͿ add Ϭ.ϱ to all ĐouŶts. This is a

staŶdaƌd staƟsƟĐal pƌaĐƟĐe ǁhiĐh ĐaŶ also ďe used as a ŵeasuƌe to ƌeduĐe ďias iŶ

the Đase of esƟŵaƟŶg the pƌopoƌƟoŶs of Đategoƌies. ás eǆplaiŶed ďǇ Loǁe et al.

;ϮϬϭϭ, ϭϯϮͿ, this ŵakes paƌƟĐulaƌlǇ those esƟŵates ŵoƌe staďle ǁhiĐh aƌe deƌiǀed

¹⁰I ĐolleĐted all speeĐhesǁith the help ofǁeď-sĐƌapiŶg teĐhŶiƋues, ĐoŵpƌisiŶg seǀeƌal paĐkages
iŶ ‘ as eǆplaiŶed iŶ MuŶzeƌt et al. ;ϮϬϭϱͿ aŶd the ϯ.ϰ.Ϭ “eleŶiuŵ ;ϮϬϭϳͿ paĐkage iŶ PǇthoŶ.
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ϰ. The LaŶguage of DeŵoĐƌaĐǇ iŶ HegeŵoŶiĐ áuthoƌitaƌiaŶisŵ ϭϭϱ

fƌoŵ ƌatheƌ sŵall ĐouŶts. The logit is theƌefoƌe eǆpƌessed as:

�� = log�+.5

� +.5

The appliĐaƟoŶ of the ŵodel iŶ this aƌƟĐle Đoŵes ǁith thƌee ĐoŶstƌaiŶts. Fiƌst, the

ƌesulƟŶg sĐale does Ŷot aĐĐouŶt foƌ diffeƌeŶĐes iŶ the laŶguage of autoĐƌats oǀeƌ

Ɵŵe. Yet, this is ƌatheƌ a pƌoďleŵ of data aǀailaďilitǇ siŶĐe theƌe aƌe siŵplǇ Ŷot

eŶough speeĐhes aǀailaďle iŶ eaĐh Đase foƌ ŵeasuƌeŵeŶts peƌ Ǉeaƌ. “eĐoŶd, the

ŵodel does Ŷot aĐĐouŶt foƌ the ǀaƌǇiŶg size of data iŶ eaĐh Đase, iŶflueŶĐiŶg the

ƌoďustŶess of the ƌespeĐƟǀe ƌesults. ThiƌdlǇ, I eǆpeĐt the ǁoƌd fƌeƋueŶĐǇ ĐouŶts

to ďe affeĐted ďǇ ƌaŶdoŵ Ŷoise aŶd otheƌ ďias. Due to the laƩeƌ tǁo ĐoŶstƌaiŶts,

I adopt Loǁe et al. ;ϮϬϭϭ, ϭϯϰͿ siŵple BaǇesiaŶ appƌoaĐh of ĐoŵpuƟŶg staŶdaƌd

eƌƌoƌs aŶd ĐoŶfideŶĐe iŶteƌǀals foƌ the esƟŵates of �. GiǀeŶ that a staŶdaƌd Beta

pƌioƌ oǀeƌ the pƌopoƌƟoŶs of � aŶd � ǁoƌds ǁith paƌaŵeteƌs of �� = �� = �

iŵplies a posteƌioƌ distƌiďuƟoŶ oǀeƌ posiƟoŶ, this is appƌoǆiŵated foƌ �+� ≥ 10

as:

��|�,�~Noƌŵal(�,�2)

� = log�+�

� +�

�2 = (�+�)−1 +(� +�)−1

ás Loǁe et al. ;ϮϬϭϭ, ϭϯϰͿ eǆplaiŶ, seƫŶg � = .5 ĐoƌƌespoŶds to a sǇŵŵetƌiĐal

iŶǀaƌiaŶt JeffƌeǇs pƌioƌ, heƌe oǀeƌ autoĐƌaƟĐ aŶd deŵoĐƌaƟĐ stǇles of laŶguage.

This suggests the folloǁiŶg ϵϱ peƌĐeŶt ĐoŶfideŶĐe iŶteƌǀal:¹¹

[�� −1.96�,�� +1.96�]

¹¹áll opeƌaƟoŶs ǁeƌe doŶe iŶ ‘ ;ϮϬϭϳ, ǀ. ϯ.ϰ.Ϭ.Ϳ ǁith the ƋuaŶteda ;BeŶoit et al., ϮϬϭϳ, ǀ. Ϭ.ϵ.ϵ.Ϳ
aŶd tŵ paĐkage ;FeiŶeƌeƌ aŶd HoƌŶik, ϮϬϭϳ, ǀ. Ϭ.ϳ-ϭ.Ϳ. The ƌepliĐaƟoŶ files aƌe aǀailaďle at: https:

//dataverse.harvard.edu/dataverse/sfm.
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ϰ.ϰ.ϰ FiŶdiŶgs

QuaŶƟtaƟǀe AŶalǇsis

Figuƌe ϰ.ϯ illustƌates the fiŶdiŶgs of the diĐƟoŶaƌǇ-ďased logit sĐaliŶg of Ϯ,Ϭϳϰ

speeĐhes ďǇ poliƟĐal leadeƌs fƌoŵϮϮ ĐouŶtƌies. It shoǁs the esƟŵated posiƟoŶ foƌ

eaĐh Đase oŶ the sĐale of autoĐƌaƟĐ to deŵoĐƌaƟĐ stǇles of laŶguage as ŶegaƟǀe to

posiƟǀe eŶds of ďoth aǆes. FolloǁiŶg the ĐoŶĐepts of laŶguages iŶ Figuƌe ϰ.ϭ, the

ǆ aǆis ŵeasuƌes the leadeƌs͛ eŵphasis of liďeƌalisŵ oƌ illiďeƌalisŵ, the Ǉ aǆis the

leadeƌs͛ eŵphasis of deŵoĐƌaƟĐ oƌ autoĐƌaƟĐ pƌoĐeduƌes. “iŵilaƌ to MedzihoƌskǇ

et al. ;ϮϬϭϳ, ϲͿ, I iŶtegƌated the ϵϱ peƌĐeŶt ƌegioŶ of the esƟŵated ĐoŶfideŶĐe

iŶteƌǀals as lightlǇ-Đoloƌed ellipses aƌouŶd eaĐh Đase.

Figure ϰ.ϯ: CoŵpaƌiŶg the LaŶguage of PoliƟĐal Leadeƌs

It is stƌikiŶg that alŵost all hegeŵoŶiĐ ƌegiŵes iŶ this aŶalǇsis eŵphasize deŵo-

ĐƌaƟĐ pƌoĐeduƌes iŶ a ĐoŵpaƌaƟǀelǇ high degƌee. With the slight deǀiaƟoŶ of “iŶ-

gapoƌe, theǇ outpeƌfoƌŵ all the otheƌ iŶspeĐted Đases of authoƌitaƌiaŶisŵ. Uzďek-

istaŶ is at the ǀeƌǇ top of the sĐale, ĐloselǇ folloǁed ďǇ KazakhstaŶ, JoƌdaŶ aŶd

C
E

U
eT

D
C

ol
le

ct
io

n



ϰ. The LaŶguage of DeŵoĐƌaĐǇ iŶ HegeŵoŶiĐ áuthoƌitaƌiaŶisŵ ϭϭϳ

TajikistaŶ. Theiƌ sĐoƌes of speakiŶg aďout deŵoĐƌaƟĐ pƌoĐeduƌes Đoŵpaƌe to those

of deŵoĐƌaĐies oƌ eǀeŶ outƌuŶ theŵ. Yet, a ĐƌuĐial diffeƌeŶĐe is that the laŶguage

of hegeŵoŶiĐ ƌegiŵes ĐleaƌlǇ aĐĐeŶtuates illiďeƌalisŵ ǁheƌeas the deŵoĐƌats iŶ

this aŶalǇsis stƌess liďeƌalisŵ. While these fiŶdiŶgs ĐoŶfiƌŵ ŵǇ fiƌst hǇpothesis aŶd

shoǁ that the leadeƌs of hegeŵoŶiĐ ƌegiŵes oǀeƌstate the talk aďout deŵoĐƌaĐǇ,

theǇ also highlight that this laŶguage of deŵoĐƌaĐǇ iŶ ŶoŶ-deŵoĐƌaƟĐ suƌƌouŶd-

iŶgs tǇpiĐallǇ laĐks eleŵeŶts of liďeƌalisŵ.

‘egaƌdiŶg the Đlosed ƌegiŵes iŶ this aŶalǇsis, it is Ŷot suƌpƌisiŶg that iŶ ĐoŶtƌast

to the otheƌ Đases, theǇ aƌe all ďeloǁ the zeƌo leǀel of eŵphasiziŶg deŵoĐƌaƟĐ

pƌoĐeduƌes oƌ liďeƌalisŵ. This suppoƌts ŵǇ seĐoŶd hǇpothesis: IŶteŶsiǀelǇ talkiŶg

aďout deŵoĐƌaĐǇ is Ŷeitheƌ a plausiďle Ŷoƌ a paƌƟĐulaƌlǇ effeĐƟǀe stƌategiĐ tool

iŶ the loŶg-ƌuŶŶiŶg ŵoŶaƌĐhies of “audi áƌaďia, Kuǁait aŶd UŶited áƌaď Eŵiƌates.

álso the isolated ƌegiŵe of Noƌth Koƌea seeŵs to dƌaǁ ŵostlǇ oŶ otheƌ ƌhetoƌiĐ

stƌategies. While “audi áƌaďia has the highest sĐoƌes iŶ stƌessiŶg autoĐƌaƟĐ pƌoĐe-

duƌes iŶ its offiĐial ĐoŵŵuŶiĐaƟoŶ, it is Noƌth Koƌea ǁhiĐh ŵakes use of the ŵost

illiďeƌal laŶguage iŶ this aŶalǇsis.

The fiŶdiŶgs ĐoŶĐeƌŶiŶg the ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe ƌegiŵes iŶ this aŶalǇsis suggest that

theiƌ leadeƌs aƌe also talkiŶg aďout deŵoĐƌaĐǇ - Ǉet, as assuŵed iŶ the thiƌd hǇ-

pothesis, iŶ ŵoƌe ŵodeƌate diŵeŶsioŶs. UgaŶda, MoƌoĐĐo, aŶd MalaǇsia shoǁ

aǀeƌage peƌfoƌŵaŶĐes ĐoŶĐeƌŶiŶg the deŵoĐƌaƟĐ pƌoĐeduƌes diŵeŶsioŶ. Due to

a ĐoŵpaƌaƟǀelǇ sŵall aŵouŶt of speeĐhes fƌoŵ the ĐuƌƌeŶt MalaǇsiaŶ pƌiŵe ŵiŶ-

isteƌ Dato͛ “ƌi Mohd Najiď, this disƟŶĐt Đase of ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe authoƌitaƌiaŶisŵ¹ϸ is

ďased oŶ a ƌelaƟǀelǇ Đoaƌse esƟŵate. Yet, the ŵoƌe ƌoďust fiŶdiŶgs foƌ ‘ussia - the

otheƌ tǇpiĐal Đase of ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe authoƌitaƌiaŶisŵ iŶ this aŶalǇsis - suggest that

PuƟŶ is haƌdlǇ talkiŶg aďout deŵoĐƌaƟĐ pƌoĐeduƌes oƌ liďeƌal ǀalues if Đoŵpaƌed

to hegeŵoŶiĐ ƌegiŵes. This is a ĐouŶteƌ-iŶtuiƟǀe fiŶdiŶg ďeĐause hegeŵoŶiĐ ƌeg-

iŵes aƌe geŶeƌallǇ ŵoƌe Đlosed, isolated aŶd oŌeŶ also ŵoƌe ƌepƌessiǀe thaŶ Đoŵ-

peƟƟǀe ƌegiŵes.

¹ϸMalaǇsia aŶd ‘ussia sĐoƌe ϳ iŶ ďoth DPI iŶdiĐatoƌs aŶd aƌe theƌefoƌe ĐoŶsideƌed as tǇpiĐal
ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe ƌegiŵes ;BeĐk et al., ϮϬϬϭ, Đf. Taďle D.ϭ iŶ the áppeŶdiǆͿ. UgaŶda aŶd MoƌoĐĐo aƌe
ƌatheƌ ďoƌdeƌliŶe Đases: UgaŶda sĐoƌes ϲ iŶ the legislaƟǀe aŶd ϳ iŶ the eǆeĐuƟǀe eleĐƟoŶs iŶdiĐatoƌ
ďut is geŶeƌallǇ ĐoŶsideƌed as ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe ;LeǀitskǇ aŶd WaǇ, ϮϬϭϬ, ϯϮͿ. MoƌoĐĐo has loǁ sĐoƌes iŶ
the eǆeĐuƟǀe eleĐƟoŶs iŶdiĐatoƌ due to its ŵoŶaƌĐhiĐ Ŷatuƌe, Ǉet, alloǁs foƌ ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe legislaƟǀe
eleĐƟoŶs ǁhiĐh aƌe Ŷot ďased oŶ a satellite paƌtǇ sǇsteŵ ;sĐoƌe of ϳ aŶd “tepaŶ et al., ϮϬϭϰͿ.
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The deŵoĐƌaƟĐ Đases iŶ this aŶalǇsis sĐoƌe as oŶe ǁould eǆpeĐt foƌ the speeĐh-

es deliǀeƌed ďǇ the leadeƌs of ĐoŶsolidated deŵoĐƌaĐies: situated iŶ the posiƟǀe

aƌea of ďoth aǆes, theǇ speak eǆpliĐitlǇ of deŵoĐƌaƟĐ pƌoĐeduƌes aŶd stƌess liď-

eƌal ǀalues. IŶteƌesƟŶglǇ, the tǁo ďaĐkslidiŶg Đases of HuŶgaƌǇ aŶd TuƌkeǇ deǀi-

ate fƌoŵ this paƩeƌŶ. Theiƌ ƌeǀeƌƟŶg to less opeŶ foƌŵs of goǀeƌŶŵeŶt ŵaŶifests

iŶ the speeĐhes of Viktoƌ OƌďaŶ aŶd ‘eĐep TaǇǇiď EƌdoğaŶ ǁith illiďeƌal stǇles of

laŶguage ǁhiĐh aƌe siŵilaƌ to those of seǀeƌal authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes.

It is geŶeƌallǇ ŶoƟĐeaďle that illiďeƌalisŵ outǁeighs iŶ all of the oďseƌǀed au-

thoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes. While UgaŶda is the oŶlǇ Đase ǁhiĐh is Đlosest to posiƟǀe

sĐoƌes oŶ liďeƌalisŵ, JuĐhe-dƌiǀeŶ Noƌth Koƌea aŶd ƌeligious “audi áƌaďia haǀe

stƌikiŶglǇ ŶegaƟǀe ǀalues oŶ this diŵeŶsioŶ. Fuƌtheƌŵoƌe, all ƌegiŵes - also the

Đlosed oŶes - peƌfoƌŵ ďeƩeƌ iŶ eŵphasiziŶg deŵoĐƌaƟĐ pƌoĐeduƌes thaŶ speak-

iŶg aďout liďeƌal ǀalues. This iŶdiĐates that autoĐƌats feigŶ less aďout fƌeedoŵ,

opeŶŶess, eƋualitǇ aŶd tƌaŶspaƌeŶĐǇ ďut ƌatheƌ speak aďout seeŵiŶglǇ deŵo-

ĐƌaƟĐ eleĐƟoŶs aŶd ƌefoƌŵs iŶ theiƌ ĐouŶtƌǇ. OŶe ƌeasoŶ foƌ this Đould ďe that

it is ŵuĐh ŵoƌe ĐhalleŶgiŶg to fake liďeƌalisŵ iŶ illiďeƌal suƌƌouŶdiŶgs. HeŶĐe, the

illiďeƌalisŵ-liďeƌalisŵ sĐale ĐaŶ ďe seeŶ as a ƌough pƌediĐtoƌ of authoƌitaƌiaŶisŵ

aŶd deŵoĐƌaĐǇ, ǁhile the sĐale of deŵoĐƌaƟĐ ǀeƌsus autoĐƌaƟĐ pƌoĐeduƌes poiŶts

to the hǇpoĐƌiƟĐal Đases of hegeŵoŶiĐ authoƌitaƌiaŶisŵǁhiĐh ǀapoƌ aďout deŵoĐ-

ƌaĐǇ ǁhile peƌpetuaƟŶg a full-ďloǁŶ authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌule.

QualitaƟǀe AŶalǇsis

The ƋualitaƟǀe aŶalǇsis haǀe the puƌpose to fuƌtheƌ illustƌate the diffeƌeŶĐe iŶ laŶ-

guage stǇles aŵoŶg autoĐƌats ďǇ lookiŶg at the ĐoŶteǆt of fƌeƋueŶtlǇ used teƌŵs iŶ

the offiĐial ĐoŵŵuŶiĐaƟoŶ of UzďekistaŶ, “audi áƌaďia, aŶd ‘ussia. I Đhose these

Đases ďeĐause theǇ ƌepƌeseŶt eaĐh of the authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵe tǇpes: UzďekistaŶ

is a hegeŵoŶiĐ ƌegiŵe, the ŵoŶaƌĐhiĐ ƌegiŵe of “audi áƌaďia is poliƟĐallǇ Đlosed,

‘ussia holds ƌegulaƌ eleĐƟoŶs ǁhiĐh aƌe geŶeƌallǇ ĐoŶsideƌed as ;ŵiŶiŵallǇͿ Đoŵ-

peƟƟǀe ;BeĐk et al., ϮϬϬϭ; HǇde aŶd MaƌiŶoǀ, ϮϬϭϮͿ. The aŶalǇsis assesses eǆ-

Đeƌpts of the ƌegiŵes͛ speeĐhes ǁith the help of Yoshikodeƌ s͛ keǇ-ǁoƌd-iŶ-ĐoŶteǆt
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tool ;Loǁe, ϮϬϭϱͿ. This tool eǆtƌaĐts foƌ eaĐh teƌŵ of the diĐƟoŶaƌǇ the fiǀe pƌeĐe-

deŶt aŶd suďseƋueŶt ǁoƌds iŶ the ƌespeĐƟǀe teǆts, alloǁiŶg to aĐĐess the ďaĐk-

gƌouŶd of ƌeĐuƌƌiŶg teƌŵs aŶd, ďased oŶ this, seleĐt ƌeleǀaŶt teǆt passages foƌ

fuƌtheƌ iŶƋuiƌies.

The LaŶguage of DeŵoĐƌaĐǇ iŶ HegeŵoŶiĐ UzďekistaŶ

áuthoƌitaƌiaŶ UzďekistaŶ ƌefeƌs ƌeŵaƌkaďlǇ fƌeƋueŶt to deŵoĐƌaƟĐ pƌoĐeduƌes iŶ

its offiĐial ĐoŵŵuŶiĐaƟoŶ. The ƋualitaƟǀe aŶalǇsis pƌoǀides details aďout this iŶ-

teŶse ƌhetoƌiĐ ďoasƟŶg of deŵoĐƌaĐǇ iŶ ŶaƟoŶal aŶd iŶteƌŶaƟoŶal speeĐhes. Islaŵ

Kaƌiŵoǀ, the loŶg-ƌuŶŶiŶg ďut last Ǉeaƌ deĐeased pƌesideŶt of iŶdepeŶdeŶt Uzďek-

istaŶ, ĐoŶstaŶtlǇ stƌesses iŶ his speeĐhes the ƌegiŵe s͛ appaƌeŶt aiŵ of ďuildiŶg a

deŵoĐƌaƟĐ state, iŶteŶsifǇiŶg the deŵoĐƌaƟĐ tƌaŶsfoƌŵaƟoŶ aŶd ͞ĐoŶsolidaƟŶg

deŵoĐƌaƟĐ ǀalues iŶ the ŵiŶds of the people .͟¹Ϲ Hoǁeǀeƌ, siŵilaƌ to the jusƟfiĐa-

ƟoŶ paƩeƌŶs iŶ otheƌ post-“oǀiet ƌegiŵes ;‘oďeƌts, ϮϬϭϱa, ϭϱϰͿ, he keeps poiŶƟŶg

out that the ĐouŶtƌǇ folloǁs its ͞oǁŶ ŵodel of deŵoĐƌaƟzaƟoŶ,͟ dispelliŶg aŶǇ Đƌi-

ƟƋue aďout the failuƌe to aĐhieǀe this goal. áŌeƌ the death of Kaƌiŵoǀ iŶ ϮϬϭϲ, the

ƌegiŵe ŵaŶaged a sŵooth leadeƌship suĐĐessioŶ aŶd iŶstalled “haǀkat MiƌziǇoǇeǀ

as pƌesideŶt. LoǇal to his pƌedeĐessoƌ, he pƌaises the deŵoĐƌaƟĐ ƌefoƌŵs ǁhiĐh

haǀe ďeeŶ appaƌeŶtlǇ aĐĐoŵplished uŶdeƌ Kaƌiŵoǀ s͛ ƌule aŶd likeǁise Đlaiŵs to

ďe ĐoŵŵiƩed to ͞ďuildiŶg a fƌee, deŵoĐƌaƟĐ, huŵaŶe state.͟

áŶotheƌ iteƌaƟǀe eleŵeŶt iŶ the offiĐial ĐoŵŵuŶiĐaƟoŶ of the ƌegiŵe is the

alleged deŵoĐƌaƟĐ eleĐtoƌal pƌoĐess. Both leadeƌs talk aďout theiƌ ͞ŵeeƟŶgs ǁith

ǀoteƌs͟ aŶd theƌeďǇ pƌeteŶd a ĐiƟzeŶ-oƌieŶtated stǇle of goǀeƌŶaŶĐe. PoliƟĐal paƌ-

Ɵes iŶ UzďekistaŶ eǆist at the pleasuƌe of the pƌesideŶt, shaƌe siŵilaƌ ageŶdas aŶd

haǀe Ŷo ƌeal iŶflueŶĐe iŶ the peƌsoŶalist ƌegiŵe ;BeaĐhĄiŶ aŶd KeǀlihaŶ, ϮϬϭϱ;

Badeƌ, ϮϬϬϵͿ. Yet, ďoth leadeƌs Đlaiŵ the eleĐƟoŶs to ďe guided ďǇ deŵoĐƌaƟĐ

pƌiŶĐiples. Despite the ƌidiĐulouslǇ high eleĐƟoŶ outĐoŵes of the last deĐades

;BeaĐhĄiŶ aŶd KeǀlihaŶ, ϮϬϭϱ, ϱϬϭͿ, the ƌegiŵe speaks of ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe ĐaŵpaigŶs.

¹Ϲáll diƌeĐt aŶd iŶdiƌeĐt ĐitaƟoŶs fƌoŵ the speeĐhes ƌefeƌ to the Đoƌpus of teǆts foƌ eaĐh Đase.
The áppeŶdiǆ pƌoǀides the souƌĐes foƌ the teǆt Đoƌpoƌa.
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MiƌziǇoǇeǀ ĐoŵŵeŶts foƌ the ŵost ƌeĐeŶt eleĐtoƌal ƌesults that ͞all foƌeigŶ oď-

seƌǀeƌs opeŶlǇ aŶd uŶaŶiŵouslǇ aĐkŶoǁledged that the eleĐƟoŶsǁeƌe ĐoŶduĐted

iŶ the atŵospheƌe of souŶd ĐoŵpeƟƟoŶ aŶd stƌuggle aŵoŶg poliƟĐal paƌƟes.͟

This stateŵeŶt is iŶ shaƌp ĐoŶtƌast to the O“CE s͛ fiŶal ƌepoƌt aďout these eleĐ-

ƟoŶs ǁhiĐh ƌepeatedlǇ fiŶds a laĐk of ĐoŵpeƟƟǀeŶess aŶd lists a plethoƌa of se-

ƌious ĐoŶĐeƌŶs aďout uŶdue liŵitaƟoŶs oŶ fuŶdaŵeŶtal fƌeedoŵs of eǆpƌessioŶ,

assoĐiaƟoŶ aŶd asseŵďlǇ duƌiŶg the eleĐtoƌal pƌoĐess ;O“CE, ϮϬϭϲ, ϭ-ϮͿ. Hoǁeǀeƌ,

as also ďoldlǇ ƌepoƌted iŶ loĐal Ŷeǁspapeƌs ;TashkeŶƫŵes, ϮϬϭϲͿ, otheƌ iŶteƌŶa-

ƟoŶal oƌgaŶizaƟoŶs suĐh as the “haŶghai CoopeƌaƟoŶ OƌgaŶizaƟoŶ ;“COͿ, kŶoǁŶ

foƌ pƌoŵoƟŶg authoƌitaƌiaŶ Ŷoƌŵs iŶ CeŶtƌal ásia ;áŵďƌosio, ϮϬϬϴͿ, suppoƌt this

pƌeteŶse of deŵoĐƌaĐǇ.

‘epeatedlǇ usiŶg a feǁ seleĐted teƌŵs suĐh as ͞deŵoĐƌaƟĐ,͟ ͞fƌee,͟ aŶd ͞liď-

eƌal͟ is a stƌikiŶg ĐhaƌaĐteƌisƟĐ of UzďekistaŶ s͛ liŶguisƟĐ stƌategǇ. Both pƌesideŶts

applǇ these ďuzzǁoƌds ǁith gƌeat foƌŵulaiĐitǇ - as if the ŵaŶtƌa-like ƌepeƟƟoŶs

ǁould ďelie the ŶaƟoŶal aŶd iŶteƌŶaƟoŶal audieŶĐe aďout the faĐt that UzďekistaŶ

is Ŷeitheƌ a deŵoĐƌaƟĐ Ŷoƌ a liďeƌal ĐouŶtƌǇ aŶd, as the past deĐades haǀe shoǁŶ,

has also Ŷot ďeeŶ eŶ ƌoute of ďeĐoŵiŶg oŶe.

While the Uzďek ƌegiŵe stƌategiĐallǇ uses these ďuzzǁoƌds to siŵulate deŵoĐ-

ƌaƟzaƟoŶ aŶd a paƌƟĐipatoƌǇ stǇle of goǀeƌŶŵeŶt, its leadeƌs also applǇ a ƌatheƌ

illiďeƌal laŶguage. NaƟoŶal ǀalues aŶd tƌadiƟoŶs aŶd the spiƌitual heƌitage of the

Uzďek people aƌe ƌeĐuƌƌiŶg ŵoƟǀes. Fuƌtheƌŵoƌe, theƌe aƌe fƌeƋueŶt ƌefeƌeŶĐes

to the ĐouŶtƌǇ s͛ ͞ĐeŶtuƌies-loŶg histoƌǇ͟ aŶd faŵous figuƌes Đlaiŵed to ďe the

gloƌious aŶĐestoƌs of the Uzďek people ;e.g. áŵiƌ TiŵuƌͿ. ás alƌeadǇ assessed iŶ

gƌeat detail iŶ otheƌ ĐoŶtƌiďuƟoŶs ;KuƌzŵaŶ, ϭϵϵϵ; MaƌĐh, ϮϬϬϮ; Maeƌz, ϮϬϭϳͿ,

suĐh histoƌiĐ ƌeiŶteƌpƌetaƟoŶs aŶd iŶǀeŶƟoŶs of a loŶg-staŶdiŶg Uzďek ŶaƟoŶ-

hood¹Ϻ seƌǀe the ƌegiŵe to fosteƌ ŶaƟoŶal ĐoŶsĐiousŶess, patƌioƟsŵ, aŶd uŶitǇ

aŵoŶg the people liǀiŶg iŶ post-“oǀiet UzďekistaŶ. The ƌegiŵe Đlaiŵs legiƟŵaĐǇ

foƌ its ͞gƌeat leadeƌship,͟ oŌeŶ eƋuated ǁith áŵiƌ Tiŵuƌ s͛ heƌoiĐ ƋualiƟes, ďǇ

highlighƟŶg UzďekistaŶ s͛ staďilitǇ aŶd ĐoŶtƌasƟŶg it to the uŶstaďle ĐoŶdiƟoŶs

¹ϺThe ĐouŶtƌǇ of UzďekistaŶ as suĐh has aĐtuallǇ a ƌatheƌ shoƌt histoƌǇ, Đf. Baldauf ;ϭϵϵϭͿ.
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iŶ ŶeighďoƌiŶg ĐouŶtƌies. “tƌiĐt ďoƌdeƌ ĐoŶtƌols aŶd otheƌ ŵeaŶs of ƌepƌessioŶ

aƌe jusƟfied ďǇ seĐuƌitǇ Ŷeeds aŶd the assuƌaŶĐe of ͞Ŷot alloǁiŶg aŶǇ eǀil to the

ĐouŶtƌǇ s͛ dooƌsteps.͟ CoŵďiŶiŶg eŵptǇ phƌases aďout deŵoĐƌaƟzaƟoŶ ǁith suĐh

paƩeƌŶs of poǁeƌ ŵaiŶteŶaŶĐe fuƌtheƌ uŶŵasks the Uzďek pƌesideŶts͛ douďle

tƌaĐked stƌategǇ of speakiŶg like deŵoĐƌats ǁhile upholdiŶg a stƌiĐtlǇ authoƌitaƌ-

iaŶ ƌule.

The Closed Regiŵe of “audi Aƌaďia

The speeĐhes of “audi áƌaďia s͛ leadeƌs aƌe aŵoŶg the ŵost authoƌitaƌiaŶ if Đoŵ-

paƌed to the ƌhetoƌiĐ stǇles of the otheƌ Đases iŶ this aŶalǇsis - ďoth iŶ teƌŵs

of stƌessiŶg illiďeƌalisŵ aŶd speakiŶg aďout autoĐƌaƟĐ pƌoĐeduƌes. IŶ ĐoŶtƌast to

the offiĐial ĐoŵŵuŶiĐaƟoŶ of hegeŵoŶiĐ UzďekistaŶ, the Đlosed ƌegiŵe uses the

teƌŵs ͞deŵoĐƌaƟĐ͟ oƌ ͞deŵoĐƌaĐǇ͟ Ŷot eǀeŶ oŶĐe iŶ aŶǇ of the ϲϯ speeĐhes Đol-

leĐted foƌ the aŶalǇsis. álthough “audi áƌaďia alloǁs foƌ ƌegulaƌ ŵuŶiĐipal eleĐ-

ƟoŶs, the leadeƌs ŵeŶƟoŶ these eleĐƟoŶs oŶlǇ tǁiĐe iŶ the assessed ŵateƌial,

iŶdiĐaƟŶg theiƌ iŶsigŶifiĐaŶĐe foƌ shapiŶg the poliƟĐs of the ĐouŶtƌǇ. Otheƌ teƌŵs

eŵďleŵaƟĐ foƌ a deŵoĐƌaƟĐ stǇle of laŶguage aƌe ďaƌelǇ used: ͞fƌee͟ appeaƌs Ŷei-

theƌ oŌeŶ Ŷoƌ iŶ teƌŵs of fƌeedoŵ iŶ the ĐouŶtƌǇ ďut ƌatheƌ iŶ the ĐoŶteǆt of “audi

áƌaďia s͛ iŶteƌŶaƟoŶal deŵaŶds suĐh as ͞estaďlishiŶg a fƌee aŶd iŶdepeŶdeŶt state

of PalesƟŶe͟ oƌ ŵakiŶg ͞the ŵiddle east fƌee fƌoŵ atoŵiĐ ǁeapoŶs.͟ ͞Liďeƌaliza-

ƟoŶ͟ is ŵeŶƟoŶed oŶlǇ oŶĐe iŶ eĐoŶoŵiĐ ĐoŶteǆts, the teƌŵ ͞liďeƌal͟ does Ŷot

oĐĐuƌ at all. It is oďǀious that KiŶg áďdullah aŶd KiŶg “alŵaŶ aǀoid teƌŵs ǁith a

stƌoŶg ĐoŶŶotaƟoŶ of deŵoĐƌaĐǇ aŶd use ŵoƌe iŶŶoĐuous ǁoƌds aŶd plaƟtudes

suĐh as ͞peaĐe,͟ ͞haƌŵoŶǇ͟ aŶd ͞fƌieŶdship.͟ Yet, also suĐh spoƌadiĐallǇ applied

teƌŵiŶologǇ is outǁeighed ďǇ the fƌeƋueŶt use of those ǁoƌds iŶ this aƌƟĐle s͛ diĐ-

ƟoŶaƌǇ ǁhiĐh ƌepƌeseŶt aŶ autoĐƌaƟĐ stǇle of laŶguage.

‘eligioŶ aŶd the authoƌitǇ of the ƌoǇal faŵilǇ aƌe ƌeĐuƌƌiŶg topiĐs iŶ the offiĐial

addƌesses of the loŶg-staŶdiŶg IslaŵiĐ ŵoŶaƌĐhǇ.¹ϻ While UzďekistaŶ - also a ĐouŶ-

¹ϻ‘oďustŶess tests haǀe shoǁŶ that also ǁithout iŶĐludiŶg suĐh ƌeligious aŶd ŵoŶaƌĐhiĐ teƌŵs
iŶ the diĐƟoŶaƌǇ, “audi áƌaďia sƟll outpeƌfoƌŵs ŵost of the otheƌ Đases iŶ teƌŵs of aŶ autoĐƌaƟĐ
stǇle of laŶguage.
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tƌǇ iŶ ǁhiĐh the ŵajoƌitǇ of the people is Musliŵ - ƌaƌelǇ ƌefeƌs to ͞állah͟ oƌ ͞Is-

laŵ͟ iŶ its offiĐial ĐoŵŵuŶiĐaƟoŶ, these aŶd otheƌ ƌeligious ǁoƌds aƌe aŵoŶg the

ŵost fƌeƋueŶtlǇ used teƌŵs iŶ the speeĐhes of “audi áƌaďia. ás peƌpetual foƌŵu-

las, ďoth ŵoŶaƌĐhs ƌeŵiŶd the people iŶ theiƌ speeĐhes that theǇ see theŵselǀes

Đalled ďǇ God aŶd led ďǇ his ǁill. Otheƌ pƌoŵiŶeŶt suďjeĐts aƌe the ĐouŶtƌǇ s͛ sta-

ďilitǇ, seĐuƌitǇ iŶ the ƌegioŶ aŶd ŶaƟoŶal uŶitǇ. “ediƟoŶ Đalls aƌe ĐoŶsideƌed eǀil

aŶd the people aƌe ĐoŶstaŶtlǇ uƌged to pƌeseƌǀe this uŶitǇ.

IŶ ŵost of the offiĐial speeĐhes of the “audi kiŶgdoŵ, ǁoŵeŶ aƌe Ŷeitheƌ

addƌessed Ŷoƌ ŵeŶƟoŶed. álthough foƌ the fiƌst Ɵŵe iŶ “audi áƌaďia s͛ histoƌǇ

ǁoŵeŶ ǁeƌe alloǁed to ƌuŶ foƌ offiĐe duƌiŶg the ŵuŶiĐipal eleĐƟoŶs iŶ ϮϬϭϱ, theǇ

aƌe sƟll suďjeĐt to a deep-ƌooted eǆĐlusioŶ iŶ “audi áƌaďia ;ál-‘asheed, ϮϬϭϯͿ. The

aďseŶĐe of ǁoŵeŶ iŶ ǀaƌious spheƌes of life ŵight also eǆplaiŶ ǁhǇ iŶ the ŵajoƌitǇ

of the speeĐhes, the kiŶgs addƌess theiƌ audieŶĐe ŵeƌelǇ ǁith ͞deaƌ ďƌotheƌs͟ aŶd

haǀe oŶlǇ ƌeĐeŶtlǇ staƌted to speak oĐĐasioŶallǇ of ͞ďƌotheƌs aŶd sisteƌs.͟ Despite

these aŶd otheƌ ŵiŶiŵal sigŶs of opeŶiŶg ;Le ‘eŶaƌd, ϮϬϭϰͿ, “audi áƌaďia ƌeŵaiŶs

oŶe of the poliƟĐallǇ ŵost Đlosed ƌegiŵes iŶ the ǁoƌld. CoŶfiƌŵiŶg ŵǇ seĐoŶd hǇ-

pothesis, the aŶalǇsis of its offiĐial ĐoŵŵuŶiĐaƟoŶ illustƌates that the ĐouŶtƌǇ is

also liŶguisƟĐallǇ ƌuled iŶ a ǀeƌǇ authoƌitaƌiaŶ aŶd uŶpƌogƌessiǀe stǇle.

The CoŵpeƟƟǀe Regiŵe of Russia

The aŶalǇsis of the speeĐhes deliǀeƌed ďǇ Vladiŵiƌ PuƟŶ duƌiŶg his ĐuƌƌeŶt teƌŵ

of offiĐe as pƌesideŶt of ‘ussia ;ϮϬϭϮ-ϮϬϭϳͿ deŵoŶstƌates that theƌe is a slight

pƌeǀaleŶĐe of talkiŶg ŵoƌe aďout deŵoĐƌaƟĐ thaŶ autoĐƌaƟĐ pƌoĐeduƌes. Yet, at

the saŵe Ɵŵe, PuƟŶ ŵakes use of a ĐoŵpaƌaƟǀelǇ illiďeƌal stǇle of laŶguage. The

ĐoŶteǆtualized eǆaŵiŶaƟoŶ of the teǆts ƌeǀeals that ǁhile PuƟŶ speaks aďout Đul-

tuƌal aŶd ethŶiĐ diǀeƌsitǇ iŶ ‘ussia aŶd desĐƌiďes the ĐouŶtƌǇ as opeŶ aŶd self-

ƌespeĐƟŶg, he is also eŵphasiziŶg tƌadiƟoŶal ǀalues, ŶaƟoŶalisŵ aŶd pateƌŶalisŵ.

Coŵpaƌed to the otheƌ Đases of authoƌitaƌiaŶisŵ, the pƌesideŶt s͛ ƌefeƌeŶĐes to

the ŵilitaƌǇ aƌe ƌeŵaƌkaďlǇ fƌeƋueŶt. ͞‘ussia s͛ gloƌious ŵilitaƌǇ tƌadiƟoŶs,͟ its

aĐadeŵies, skills, aĐhieǀeŵeŶts, aŶd latest teĐhŶologies aƌe oǀeƌlǇ pƌaised. The
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͞Gƌeat PatƌioƟĐ Waƌ͟ ;WW IIͿ is a ƌeĐuƌƌiŶg topiĐ, the ŵeŵoƌǇ aďout its heƌoes

aŶd seŶteŶĐes like ͞‘ussia ǁill alǁaǇs ƌeŵaiŶ iŶǀiŶĐiďle͟ aƌe to eŶdoǁ patƌioƟsŵ,

ŶaƟoŶal pƌide aŶd uŶitǇ aŵoŶg the people. Otheƌ fƌeƋueŶt teƌŵs aƌe ͞defeŶd,͟

͞‘ussia s͛ stƌeŶgth͟ aŶd ͞staďilitǇ.͟ These teƌŵs aƌe oŌeŶ ŵeŶƟoŶed iŶ the ĐoŶteǆt

of fighƟŶg ͞illegal dƌugs aŶd ŵigƌaƟoŶ,͟ ͞tƌaffiĐkiŶg͟ aŶd otheƌ Đƌiŵes. “iŵilaƌ to

UzďekistaŶ, the ƌegiŵe is depiĐted as pƌoteĐtoƌ fƌoŵ suĐh thƌeats, legiƟŵiziŶg the

stƌiĐt aŶd ƌepƌessiǀe poliĐies aŶd ŵeasuƌes iŶ this ƌegaƌd.

CoŶĐeƌŶiŶg deŵoĐƌaƟĐ pƌoĐeduƌes, the ŵost salieŶt diffeƌeŶĐe to the ƌhetoƌiĐ

stƌategǇ of hegeŵoŶiĐ UzďekistaŶ is that ǁhile PuƟŶ talks aďout ƌeĐeŶt eleĐƟoŶs

oƌ ƌeƋuiƌes to fight ĐoƌƌupƟoŶ aŶd iŵpƌoǀe jusƟĐe aŶd tƌaŶspaƌeŶĐǇ, his speeĐhes

ďƌoadlǇ laĐk the ĐaŶt aďout the gƌeat aiŵ of ďuildiŶg a deŵoĐƌaĐǇ. IŶdeed, if Đoŵ-

paƌed to the Uzďek speeĐhes, the teƌŵs ͞deŵoĐƌaƟĐ͟ oƌ ͞deŵoĐƌaĐǇ͟ appeaƌ oŶlǇ

oĐĐasioŶallǇ,¹ϼ iŶdiĐaƟŶg that speakiŶg aďout deŵoĐƌaĐǇ is Ŷot deeŵed to ďe aŶ

effiĐieŶt legiƟŵaƟoŶ stƌategǇ foƌ the ‘ussiaŶ ƌegiŵe.

OŶe ƌeasoŶ foƌ ǁhǇ PuƟŶ is ƌaƌelǇ applǇiŶg the teƌŵs ͞deŵoĐƌaƟĐ͟ oƌ ͞deŵoĐ-

ƌaĐǇ͟ Đould ďe‘ussia s͛ shoƌt ďut ƌesoŶaƟŶg eǆpeƌieŶĐesǁith soŵe foƌŵsof deŵoĐ-

ƌaĐǇ uŶdeƌ the pƌesideŶĐǇ of Boƌis YeltsiŶ duƌiŶg the eaƌlǇ ϭϵϵϬs. While the ‘us-

siaŶ ĐoŶsƟtuƟoŶ adopted iŶ ϭϵϵϯ did Ŷot sƟpulate foƌ todaǇ s͛ supeƌpƌesideŶƟal-

isŵ, it pƌoǀided the eŶǀiƌoŶŵeŶt foƌ ĐƌeaƟŶg suĐh a laƌge pƌesideŶƟal appaƌatus.

ás a ĐoŶseƋueŶĐe, the eaƌlǇ foƌŵs of deŵoĐƌaĐǇ iŶ ‘ussia ǁeƌe ŵoƌe aŶd ŵoƌe

ideŶƟfied ǁith oŶe siŶgle peƌsoŶ ;Fish, ϮϬϬϱ, ϮϭϳͿ. Yet, this also ŵeaŶt that the

failuƌes aŶd deĐliŶiŶg populaƌitǇ of YeltsiŶ ǁeƌe aĐĐoŵpaŶied ďǇ a gƌoǁiŶg puďliĐ

skepƟĐisŵ aďout deŵoĐƌaĐǇ. ás Fish ;ϮϬϬϱ, ϮϮϰ-ϮϮϱͿ ǁƌites, foƌ ŵaŶǇ ‘ussiaŶs

the teƌŵ ͞deŵoĐƌat͟ eǀeŶ ďeĐaŵe a Đuƌse ǁoƌd at that Ɵŵe.

áŶotheƌ, ŵoƌe geŶeƌal eǆplaŶaƟoŶ foƌ ǁhǇ the ‘ussiaŶ ƌegiŵe is Ŷot eǆĐes-

siǀelǇ usiŶg the ǀague telos of deŵoĐƌaĐǇ Đould ďe that the at least ŵiŶiŵallǇ

ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe suƌƌouŶdiŶgs aŶd de faĐto eǆisƟŶg opposiƟoŶal foƌĐes iŶ the ĐouŶtƌǇ

push the pƌesideŶt to talk aďout ĐoŶĐƌete poliĐies aŶd ageŶdas. To ǁiŶ the highlǇ

asǇŵŵetƌiĐal ďut Ŷeǀeƌtheless eǆisƟŶg stƌuggle oǀeƌ poliƟĐal populaƌitǇ aŶd le-

¹ϼIŶ the Ϯϳ speeĐhes of UzďekistaŶ, the ƌoot ͞deŵoĐƌa-͟ is ŵeŶƟoŶed at least ϰϰ Ɵŵes. IŶ the
sigŶifiĐaŶt laƌgeƌ aŵouŶt of ‘ussia s͛ speeĐhes ;ϯϮϱͿ, it appeaƌs oŶlǇ ϯϳ Ɵŵes.
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giƟŵaĐǇ, he ƌatheƌ stƌesses the suĐĐessful peƌfoƌŵaŶĐes of the ƌegiŵe aŶd the

stƌeŶgth of eǆisƟŶg iŶsƟtuƟoŶs. NatuƌallǇ, this iŶĐludes also the pƌopagaƟoŶ of

his oǁŶ iŶsƟtuƟoŶ - the ǁell-estaďlished aŶd ŶoŶ-deŵoĐƌaƟĐ sǇsteŵ of PuƟŶisŵ

;Fish ϮϬϬϱ, Chapteƌ ϴ.ϯ, LaƋueuƌ ϮϬϭϱͿ.

ϰ.ϱ AlterŶaƟǀe EǆplaŶaƟoŶs

Theƌe aƌe seǀeƌal aspeĐts ǁhiĐh Đould seƌǀe as alteƌŶaƟǀe eǆplaŶaƟoŶs foƌ the

fiŶdiŶgs of this aƌƟĐle. Foƌ eǆaŵple, ďeside the applied ƌegiŵe Đategoƌies of Đlosed,

hegeŵoŶiĐ, aŶd ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe ƌegiŵes, otheƌ ƌegiŵe ĐlassifiĐaƟoŶs, e.g. ďased oŶ

disĐƌete data suĐh as Geddes et al. ;ϮϬϭϰͿ, haǀe to ďe ĐoŶsideƌed. OŶe ƋuesƟoŶ

iŶ this ƌegaƌd ǁould ďe ǁhetheƌ it is ƌatheƌ the paƌtǇ-ďased, peƌsoŶalist, ŵilitaƌǇ

oƌ ŵoŶaƌĐhiĐ Ŷatuƌe ǁhiĐh eǆplaiŶs ǁhǇ soŵe authoƌitaƌiaŶ leadeƌs iŶteŶsiǀelǇ

speak aďout deŵoĐƌaĐǇ ǁhile otheƌs ŵake use of aŶ authoƌitaƌiaŶ stǇle of laŶ-

guage. Yet, foƌ the Đases oďseƌǀed iŶ this aŶalǇsis, suĐh ĐategoƌizaƟoŶs do Ŷot

ďƌiŶg ŵeaŶiŶgful iŶsights: While soŵe ŵoŶaƌĐhiĐ ƌegiŵes stƌess illiďeƌalisŵ aŶd

autoĐƌaƟĐ pƌoĐeduƌes, otheƌs sƟĐk outǁith legeŶds aďout deŵoĐƌaĐǇ. “iŵilaƌ ĐoŶ-

tƌadiĐƟoŶs aƌe to ďe fouŶd foƌ the otheƌ Đategoƌies.

áuthoƌitaƌiaŶ diffusioŶ ;e.g. LaŶkiŶa et al., ϮϬϭϲͿ as aŶ iŶteƌŶaƟoŶal faĐtoƌ

Đould also eǆplaiŶ ǁhǇ seǀeƌal authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes stƌategiĐallǇ use the telos

of deŵoĐƌaĐǇ ǁhile otheƌs applǇ diffeƌeŶt liŶguisƟĐ taĐƟĐs. IŶdeed, soŵe of the

high-peƌfoƌŵiŶg Đases of hegeŵoŶiĐ ƌegiŵes shaƌe siŵilaƌ histoƌiĐal eǆpeƌieŶĐes

aŶd geopoliƟĐal pƌoǆiŵitǇ. Yet, tƌaĐiŶg the suďtle pƌoĐesses of diffusioŶ is ŵethod-

ologiĐallǇ ĐhalleŶgiŶg. IŶ addiƟoŶ, suĐh diffusioŶ effeĐts aloŶe ĐaŶŶot eǆplaiŶ ǁhǇ

Noƌth Koƌea aŶd “audi áƌaďia ŵake use of a paƌƟĐulaƌ illiďeƌal ƌhetoƌiĐ aŶd hege-

ŵoŶiĐ ƌegiŵes of diffeƌeŶt ƌegioŶs applǇ siŵilaƌ stǇles of deŵoĐƌaƟĐ laŶguage.

ás aŶotheƌ iŶteƌŶaƟoŶal aspeĐt, the ǀaƌiaƟoŶ iŶ laŶguage stǇles aŵoŶg auto-

Đƌats Đould ďe ƌatheƌ a ƋuesƟoŶ of ǁhetheƌ oƌ Ŷot the ƌespeĐƟǀe ƌegiŵes haǀe

stƌoŶg liŶkages to WesteƌŶ deŵoĐƌaĐies. “uĐh liŶkages geŶeƌallǇ iŶĐlude the ǀaƌ-

ious effoƌts of the West to pƌoŵote deŵoĐƌaĐǇ iŶ these ĐouŶtƌies. HeŶĐe, this
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ǁould suggest that paƌƟĐulaƌlǇ those autoĐƌaƟĐ ƌegiŵes ǁhiĐh aƌe taƌgeted ďǇ

these pƌogƌaŵs ŵake stƌategiĐ use of a deŵoĐƌaƟĐ stǇle of laŶguage to pƌeteŶd

deŵoĐƌaƟzaƟoŶ aŶd keep up the fiŶaŶĐial suppoƌt aŶd otheƌ ďeŶefits of these pƌo-

gƌaŵs ;BasƟaeŶs, ϮϬϭϲ, ϭϰϭͿ. Hoǁeǀeƌ, ǁhile seǀeƌal of the hegeŵoŶiĐ ƌegiŵes iŶ

this aƌƟĐle haǀe ďeeŶ iŶdeed the taƌget of WesteƌŶ deŵoĐƌaƟzaƟoŶ effoƌts, the

stƌeŶgth aŶd ŵutual suppoƌt foƌ this liŶkages ǀaƌǇ. Fuƌtheƌŵoƌe, ĐuƌƌeŶt tƌeŶds

aŵoŶg soŵe of these ƌegiŵes ;e.g. UzďekistaŶ oƌ TajikistaŶͿ to stƌiĐtlǇ ƌestƌiĐt oƌ

eǀeŶ eǆpel WesteƌŶ NGOs fƌoŵ theiƌ ĐouŶtƌies haǀe ďeeŶ fuƌtheƌ ǁeakeŶed these

liŶkages ;e.g. )iegleƌ, ϮϬϭϲ; DupuǇ et al., ϮϬϭϲͿ.

Beside this, faĐtoƌs suĐh as a ƌeĐeŶt leadeƌship ĐhaŶge oƌ eǀeŶ a ƌegiŵe doǁŶ-

fall Đould also iŶflueŶĐe the ĐhoiĐe of laŶguage stǇle iŶ the offiĐiallǇ deliǀeƌed

speeĐhes ďǇ these ĐouŶtƌies. Yet, the authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes iŶ this aŶalǇsis aƌe

ŵostlǇ peƌsisteŶt aŶd, as the Đase studies haǀe illustƌated, leadeƌship ĐhaŶges iŶ

UzďekistaŶ oƌ “audi áƌaďia haǀe Ŷot sigŶifiĐaŶtlǇ ĐhaŶged theiƌ deŵoĐƌaƟĐ oƌ au-

toĐƌaƟĐ laŶguage stǇle. Fuƌtheƌŵoƌe, it is stƌikiŶg that those hegeŵoŶiĐ ƌegiŵes

ǁhiĐh iŶteŶsiǀelǇ talk aďout deŵoĐƌaƟĐ pƌoĐeduƌes aŶd iŶsƟtuƟoŶal ƌefoƌŵs eŶ-

duƌe alƌeadǇ foƌ seǀeƌal deĐades ;e.g. TajikistaŶ, KazakhstaŶ, UzďekistaŶ, JoƌdaŶͿ.

This iŶdiĐates that the leadeƌs of these autoĐƌaĐies deeŵ the ƌhetoƌiĐ stƌategǇ of

legiƟŵaƟŶg theiƌ ŶoŶ-ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe ŵulƟpaƌtǇ sǇsteŵ ǁith a possiďlǇ deŵoĐƌaƟĐ

stǇle of laŶguage as effiĐieŶt.

ϰ.ϲ CoŶĐlusioŶ

This aƌƟĐle eǆaŵiŶed autoĐƌaƟĐ aŶd deŵoĐƌaƟĐ stǇles of laŶguage ďǇ aŶalǇziŶg

Ϯ,Ϭϳϰ speeĐhes of poliƟĐal leadeƌs fƌoŵ ϮϮ ĐouŶtƌies. IŶ addiƟoŶ, I ĐoŶduĐted a

ĐoŶteǆtualized aŶdŵoƌe fiŶe-gƌaded aŶalǇsis of speeĐhes deliǀeƌed ďǇ the leadeƌs

of hegeŵoŶiĐUzďekistaŶ, Đlosed “audi áƌaďia aŶd ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe‘ussia.WhileŵaŶǇ

of the ƌeĐeŶt ĐoŶtƌiďuƟoŶs to ŵodeƌŶ autoĐƌaĐǇ ƌeseaƌĐh studǇ the pheŶoŵeŶoŶ

of ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe authoƌitaƌiaŶisŵ, the ŵaiŶ foĐus of this aƌƟĐle ǁas oŶ hegeŵoŶiĐ

ƌegiŵes aŶd the siŵulaƟoŶ of pluƌalisŵ as oŶe of theiƌ keǇ suƌǀiǀal stƌategies.
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The aŶalǇsis iŶƋuiƌed ǁhetheƌ this stƌategǇ of faĐilitaƟŶg elite ĐohesioŶ aŶd

gaiŶiŶg legiƟŵaĐǇ is also ƌefleĐted iŶ the offiĐial ƌhetoƌiĐ of hegeŵoŶiĐ ƌegiŵes.

IŶ this ƌegaƌd, I fouŶd eǀideŶĐe foƌ ŵǇ hǇpothesis that the leadeƌs of hegeŵoŶiĐ

ƌegiŵes use a deŵoĐƌaƟĐ stǇle of laŶguage. Coŵpaƌed to the otheƌ Đases iŶ this

aŶalǇsis, ŵost hegeŵoŶiĐ ƌegiŵes eǀeŶ seeŵ to oǀeƌeŵphasize deŵoĐƌaĐǇ aŶd

deŵoĐƌaƟĐ pƌoĐeduƌes iŶ theiƌ speeĐhes to feigŶ a ĐleaƌlǇ ŶoŶ-eǆisƟŶg sǇsteŵ of

pluƌalisŵ. Yet, as a ĐƌuĐial diffeƌeŶĐe to leadeƌs of deŵoĐƌaĐies, the fiŶdiŶgs il-

lustƌated that this deŵoĐƌaƟĐ laŶguage stǇle of hegeŵoŶiĐ ƌegiŵes ďƌoadlǇ laĐks

eleŵeŶts of liďeƌalisŵ. The ƌeasoŶs foƌ this Đould ďe that speakiŶg aďout liďeƌal

ǀalues iŶ illiďeƌal suƌƌouŶdiŶgs is Ŷot of stƌategiĐ ǀalue foƌ the hegeŵoŶiĐ ƌegiŵes

ǁheŶ foƌŵulaƟŶg Đlaiŵs to legiƟŵaĐǇ iŶ fƌoŶt of a ŶaƟoŶal oƌ iŶteƌŶaƟoŶal puďliĐ.

While the ĐoŶstaŶt talk aďout seeŵiŶglǇ deŵoĐƌaƟĐ pƌoĐeduƌes aŶd iŶsƟtuƟoŶal

ƌefoƌŵs is deeŵed effeĐƟǀe, a ŵoĐk aďout diǀeƌsitǇ, opeŶŶess, aŶd tƌaŶspaƌeŶĐǇ

seeŵs to ďe a ŵuĐh less ĐoŶǀiŶĐiŶg tool foƌ the leadeƌs of hegeŵoŶiĐ ƌegiŵes. IŶ

ĐoŶtƌast to this liŶguisƟĐ taĐƟĐ of hegeŵoŶiĐ ƌegiŵes, the fiŶdiŶgs shoǁed that

the leadeƌs of Đlosed ƌegiŵes haƌdlǇ talk aďout deŵoĐƌaĐǇ. The ƌesults fuƌtheƌ

suggest that also ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe ƌegiŵes haǀe less aspiƌaƟoŶs of usiŶg a deŵoĐƌaƟĐ

stǇle of laŶguage iŶ theiƌ offiĐial ĐoŵŵuŶiĐaƟoŶ.

OŶe ĐoŶstƌaiŶt of the aŶalǇsis iŶ this aƌƟĐle is the liŵited aŵouŶt of Đases iŶ

eaĐh of the thƌee authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵe tǇpes. QuaŶƟtaƟǀelǇ assessiŶg laƌge Ŷuŵ-

ďeƌs of speeĐhes deliǀeƌed ďǇ autoĐƌats is a Ŷeǁ suď field of autoĐƌaĐǇ ƌeseaƌĐh

aŶd this studǇ is ƌatheƌ eǆploƌatoƌǇ. It poiŶts to ĐƌuĐial diffeƌeŶĐes ĐoŶĐeƌŶiŶg the

liŶguisƟĐ stƌategies of autoĐƌaĐies - Ǉet, paƌƟĐulaƌlǇ the fiŶdiŶgs foƌ ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe

ƌegiŵes Ŷeed to ďe tested iŶ a laƌgeƌ aŵouŶt of Đases to fuƌtheƌ geŶeƌalize theŵ.

Thus, futuƌe ƌeseaƌĐh Ŷeeds to fiŶd ďeƩeƌ aŶd ŵoƌe faƌ-ƌeaĐhiŶg ŵethods of data

ĐolleĐƟoŶ foƌ the ƋuaŶƟtaƟǀe aŶalǇsis of the laŶguage of autoĐƌats. IŶstead of ƌe-

feƌƌiŶg to ŵeƌelǇ those Đases of authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes ǁhiĐh upload EŶglish tƌaŶs-

laƟoŶs oŶ theiƌ offiĐial ǁeďsites, iŵpƌoǀed Ŷatuƌal laŶguage pƌoĐessiŶg ;NLPͿ aŶd

Ŷeǁ teǆt ŵiŶiŶg tools Đould help to iŶĐlude ŵoƌe Đases aŶd souƌĐes iŶ ŵulƟple

;ŶoŶ-EuƌopeaŶͿ laŶguages.
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ϰ. The LaŶguage of DeŵoĐƌaĐǇ iŶ HegeŵoŶiĐ áuthoƌitaƌiaŶisŵ ϭϮϳ

The aƌƟĐle disĐussed alteƌŶaƟǀe eǆplaŶaƟoŶs aŶd illustƌated that ǁhile soŵe

of the iŶteƌŶaƟoŶal faĐtoƌs ŵight paƌtlǇ ĐoŶtƌiďute to diffeƌeŶt laŶguage stǇles

aŵoŶg authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes, the oďseƌǀed ǀaƌiaƟoŶs suggest that ƌegiŵe-leǀel

featuƌes oǀeƌƌide otheƌ aspeĐts. Hoǁeǀeƌ, aŶotheƌ task foƌ futuƌe ƌeseaƌĐh ǁould

ďe to fuƌtheƌ sĐƌuƟŶize the ;ƌeĐipƌoĐalͿ effeĐts these laŶguage stǇles haǀe oŶ the

iŶteƌŶaƟoŶal leǀel - paƌƟĐulaƌlǇ the laŶguage of deŵoĐƌaĐǇ used ďǇ the leadeƌs

of hegeŵoŶiĐ ƌegiŵes. Thus, do theǇ iŶdeed gaiŶ legiƟŵaĐǇ aŵoŶg the iŶteƌŶa-

ƟoŶal audieŶĐes addƌessed iŶ theiƌ speeĐhes? IŶ this ƌegaƌd, it ǁould ďe fƌuiƞul to

fuƌtheƌ diseŶtaŶgle the iŶteƌŶaƟoŶal fƌoŵ the ŶaƟoŶal speeĐhes. While this aŶal-

Ǉsis tƌaĐed deŵoĐƌaƟĐ teƌŵs iŶ ďoth kiŶds of these speeĐhes, a ŵoƌe fiŶe-gƌaded

diffeƌeŶƟaƟoŶ of the ƌhetoƌiĐ stǇles aŶd applied foƌŵulaiĐitǇ is Ŷeeded. Fuƌtheƌ

aĐĐouŶƟŶg foƌ suĐh laŶguage-speĐifiĐ aspeĐts ǁheŶ dealiŶg ǁith hegeŵoŶiĐ lead-

eƌs ǁould help WesteƌŶ deŵoĐƌaĐies aŶd the poliĐǇ ĐoŵŵuŶitǇ at laƌge to ďeƩeƌ

ideŶƟfǇ ǁhetheƌ theiƌ fiŶaŶĐiallǇ-stƌoŶg effoƌts of pƌoŵoƟŶg deŵoĐƌaĐǇ Ŷuƌtuƌe

fake deŵoĐƌaƟĐ iŶsƟtuƟoŶs to ĐoŶsolidate authoƌitaƌiaŶisŵ oƌ ƌeal pƌogƌess to

ŵoƌe opeŶ foƌŵs of goǀeƌŶŵeŶts.
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Concluding Remarks

This disseƌtaƟoŶ eǆploƌed diffeƌeŶt stƌategies of autoĐƌaƟĐ poǁeƌ ŵaiŶteŶaŶĐe

iŶ ŵodeƌŶ authoƌitaƌiaŶisŵ. ás aŶ oǀeƌaƌĐhiŶg fƌaŵeǁoƌk foƌ the ǀaƌious aŶalǇ-

ses, the disseƌtaƟoŶ ĐoŶĐeptualized the heǆagoŶ of authoƌitaƌiaŶ peƌsisteŶĐe. This

ŵodel is ďased oŶ the assuŵpƟoŶ that oŶlǇ the ĐoŵďiŶaƟoŶ of ǀaƌious foƌŵs of

ƌepƌessioŶ, ĐooptaƟoŶ, aŶd legiƟŵaƟoŶ eŶsuƌes autoĐƌaƟĐ suƌǀiǀal. “ǇŶthesiziŶg

ƌeĐeŶt ĐoŶtƌiďuƟoŶs iŶ the field, these diffeƌeŶt foƌŵs aƌe ĐoŶĐeptualized as ƌe-

pƌessioŶ of phǇsiĐal iŶtegƌitǇ ƌights, ƌepƌessioŶ of Điǀil aŶd poliƟĐal ƌights, Đoop-

taƟoŶ as ĐoŵpeŶsaƟŶg ǀulŶeƌaďilitǇ oƌ as siŵulaƟŶg pluƌalisŵ, aŶd speĐifiĐ aŶd

diffuse suppoƌt of legiƟŵaƟoŶ. EaĐh of the fouƌ studies of this ĐuŵulaƟǀe disseƌta-

ƟoŶ illuŵiŶated siŶgle aspeĐts of these fuŶdaŵeŶtal pƌiŶĐiples of autoĐƌaƟĐ ƌule.

Fuƌtheƌŵoƌe, theǇ ĐolleĐƟǀelǇ highlighted hoǁ authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes ƌelǇ oŶ ǀeƌǇ

diffeƌeŶt sets of stƌategies to pƌoloŶg theiƌ ƌule.

IŶ this ĐoŶĐludiŶg Đhapteƌ, I fiƌst suŵŵaƌize the theoƌeƟĐal, ŵethodologiĐal

aŶd eŵpiƌiĐal ĐoŶtƌiďuƟoŶs of the fouƌ studies ďǇ lookiŶg at legiƟŵaƟoŶ as oŶe

aspeĐt of autoĐƌaƟĐ ƌule aŶdŵajoƌ foĐus of the iŶƋuiƌies. “eĐoŶdlǇ, I shoǁhoǁ the

oǀeƌall fiŶdiŶgs of ŵǇ eŵpiƌiĐal aŶalǇses outliŶe a Ŷoǀel aŶd ŵulƟfaĐeted piĐtuƌe

of autoĐƌaƟĐ suƌǀiǀal: theŵaŶǇ faĐes of authoƌitaƌiaŶ peƌsisteŶĐe. áŌeƌ eǆplaiŶiŶg

soŵe ĐhalleŶges aŶd liŵitaƟoŶs of the ƌeseaƌĐh iŶ this disseƌtaƟoŶ aŶd disĐussiŶg

alteƌŶaƟǀe eǆplaŶaƟoŶs, I ĐoŶsideƌ ďƌoadeƌ iŵpliĐaƟoŶs of ŵǇ ƌesults aŶd poiŶt

to seǀeƌal aǀeŶues of futuƌe ƌeseaƌĐh.
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CoŶĐludiŶg ‘eŵaƌks ϭϮϵ

Noǀel Forŵs of LegiƟŵaƟŶg AuthoritariaŶisŵ

The iŶƋuiƌǇ aďout hoǁ authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes legiƟŵate theiƌ ƌule has ďeeŶ iŶ

ŵaŶǇ ǁaǇs the staƌƟŶg poiŶt foƌ the ƌeseaƌĐh iŶ this disseƌtaƟoŶ. The ƌelaƟoŶship

ďetǁeeŶ autoĐƌaƟĐ ƌuleƌs aŶd the populaƟoŶ at laƌge appeaƌed to ŵe as highlǇ iŶ-

teƌesƟŶg ƌeseaƌĐh topiĐǁhile I ĐoŶduĐted fieldǁoƌk iŶ seǀeƌal of the CeŶtƌal ásiaŶ

ĐouŶtƌies. BǇ eŶĐouŶteƌiŶg eǀeƌǇdaǇ life uŶdeƌ authoƌitaƌiaŶ ĐoŶdiƟoŶs, I ǁas puz-

zled ďǇ the gƌeat populaƌitǇ of the despoƟĐ, ƌuthless, ďƌute aŶd oŌeŶ ŵegaloŵa-

ŶiaĐ ƌuleƌs iŶ this ƌegioŶ. While this is ĐeƌtaiŶlǇ Ŷot tƌue foƌ all paƌts of the pop-

ulaƟoŶ, I fƌeƋueŶtlǇ talked ǁith people ǁho oďǀiouslǇ ďelieǀed iŶ the legiƟŵate

ƌule of the diĐtatoƌs ƌuŶŶiŶg theiƌ ĐouŶtƌies. Due to eǆtƌeŵe ĐeŶsoƌship aŶd otheƌ

stƌiĐt liŵitaƟoŶs of Điǀil aŶd poliƟĐal ƌights, the heaǀǇ pƌopagaƟoŶ of suĐh legeŶds

of legiƟŵaĐǇ is uŶƌiǀaled aŶd theƌefoƌe less suƌpƌisiŶg iŶ isolated ƌegiŵes suĐh as

Noƌth Koƌea aŶd TuƌkŵeŶistaŶ uŶdeƌ the ƌule of “apaƌŵuƌat NiǇazoǀ ;ϭϵϵϬ-ϮϬϬϲͿ.

Yet, iŶ light of aŶ iŶĐƌeasiŶg gloďalizaƟoŶ aŶd the diffusioŶ of the IŶteƌŶet, ŵodeƌŶ

autoĐƌaĐies aƌe pushed to fiŶd Ŷeǁ aŶd ŵoƌe suďtle ǁaǇs of gaiŶiŶg legiƟŵaĐǇ.

This disseƌtaƟoŶ eǆaŵiŶed seǀeƌal of these Ŷoǀel stƌategies of legiƟŵaƟoŶ iŶ

gƌeat detail aŶd theƌeďǇ sigŶifiĐaŶtlǇ ĐoŶtƌiďuted to the ŶasĐeŶt stƌaŶd of liteƌ-

atuƌe oŶ legiƟŵaƟŶg authoƌitaƌiaŶisŵ, as outliŶed iŶ the iŶtƌoduĐƟoŶ ;e.g. Geƌ-

sĐheǁski, ϮϬϭϯ; áhƌeŶs et al., ϮϬϭϱ; Kailitz aŶd Wuƌsteƌ, ϮϬϭϳ; Dukalskis aŶd Geƌ-

sĐheǁski, ϮϬϭϳ; Dukalskis, ϮϬϭϳͿ.

The fiƌst studǇ looked at hoǁ diffeƌeŶt authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes ŵake use of the

IŶteƌŶet to stƌeŶgtheŶ theiƌ ƌule. The ƋualitaƟǀe assessŵeŶt of e-goǀeƌŶŵeŶt

plaƞoƌŵs iŶ TuƌkŵeŶistaŶ, UzďekistaŶ, KazakhstaŶ, aŶd ‘ussia poiŶted to ĐƌuĐial

diffeƌeŶĐes ďetǁeeŶ ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe aŶd ŶoŶ-ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe ƌegiŵes iŶ this ƌegaƌd. BǇ

pƌoposiŶg a Ŷeǁ ĐoŶĐept of e-goǀeƌŶŵeŶt iŶ autoĐƌaĐies, the studǇ illustƌated

that ǁhile ŶoŶ-ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe ƌegiŵes use theiƌ offiĐial ǁeďsites pƌiŵaƌilǇ to gaiŶ

eǆteƌŶal legiƟŵaĐǇ, the plaƞoƌŵs of ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe ƌegiŵes seƌǀe also as tools foƌ

gaiŶiŶg iŶteƌŶal legiƟŵaĐǇ. Beside its theoƌeƟĐal ĐoŶtƌiďuƟoŶ, the added ǀalue of

this studǇ is also eŵpiƌiĐal siŶĐe assessŵeŶts of e-goǀeƌŶŵeŶt iŶ autoĐƌaĐies haǀe

ďeeŶ sĐaƌĐe.
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CoŶĐludiŶg ‘eŵaƌks ϭϯϬ

áloŶg ǁith otheƌ ĐoŶtƌiďuƟoŶs puďlished iŶ a speĐial issue oŶ legiƟŵaƟoŶ

stƌategies iŶ autoĐƌaĐies ;edited ďǇ Kailitz aŶd Wuƌsteƌ, ϮϬϭϳͿ, the seĐoŶd studǇ,

Đo-authoƌed ǁith CaƌsteŶ Q. “ĐhŶeideƌ, illustƌated that Đlaiŵs to legiƟŵaĐǇ aƌe

iŶdeed ƌeleǀaŶt foƌ the staďilitǇ of autoĐƌaƟĐ ƌegiŵes. The studǇ tested GeƌsĐheǁ-

ski s͛ ;ϮϬϭϯͿ thƌee pillaƌs of staďilitǇ iŶ the ĐoŶteǆt of eleĐtoƌal ƌegiŵes. While eaƌ-

lieƌ appliĐaƟoŶs of the ŵodel looked at the effeĐts of the pillaƌs iŶ isolaƟoŶ of eaĐh

otheƌ ďǇ usiŶg ƌegƌessioŶ aŶalǇsis, this studǇ aƌgued that aŶǇ test of the pillaƌs

Ŷeeds to aĐĐouŶt foƌ theiƌ joiŶt effeĐts. UsiŶg fuzzǇ-set QualitaƟǀe CoŵpaƌaƟǀe

áŶalǇsis, the studǇ eǆploƌed Ŷeǁ ŵethodologiĐal aǀeŶues. The fiŶdiŶgs ƌeǀealed

that ǁhile legiƟŵaƟoŶ aloŶe ĐaŶŶot staďilize autoĐƌaĐǇ, it uŶfolds its effeĐts iŶ

ĐoŵďiŶaƟoŶ ǁith the otheƌ pillaƌs.

Based oŶ the seĐoŶd studǇ s͛ eǆploƌaƟoŶs of hoǁ ƌepƌessioŶ, ĐooptaƟoŶ, aŶd

legiƟŵaƟoŶ ĐoŶjoiŶtlǇ affeĐt autoĐƌaƟĐ staďilitǇ iŶ eleĐtoƌal ƌegiŵes, the thiƌd

studǇ ĐoŶƟŶued this iŶǀesƟgaƟoŶ iŶto suƌǀiǀal stƌategies of autoĐƌaĐies iŶ geŶeƌal.

ás the ŵajoƌ theoƌeƟĐal ĐoŶtƌiďuƟoŶ of this disseƌtaƟoŶ, it ĐoŶĐeptualized the

heǆagoŶ of authoƌitaƌiaŶ peƌsisteŶĐe. IŶ ĐoŶtƌast to GeƌsĐheǁski s͛ ;ϮϬϭϯͿ thƌee

pillaƌs, the heǆagoŶ is ƌooted iŶ set theoƌǇ aŶd aďle to ƌefleĐt the diǀeƌse Đoŵ-

ďiŶaƟoŶs of suƌǀiǀal stƌategies iŶ peƌsisteŶt autoĐƌaĐies of aŶǇ tǇpe. EŵpiƌiĐallǇ,

the fuzzǇ-set QualitaƟǀe CoŵpaƌaƟǀe áŶalǇsis of the thiƌd studǇ pƌoǀided a ŵoƌe

fiŶe-gƌaded piĐtuƌe oŶ hoǁ authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes ŵaŶage to suƌǀiǀe.

áŌeƌ the seĐoŶd aŶd thiƌd studǇ foĐused oŶ seǀeƌal aspeĐts of autoĐƌaƟĐ ƌule

at oŶĐe aŶd ŵade ƌatheƌ geŶeƌal Đlaiŵs aďout the ƌeleǀaŶĐe of legiƟŵaƟoŶ foƌ

the suƌǀiǀal of autoĐƌaĐies, the last studǇ ƌetuƌŶed to a detailed assessŵeŶt of

oŶe ĐƌuĐial faĐtoƌ of legiƟŵaƟŶg authoƌitaƌiaŶisŵ. BǇ usiŶg teĐhŶiƋues of ƋuaŶ-

ƟtaƟǀe teǆt aŶalǇsis to assess Ϯ,Ϭϳϰ speeĐhes of ĐuƌƌeŶt autoĐƌaƟĐ leadeƌs fƌoŵ

ϮϮ ĐouŶtƌies, this studǇ shoǁed hoǁ hegeŵoŶiĐ ƌegiŵes oǀeƌeŵphasize deŵo-

ĐƌaƟĐ pƌoĐeduƌes iŶ theiƌ offiĐial ĐoŵŵuŶiĐaƟoŶ to ďaĐk theiƌ ĐooptaƟoŶ stƌate-

gies of siŵulaƟŶg pluƌalisŵ. MethodologiĐallǇ eŶƌiĐhed ďǇ a ƋualitaƟǀe aŶalǇsis

of seleĐted speeĐhes, the studǇ fuƌtheƌ illustƌated that this ƌhetoƌiĐ stƌategǇ of le-

giƟŵaƟoŶ is diffeƌeŶt to the stǇles of laŶguage iŶ Đlosed aŶd ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe ƌegiŵes.
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CoŶĐludiŶg ‘eŵaƌks ϭϯϭ

Hoǁ AuthoritariaŶ “urǀiǀal “trategies are CoŵďiŶed

The fouƌ paƌts of this disseƌtaƟoŶ offeƌed detailed iŶsights fƌoŵ ŵethodologiĐallǇ

diffeƌeŶt aŶgles iŶto the paƩeƌŶs of legiƟŵaƟŶg authoƌitaƌiaŶisŵ. Yet, the ĐoŶtƌi-

ďuƟoŶ of this disseƌtaƟoŶ goes ďeǇoŶd the iŶ-depth studǇ of legiƟŵaƟoŶ. Thus,

the seĐoŶd aŶd paƌƟĐulaƌlǇ the thiƌd studǇ illuŵiŶated hoǁ the iŶteƌplaǇ of le-

giƟŵaƟoŶ, ĐooptaƟoŶ aŶd ƌepƌessioŶ affeĐts authoƌitaƌiaŶ peƌsisteŶĐe. Fuƌtheƌ-

ŵoƌe, the ĐoŶĐeptualizaƟoŶ aŶd eŵpiƌiĐal appliĐaƟoŶ of the heǆagoŶ illustƌated

that the eŶduƌaŶĐe of authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes is Ŷot ŶeĐessaƌilǇ liŶked to staďilitǇ

aŶd ĐaŶ take diffeƌeŶt, soŵeƟŵes ƌatheƌ uŶstaďle foƌŵs. The Đoƌe ĐoŶĐepts of the

heǆagoŶ aƌe ƌepƌessioŶ of Điǀil aŶd poliƟĐal ƌights, ƌepƌessioŶ of phǇsiĐal iŶtegƌitǇ

ƌights, ĐooptaƟoŶ as ĐoŵpeŶsaƟŶg ǀulŶeƌaďilitǇ oƌ siŵulaƟŶg pluƌalisŵ, aŶd spe-

ĐifiĐ aŶd diffuse suppoƌt of legiƟŵaƟoŶ. ás oŶe ŵajoƌ fiŶdiŶg of this disseƌtaƟoŶ,

the thiƌd studǇ pƌeseŶted fiǀe diffeƌeŶt ĐoŵďiŶaƟoŶs of these stƌategies ǁhiĐh all

sƟpulate authoƌitaƌiaŶ peƌsisteŶĐe aŶd theƌeďǇ offeƌed a ŵoƌe fiŶe-gƌaded peƌ-

speĐƟǀe oŶ autoĐƌaƟĐ suƌǀiǀal.

The fiƌst ĐoŶfiguƌaƟoŶ of the heǆagoŶ - Đalled hegeŵoŶiĐ - suggested that au-

thoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes ĐoŵďiŶe ĐooptaƟoŶ as siŵulaƟŶg pluƌalisŵ, diffuse legiƟŵa-

ƟoŶ aŶd ƌepƌessioŶ of Điǀil aŶd poliƟĐal ƌights as theiƌ keǇ suƌǀiǀal stƌategǇ. TǇp-

iĐallǇ, these ƌegiŵes set up fake ŵulƟpaƌtǇ sǇsteŵs aŶd toǇ paƌliaŵeŶts aŶd, as

illustƌated iŶ the fouƌth studǇ of this disseƌtaƟoŶ, legiƟŵate these ƌuďďeƌ-staŵp

poliƟĐs ďǇ aƩeŵpƟŶg to speak like deŵoĐƌats.

Otheƌ peƌsisteŶt autoĐƌaƟĐ ƌegiŵes iŶteŶsiǀelǇ ƌefeƌ to theiƌ aĐhieǀeŵeŶts aŶd

high peƌfoƌŵaŶĐe to gaiŶ the tƌust of theiƌ people. To ŵaiŶtaiŶ full ĐoŶtƌol, theǇ

ĐoŵďiŶe this usage of speĐifiĐ suppoƌt of legiƟŵaƟoŶ ǁith a stƌiĐt liŵitaƟoŶ of

Điǀil aŶd poliƟĐal ƌights. These aƌe ŵostlǇ ƌesouƌĐe-ƌiĐh ĐouŶtƌies ǁhiĐh haǀe the

ĐapaĐiƟes to alluƌe the populaƟoŶ ǁith soĐio-eĐoŶoŵiĐ seƌǀiĐes. I haǀe Đalled this

seĐoŶd ĐoŶfiguƌaƟoŶ of the heǆagoŶ peƌfoƌŵaŶĐe depeŶdeŶt.

The eŵpiƌiĐal appliĐaƟoŶ of the heǆagoŶ fuƌtheƌ suggested thatǁhileŵaŶǇ au-

thoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes ǀiolate phǇsiĐal iŶtegƌitǇ ƌights, Ŷot all of theŵ seeŵ to ƌeallǇ

Ŷeed this haƌd foƌŵ of ƌepƌessioŶ iŶ oƌdeƌ to staǇ iŶ poǁeƌ. IŶdeed, it is oŶlǇ the so-
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Đalled ƌigid ƌegiŵes ǁhiĐh ƌelǇ oŶ ďoth foƌŵs of ƌepƌessioŶ. Yet, also foƌ theŵ, this

stƌategǇ of autoĐƌaƟĐ poǁeƌ ŵaiŶteŶaŶĐe is ĐostlǇ ďeĐause teƌƌoƌiziŶg aŶd iŶƟŵi-

daƟŶg the populaƟoŶ is Ŷot oŶlǇ fiŶaŶĐiallǇ ǁeaƌiŶg ďut fosteƌs also ŵistƌust aŶd

theƌeďǇ iŶĐƌeases iŶfoƌŵaƟoŶal aŶd iŶsƟtuƟoŶal uŶĐeƌtaiŶƟes ;“Đhedleƌ, ϮϬϭϯͿ.

PaƌƟĐulaƌlǇ those ƌegiŵes ǁhiĐh alloǁ foƌ ;ŵiŶiŵallǇͿ ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe eleĐƟoŶs ďut

also eǆĐessiǀelǇ use ďoth foƌŵs of ƌepƌessioŶ fuƌtheƌ deepeŶ these uŶĐeƌtaiŶƟes

aŶd ƌisk upƌisiŶgs aŶd aŶ eŵpoǁeƌŵeŶt of the opposiƟoŶ.

“oŵe authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes ŵake use of ŵost oƌ eǀeŶ all the siǆ stƌategies of

the heǆagoŶ iŶ oƌdeƌ to suƌǀiǀe. Yet, the fiŶdiŶgs iŶ the thiƌd studǇ of this disseƌ-

taƟoŶ pƌoposed that this, espeĐiallǇ the usage of ďoth foƌŵs of ĐooptaƟoŶ, is aŶ

uŶŶeĐessaƌǇ sƋuaŶdeƌiŶg of ƌesouƌĐes. “uĐh oǀeƌĐoŵpeŶsaƟoŶ Ŷuƌtuƌes a klep-

toĐƌaƟĐ elite ǁhiĐh is ǁhǇ this fouƌth aŶd eŵpiƌiĐallǇ ƌatheƌ ƌaƌe ĐoŵďiŶaƟoŶ of

stƌategies is aŶotheƌ uŶstaďle ĐoŶfiguƌaƟoŶ of the heǆagoŶ.

BǇ ĐoŵďiŶiŶg oŶe of the ĐooptaƟoŶ stƌategies ǁith ďoth foƌŵs of legiƟŵa-

ƟoŶ, the last ĐoŶfiguƌaƟoŶ of the heǆagoŶ, Đalled adapƟǀe, suggested that these

ƌegiŵes aƌeŵoƌe fleǆiďle ďeĐause theǇ laƌgelǇ aǀoid the ƌisks aŶd Đosts of haƌsh ƌe-

pƌessioŶ. TheǇ ƌatheƌ ŵake stƌategiĐ use of seeŵiŶglǇ deŵoĐƌaƟĐ iŶsƟtuƟoŶs, the

Ŷeǁ iŶfoƌŵaƟoŶ teĐhŶologies aŶd otheƌ ŵoƌe suďtle ĐoŶtƌol ŵeĐhaŶisŵs suĐh as

eleĐtoƌal fƌaud aŶd ĐeŶsoƌship. GiǀeŶ the ĐhalleŶges ouƌ iŶĐƌeasiŶglǇ gloďalized

aŶd iŶteƌĐoŶŶeĐted ǁoƌld poses to autoĐƌaƟĐ ƌuleƌs, the ƌegiŵes ǁhiĐh ƌelǇ oŶ

this ĐoŵďiŶaƟoŶ of stƌategies seeŵ ŵoƌe adapƟǀe aŶd theƌefoƌe ĐoŵpaƌaƟǀelǇ

ƌoďust.

LiŵitaƟoŶs aŶd AlterŶaƟǀe EǆplaŶaƟoŶs

GeŶeƌallǇ, ƌeseaƌĐh iŶ authoƌitaƌiaŶ seƫŶgs is ĐhalleŶgiŶg aŶd oŌeŶ ĐoŶstƌaiŶed

ďǇ a ƌatheƌ pooƌ data aǀailaďilitǇ aŶd thepƌoďleŵof pƌefeƌeŶĐe falsifiĐaƟoŶ ;‘olleƌ,

ϮϬϭϯͿ. IŶ ŵaŶǇ ǁaǇs, this is also tƌue foƌ the fouƌ studies pƌeseŶted iŶ this disseƌta-

ƟoŶ. Moƌe speĐifiĐallǇ, theƌe aƌe at least thƌee ŵajoƌ liŵitaƟoŶs ǁhiĐh haǀe to ďe

aĐkŶoǁledged. Fiƌst, assessiŶg legiƟŵaƟoŶ iŶ authoƌitaƌiaŶ ĐoŶteǆts is ŵethod-

ologiĐallǇ ĐhalleŶgiŶg, as alƌeadǇ disĐussed iŶ the iŶtƌoduĐƟoŶ of this disseƌtaƟoŶ.
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The aŶalǇses iŶ this disseƌtaƟoŶ ǁeƌe faĐed ǁith the diffiĐultǇ of fiŶdiŶg ǀalid iŶ-

diĐatoƌs foƌ the degƌees of legiƟŵaĐǇ iŶ authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes. IŶ deŵoĐƌaƟĐ set-

ƟŶgs, suƌǀeǇ data aŶd iŶteƌǀieǁs aƌe used to esƟŵate hoǁ ŵuĐh the populaƟoŶ

aĐtuallǇ ďeliefs iŶ the legiƟŵate ƌule of the goǀeƌŶŵeŶt. Yet, if eǆisƟŶg at all, suƌ-

ǀeǇ data ĐolleĐted iŶ autoĐƌaĐies ŶoƌŵallǇ suffeƌs fƌoŵ iŶsuffiĐieŶt ƌeliaďilitǇ. Fuƌ-

theƌŵoƌe, ĐoŶduĐƟŶg iŶteƌǀieǁs iŶ autoĐƌaƟĐ seƫŶgs ĐaŶ ďeaƌ seƌious ƌisks ;GeŶ-

Ɵle, ϮϬϭϯͿ aŶd is sĐieŶƟfiĐallǇ pƌoďleŵaƟĐ siŶĐe the ƌespoŶdeŶts ŵight feaƌ the

ĐoŶseƋueŶĐes of shaƌiŶg theiƌ tƌue ďeliefs. ágaiŶst this ďaĐkdƌop, the fouƌ stud-

ies iŶ this disseƌtaƟoŶ aƌe liŵited to aŶ iŶdiƌeĐt ǁaǇ of ŵeasuƌiŶg legiƟŵaƟoŶ. BǇ

ƌefeƌƌiŶg to Weďeƌ ;ϮϬϬϮͿ aŶd EastoŶ ;ϭϵϲϱͿ, the ĐoŶĐepts of speĐifiĐ aŶd diffuse

suppoƌt of legiƟŵaƟoŶ foĐus oŶ a ƌegiŵe s͛ Đlaiŵs to legiƟŵaĐǇ iŶstead of the aĐ-

tual ƌesult of the legiƟŵaƟoŶ pƌoĐess. Thus, the eŵpiƌiĐal ŵeasuƌeŵeŶts heƌe aƌe

ĐoŶstƌaiŶed ďǇ the assuŵpƟoŶ that aŶ autoĐƌaƟĐ ĐouŶtƌǇ s͛ populaƟoŶ ĐoŶsideƌs

the ƌegiŵe as legiƟŵate if the ƌegiŵe pƌoǀides effeĐtual sƟŵuli foƌ speĐifiĐ aŶd dif-

fuse suppoƌt. ápaƌt fƌoŵ this, the seĐoŶd studǇ iŶ this disseƌtaƟoŶ Đould oŶlǇ ƌefeƌ

to pƌoǆǇ iŶdiĐatoƌs of speĐifiĐ aŶd diffuse suppoƌt ;GDP gƌoǁth, iŶfaŶt ŵoƌtalitǇ

ƌate, pƌotests of populaƟoŶ aŶd elitesͿ iŶ oƌdeƌ to eŵpiƌiĐallǇ test GeƌsĐheǁski s͛

;ϮϬϭϯͿ thƌee pillaƌs. While the thiƌd studǇ ǁas aďle to ŵake use of ǀoŶ “oest aŶd

Gƌauǀogel s͛ ;ϮϬϭϳaͿ Ŷoǀel eǆpeƌt suƌǀeǇ oŶ legiƟŵaĐǇ Đlaiŵs iŶ autoĐƌaĐies, also

this data is liŵited iŶ teƌŵs of eŵpiƌiĐal sĐope aŶd Ɵŵe seŶsiƟǀitǇ.

“eĐoŶd aŶd ĐoŶŶeĐted to this, the aŶalǇses iŶ this disseƌtaƟoŶ do Ŷot aĐĐouŶt

foƌ ĐhaŶge oǀeƌ Ɵŵe. Due to the pƌoďleŵs of fiŶdiŶg ƌeliaďle aŶd ǀalid iŶdiĐatoƌs of

legiƟŵaƟoŶ ǁhiĐh spaŶ oǀeƌ Ɵŵe ďut also ďeĐause fuzzǇ-set QualitaƟǀe Coŵpaƌ-

aƟǀe áŶalǇsis has diffiĐulƟes to deal ǁith Ɵŵe ;“ĐhŶeideƌ aŶd WageŵaŶŶ, ϮϬϭϮ,

Chapteƌ ϭϬ.ϯͿ, the fiŶdiŶgs pƌeseŶted heƌe illustƌated geŶeƌal teŶdeŶĐies iŶ au-

thoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes ďut Đould Ŷot ƌefleĐt hoǁ a ƌegiŵe s͛ ĐoŵďiŶaƟoŶ of suƌǀiǀal

stƌategies is adjusted oǀeƌ the Ǉeaƌs oƌ iŶ Ɵŵes of Đƌises, foƌ eǆaŵple. While the

iŶtƌoduĐƟoŶ of this disseƌtaƟoŶ outliŶed a theoƌǇ of gƌadual iŶsƟtuƟoŶal ĐhaŶge

iŶ authoƌitaƌiaŶ seƫŶgs, the eŵpiƌiĐal iŶƋuiƌies haǀe ďeeŶ ĐoŶstƌaiŶed iŶ teƌŵs

of aĐĐouŶƟŶg foƌ the effeĐts of these iŶĐƌeŵeŶtal iŶsƟtuƟoŶal adjustŵeŶts oŶ au-

thoƌitaƌiaŶ peƌsisteŶĐe.
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Thiƌd, the ƌeseaƌĐh pƌeseŶted iŶ eaĐh of the fouƌ studies is ŵostlǇ ƋualitaƟǀe

aŶd highlǇ Đase oƌieŶtated. The oǀeƌall iŶƋuiƌǇ staƌted ǁith the assessŵeŶt of fouƌ

Đases ;fiƌst studǇͿ aŶd ĐoŶĐluded agaiŶ ǁith Đase studies ;seĐoŶd paƌt of the last

studǇͿ. This eŶaďled thoƌough aŶalǇses of siŶgle ŵeĐhaŶisŵs aŶd also helped to

Đƌoss-ǀalidate soŵe of the ŵoƌe geŶeƌal fiŶdiŶgs of this disseƌtaƟoŶ oŶ legiƟŵa-

ƟoŶ. Hoǁeǀeƌ, ǁhile it alloǁed foƌ ŵoƌe ƌefiŶed peƌspeĐƟǀes, oŶe tƌade off is that

the fiŶdiŶgs aƌe liŵited to the Đases studied iŶ the aŶalǇses. IŶ addiƟoŶ, also the

ƌesults of the otheƌ studies, ƌefeƌƌiŶg to up to ϲϮ Đases of authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes,

ǁould Ŷeed to ďe tested iŶ a laƌgeƌ aŵouŶt of Đases ďefoƌe theǇ ĐaŶ ďe fuƌtheƌ

geŶeƌalized. Moƌe geŶeƌallǇ this ŵeaŶs that the heǆagoŶ Ŷeeds to ďe tested iŶ

a laƌgeƌ set of Đases. This ǁould also illustƌate ǁhetheƌ the fiǀe ĐoŶfiguƌaƟoŶs of

the heǆagoŶ pƌeseŶted iŶ this disseƌtaƟoŶ aƌe ĐolleĐƟǀelǇ eǆhausƟǀe oƌ if those

peƌsisteŶt ƌegiŵes ǁhiĐh Đould Ŷot ďe iŶĐluded iŶto the aŶalǇsis ƌeǀeal otheƌ Đoŵ-

ďiŶaƟoŶs of stƌategies.

GiǀeŶ these liŵitaƟoŶs, alteƌŶaƟǀe eǆplaŶaƟoŶs foƌ this disseƌtaƟoŶ s͛ fiŶdiŶgs

haǀe to ďe ĐoŶsideƌed. While seǀeƌal of the studies haǀe alƌeadǇ disĐussed otheƌ

peƌspeĐƟǀes of hoǁ to eǆplaiŶ soŵe of the iŶdiǀidual fiŶdiŶgs suĐh as the ƌise of

e-goǀeƌŶŵeŶt iŶ autoĐƌaĐies oƌ the stƌategiĐ use of a deŵoĐƌaƟĐ stǇle of laŶguage,

I ƌefleĐt heƌe oŶ ŵoƌe geŶeƌal aĐĐouŶts of iŶteƌpƌeƟŶg the loŶgeǀitǇ of authoƌitaƌ-

iaŶ ƌegiŵes.

‘egaƌdiŶg the ĐhalleŶges of ŵeasuƌiŶg legiƟŵaƟoŶ, foƌ eǆaŵple, oŶe Đould

aƌgue that the aŶalǇsis of legiƟŵaĐǇ Đlaiŵs does Ŷot illustƌate that it is iŶdeed the

ďelief of the populaƟoŶ iŶ the legiƟŵate authoƌitǇ of a ƌegiŵe ǁhiĐh ĐoŶtƌiďutes

to its peƌsisteŶĐe. “iŵilaƌ to MaƌƋuez s͛ ;ϮϬϭϲͿ ĐƌiƟƋue, this ǁould iŵplǇ that le-

giƟŵaƟoŶ is iƌƌeleǀaŶt foƌ eǆplaiŶiŶg autoĐƌaƟĐ suƌǀiǀal - at least as loŶg as its

ŵeasuƌeŵeŶt is Ŷot diƌeĐtlǇ ƌefleĐƟŶg the aŵouŶt of iŶsƟtuƟoŶalized peƌsuasioŶ.

IŶ addiƟoŶ, a ƌegiŵe s͛ aƩeŵpts of gaiŶiŶg the suppoƌt of the people Đould ƌatheƌ

ďe seeŶ as oŶe aspeĐt of ĐooptaƟoŶ, suppoƌƟŶg the ŵeŶƟoŶed appƌoaĐhes iŶ

ĐuƌƌeŶt autoĐƌaĐǇ ƌeseaƌĐh ǁhiĐh do Ŷot aŶalǇze legiƟŵaƟoŶ as aŶ iŶdiǀidual aŶd

ĐƌuĐial faĐtoƌ of autoĐƌaƟĐ ƌule ;e.g. GaŶdhi, ϮϬϬϴͿ.
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While suĐh a ƌatheƌ paƌsiŵoŶious eǆplaŶaƟoŶof authoƌitaƌiaŶ eŶduƌaŶĐeŵight

souŶd theoƌeƟĐallǇ ĐoŵpelliŶg aŶd ŵethodologiĐallǇ also ŵoƌe feasiďle, the seĐ-

oŶd aŶd thiƌd studǇ iŶ this disseƌtaƟoŶ ĐleaƌlǇ illustƌated that the aŵouŶt aŶd Ŷa-

tuƌe of autoĐƌaƟĐ Đlaiŵs to legiƟŵaĐǇ does ŵake a diffeƌeŶĐe foƌ the peƌsisteŶĐe

of the ƌegiŵe. Fuƌtheƌŵoƌe, this disseƌtaƟoŶ dƌaǁs a Đleaƌ liŶe ďetǁeeŶ these

Đlaiŵs to legiƟŵaĐǇ aŶd the ĐoŶĐept of ĐooptaƟoŶ. The effoƌts of a ƌegiŵe to gaiŶ

legiƟŵaĐǇ addƌess the populaƟoŶ at laƌge. IŶ ĐoŶtƌast to this, ĐooptaƟoŶ ƌefeƌs to

the stƌategiĐ Ɵes a ƌegiŵe ŵaiŶtaiŶs to a sŵall ĐiƌĐle of iŶflueŶƟal elites ǁhiĐh is

ǁhǇ these tǁo ĐoŶĐepts should Ŷot ďe ĐoŶfused.

Due to this disseƌtaƟoŶ s͛ liŵitaƟoŶs of aĐĐouŶƟŶg foƌ the ĐhaŶgiŶg ĐoŶfiguƌa-

ƟoŶs of the heǆagoŶ oǀeƌ Ɵŵe aŶd geŶeƌaliziŶg the ƌesults ďeǇoŶd the assessed

Đases, theƌe is the possiďilitǇ that the aŶalǇses oǀeƌlooked otheƌ oƌ addiƟoŶal faĐ-

toƌs of authoƌitaƌiaŶ peƌsisteŶĐe. TǇpiĐallǇ, stƌuĐtuƌal aspeĐts suĐh as the ǀaƌǇiŶg

size of the autoĐƌaƟĐ ĐouŶtƌies, Ŷatuƌal ƌesouƌĐes oƌ the diffeƌiŶg degƌees of eĐo-

ŶoŵiĐ deǀelopŵeŶt Đould ďe ďƌought foƌǁaƌd. “uĐh faĐtoƌs ĐeƌtaiŶlǇ haǀe theiƌ

shaƌe aŶd also deteƌŵiŶe a ƌegiŵe s͛ ĐapaĐiƟes to ŵake use of the ǀaƌious foƌŵs

of ƌepƌessioŶ, ĐooptaƟoŶ, aŶd legiƟŵaƟoŶ. Hoǁeǀeƌ, ŶoŶe of these aspeĐts aloŶe

eǆplaiŶ authoƌitaƌiaŶ suƌǀiǀal. ás the eŵpiƌiĐal eǆploƌaƟoŶs iŶ this disseƌtaƟoŶ

shoǁed, peƌsisteŶt authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes do Ŷot all shaƌe aďuŶdaŶĐe iŶ Ŷatuƌal

ƌesouƌĐes oƌ eĐoŶoŵiĐ pƌogƌess ďut eŶsuƌe theiƌ suƌǀiǀal uŶdeƌ ǀeƌǇ diffeƌeŶt Đoŵ-

ďiŶaƟoŶs of ĐoŶdiƟoŶs. HaǀiŶg said this, theƌe Đould ďe sƟll otheƌ aspeĐts ǁhiĐh

ŵight sigŶifiĐaŶtlǇ ĐoŶtƌiďute to staďilize authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌule iŶ oŶe oƌ seǀeƌal Đases

Ŷot iŶĐluded iŶ the aŶalǇses of this disseƌtaƟoŶ. Foƌ eǆaŵple, iŶteƌŶaƟoŶal faĐtoƌs

suĐh as authoƌitaƌiaŶ diffusioŶ ;LaŶkiŶa et al., ϮϬϭϲͿ ĐaŶ iŵpaĐt a ĐouŶtƌǇ s͛ polit-

iĐal Ŷatuƌe. While the heǆagoŶ of authoƌitaƌiaŶ peƌsisteŶĐe ďƌoadlǇ aĐĐouŶts foƌ

suĐh eǆteƌŶal iŶflueŶĐes ďǇ illustƌaƟŶg the ƌegiŵes͛ ǀaƌǇiŶg ĐapaďiliƟes of applǇiŶg

ƌepƌessioŶ, ĐooptaƟoŶ, aŶd legiƟŵaƟoŶ, post-QCá Đase ĐoŵpaƌisoŶs as disĐussed

iŶ the thiƌd studǇ of this disseƌtaƟoŶ Đould pƌoǀide deepeƌ iŶsights aŶd poiŶt to

ĐƌuĐial faĐtoƌs ǁhiĐh ŵight haǀe ďeeŶ oŵiƩed iŶ the aŶalǇses.
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Broader IŵpliĐaƟoŶs of the FiŶdiŶgs aŶd Future ResearĐh

GeŶeƌallǇ speakiŶg, the fiŶdiŶgs iŶ this disseƌtaƟoŶ illustƌated that authoƌitaƌiaŶ-

isŵ seeŵs to get sŵaƌteƌ aŶd uses ŵoƌe aŶd ŵoƌe sophisƟĐated ŵethods of eŶ-

suƌiŶg its suƌǀiǀal. This poses a ƌaŶge of Ŷeǁ ĐhalleŶges - Ŷot oŶlǇ foƌ the field of

autoĐƌaĐǇ ƌeseaƌĐh ďut also foƌ the WesteƌŶ poliĐǇ ĐoŵŵuŶitǇ at laƌge.

The eŵpiƌiĐal appliĐaƟoŶ of the heǆagoŶ of authoƌitaƌiaŶ peƌsisteŶĐe high-

lighted that theƌe is a tǇpe of ŵodeƌŶ autoĐƌaĐies - Đalled adapƟǀe - ǁhiĐh laƌgelǇ

aǀoids seǀeƌe ƌepƌessioŶ. This, iŶ tuƌŶ, ŵakes these ƌegiŵes ŵoƌe fleǆiďle. Fiƌst,

ďeĐause theǇ speŶd less ƌesouƌĐes oŶ a ĐostlǇ sǇsteŵ of haƌd ƌepƌessioŶ. “eĐoŶd,

ďeĐause theǇ aƌe less eǆposed to the ƌisk that the ďƌoad appliĐaƟoŶ of haƌsh Đo-

eƌĐioŶ ďaĐkfiƌes aŶd alieŶates the populaƟoŶ, ƌesulƟŶg iŶ seƌious Đƌises of legit-

iŵaĐǇ. Due to this fleǆiďilitǇ aŶd also ďeĐause theǇ applǇ ǀaƌious kiŶds of ŵoƌe

suďtle ƌepƌessioŶ aŶd ĐoŵďiŶe theŵ ǁith highlǇ sophisƟĐated ǁaǇs of ĐooptaƟoŶ

aŶd legiƟŵaƟoŶ, these ƌegiŵes appeaƌ paƌƟĐulaƌlǇ ƌoďust aŶd seeŵ tƌeŶdseƫŶg

iŶ ŵodeƌŶ authoƌitaƌiaŶisŵ.

á tǇpiĐal Đase ǁhiĐh displaǇs the adapƟǀe ĐoŶfiguƌaƟoŶ is the Kazakh ƌegiŵe

uŶdeƌ NuƌsultaŶ NazaƌďaǇeǀ. While theƌe haǀe ďeeŶ iŶstaŶĐes of seǀeƌe ƌepƌes-

sioŶ ;e.g. the )haŶaozeŶ ŵassaĐƌe iŶ ϮϬϭϭͿ, theǇ oĐĐuƌ ƌatheƌ iŶfƌeƋueŶtlǇ. Yet,

Điǀil aŶd poliƟĐal ƌights aƌe sƟll ǁidelǇ ƌestƌiĐted ;HuŵaŶ ‘ights WatĐh, ϮϬϭϳaͿ.

NoteǁoƌthǇ aƌe also the ŵaŶǇ effoƌts the ƌegiŵe puts iŶ gaiŶiŶg ďoth speĐifiĐ

aŶd diffuse suppoƌt of legiƟŵaƟoŶ aŵoŶg the populaƟoŶ ;KudaiďeƌgeŶoǀa, ϮϬϭϲ;

OŵeliĐheǀa, ϮϬϭϲ; Leǁis, ϮϬϭϲͿ. Foƌ eǆaŵple, the Ŷeǁ Đapital ástaŶa ǁas Đƌeated

out of ďasiĐallǇ ŶothiŶg aŶdhas ďeĐoŵea shiŶǇ sǇŵďol of the ŶaƟoŶ ;Fauǀe, ϮϬϭϱͿ.

Based oŶ the ĐouŶtƌǇ s͛ ǁealth iŶ Ŷatuƌal ƌesouƌĐes, aŶ ideologǇ of deǀelopŵeŶt

aŶd gƌoǁth is heaǀilǇ pƌopagated ;KudaiďeƌgeŶoǀa, ϮϬϭϱͿ. Eǀeƌ siŶĐe the ĐouŶ-

tƌǇ s͛ iŶdepeŶdeŶĐe, todaǇ s͛ ϳϳ-Ǉeaƌ old pƌesideŶt NazaƌďaǇeǀ has had a solid gƌip

to poǁeƌ. Neǀeƌtheless, the ƌegiŵe has ŵaŶaged to adjust to the ĐhalleŶges of

ŵodeƌŶitǇ aŶd ǁoƌks to appeaƌ as pƌogƌessiǀe as possiďle. BǇ usiŶg a deŵoĐƌaƟĐ

stǇle of laŶguage, it ǁaŶts its ĐiƟzeŶs to ďelieǀe that theƌe is ƌeal poliƟĐal Đoŵ-

peƟƟoŶ. Hoǁeǀeƌ, the seeŵiŶglǇ pluƌalisƟĐ paƌtǇ sǇsteŵ is ĐleaƌlǇ doŵiŶated ďǇ
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the pƌesideŶt s͛ paƌtǇ Nuƌ OtaŶ ;IsaaĐs aŶd Whitŵoƌe, ϮϬϭϯ; Del “oƌdi, ϮϬϭϲͿ aŶd

theƌe has Ŷeǀeƌ ďeeŶ a ƌeal ĐhoiĐe duƌiŶg eǆeĐuƟǀe eleĐƟoŶs ;BeĐk et al., ϮϬϬϭͿ.

These Ŷoǀel ǁaǇs of legiƟŵaƟoŶ aŶd ĐooptaƟoŶ aƌe Ŷot oŶlǇ to ďe fouŶd iŶ

adapƟǀe authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes. KazakhstaŶ s͛ ŶeighďoƌiŶg ƌegiŵe of UzďekistaŶ is

kŶoǁŶ foƌ its ƌuthless aďuse of haƌsh ĐoeƌĐioŶ ;e.g. the ϮϬϬϱ iŶĐideŶts iŶ áŶdijaŶͿ

aŶd diffeƌs iŶ ŵaŶǇ ǁaǇs fƌoŵ the Kazakh poliƟĐal aŶd eĐoŶoŵiĐ sǇsteŵ ;ádaŵs

aŶd ‘usteŵoǀa, ϮϬϬϵͿ. Yet, it also iŶĐƌeasiŶglǇ adopts shaŵ deŵoĐƌaƟĐ iŶsƟtu-

ƟoŶs. ás the fiŶdiŶgs of this disseƌtaƟoŶ illustƌated, the ĐuƌƌeŶt pƌesideŶt “haǀkat

MiƌziǇoǇeǀ aŶd also last Ǉeaƌs deĐeased pƌesideŶt Islaŵ Kaƌiŵoǀ aƩeŵpt to speak

like deŵoĐƌats, haǀe set up aŶ elaďoƌated sǇsteŵ of satellite paƌƟes, aŶd siŵulate

ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe eleĐƟoŶ ĐaŵpaigŶs to hide the tƌue Ŷatuƌe of theiƌ ƌegiŵe. IŶ paƌƟĐ-

ulaƌ duƌiŶg the last feǁ Ǉeaƌs, the ƌegiŵe has staƌted to iŶteŶsiǀelǇ use the Ŷeǁ

iŶfoƌŵaƟoŶ teĐhŶologies aŶd iŶstalled a seleĐƟoŶ of offiĐial ǁeďsites ;Đf. the fiƌst

studǇ iŶ this disseƌtaƟoŶͿ. While otheƌ autoĐƌaĐies suĐh as ChiŶa aŶd ‘ussia aƌe

hesitaŶt to offiĐiallǇ eŵďƌaĐe WesteƌŶ soĐial ŵedia aŶd ƌatheƌ pƌoŵote theiƌ oǁŶ

;ĐoŶtƌollaďleͿ ǀeƌsioŶs of it, Uzďek pƌesideŶt MiƌziǇoǇeǀ goes a step fuƌtheƌ aŶd

ŵaiŶtaiŶs a dailǇ-updated aŶd ƌespoŶsiǀe faĐeďook pƌofile ;MiƌziǇoǇeǀ, ϮϬϭϳͿ.

What aƌe the ďƌoadeƌ iŵpliĐaƟoŶs of the diffusioŶ of suĐh Ŷoǀel, sŵaƌt aŶd

ŵodeƌŶ authoƌitaƌiaŶ stǇles of goǀeƌŶŵeŶt?While the seeŵiŶglǇ deŵoĐƌaƟĐ iŶsƟ-

tuƟoŶs of a ƌaŶge of ĐoŶteŵpoƌaƌǇ autoĐƌaĐies ŵight haǀe ŵisleadiŶglǇ appeaƌed

to soŵe as fiƌst sigŶs of deŵoĐƌaƟzaƟoŶ, this Ŷeǁ tƌeŶd iŶ authoƌitaƌiaŶisŵ is

ƌatheƌ aŶ eǀeŶ stƌoŶgeƌ oppoŶeŶt to opeŶ aŶd liďeƌal poliƟĐal sǇsteŵs. CeƌtaiŶlǇ,

the pƌeǀeŶƟoŶ of haƌd ƌepƌessioŶ is ǁelĐoŵed - Ǉet, as the eǆaŵple of UzďekistaŶ

illustƌates, this is Ŷot the ƌule aŶd autoĐƌaĐies fiŶd ǁaǇs to aǀoid the ďaĐkfiƌiŶg ef-

feĐts of seǀeƌe ƌepƌessioŶ. Fuƌtheƌŵoƌe, theǇ iŶǀeŶt Ŷeǁŵethods of ĐoeƌĐioŶ aŶd

ĐoŶtƌol. While theƌe is ƌeseaƌĐh oŶ ĐeŶsoƌship iŶ autoĐƌaĐies ;e.g. “Ɵeƌ, ϮϬϭϱaͿ,

ŵoƌe sǇsteŵaƟĐ aŶalǇses of hoǁ authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes ĐeŶsoƌ, ;aďͿuse, aŶd ŵa-

Ŷipulate the IŶteƌŶet aƌe Ŷeeded. CuŶŶiŶg pƌaĐƟĐes suĐh as ‘ussia s͛ ͞tƌoll faĐtoƌǇ͟

;The GuaƌdiaŶ Neǁspapeƌ, ϮϬϭϳͿ aŶd its ;iŶteŶdedͿ iŵpaĐt oŶ otheƌ ĐouŶtƌies, foƌ

eǆaŵple, aƌe sƟll ǁidelǇ uŶeǆploƌed.
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“uĐh eǆeƌƟoŶ of iŶflueŶĐe is liŶked to the ĐuƌƌeŶtlǇ gƌoǁiŶg ƌeseaƌĐh oŶ the

iŶteƌŶaƟoŶal diŵeŶsioŶ of authoƌitaƌiaŶisŵ ;TaŶseǇ, ϮϬϭϲ; BaŶk aŶd Josua, ϮϬϭϳ;

TaŶseǇ et al., ϮϬϭϳ; áŵďƌosio, ϮϬϭϰ; Tolstƌup, ϮϬϭϱ; Badeƌ et al., ϮϬϭϬͿ. While au-

toĐƌaƟĐ ƌegiŵes do Ŷot peƌ se pƌoŵote authoƌitaƌiaŶisŵ ;TaŶseǇ, ϮϬϭϱͿ, ƌegioŶal

poǁeƌs suĐh as ‘ussia oƌ “audi áƌaďia ;ĐouŶteƌͿƌeaĐt toWesteƌŶ effoƌts of pƌoŵot-

iŶg deŵoĐƌaĐǇ iŶ ŶeighďoƌiŶg ĐouŶtƌies - espeĐiallǇ if theiƌ iŶteƌests aƌe at stake

;DelĐouƌ aŶd WolĐzuk, ϮϬϭϱ; HassaŶ, ϮϬϭϱͿ. This iŶteƌplaǇ ďetǁeeŶ deŵoĐƌaƟĐ

aŶd authoƌitaƌiaŶ foƌĐes ĐaŶ haǀe ǀeƌǇ uŶiŶteŶded effeĐts iŶ those ĐouŶtƌies the

deŵoĐƌaĐǇ pƌoŵoƟoŶ ǁas oƌigiŶallǇ aiŵed at ;‘isse aŶd BaďaǇaŶ, ϮϬϭϱ; Böƌzel,

ϮϬϭϱͿ - a field of ƌeseaƌĐh ǁhiĐh suƌelǇ Ŷeeds to ďe fuƌtheƌ sĐƌuƟŶized.

Beside this, the iŶteƌŶaƟoŶal diŵeŶsioŶ of authoƌitaƌiaŶisŵ ĐoŶĐeƌŶs also the

ŵeŶƟoŶedeffeĐts of authoƌitaƌiaŶ diffusioŶ oƌ leaƌŶiŶg ;LaŶkiŶa et al., ϮϬϭϲ; Badeƌ,

ϮϬϭϰͿ. IŶ this ƌegaƌd, aŶotheƌ aǀeŶue foƌ futuƌe ƌeseaƌĐh is to liŶk the iŶƋuiƌies

aďout the ŵeĐhaŶisŵs of authoƌitaƌiaŶ diffusioŶ to detailed assessŵeŶts of gƌad-

ual iŶsƟtuƟoŶal ĐhaŶge iŶ authoƌitaƌiaŶ ĐoŶteǆts. While the iŶtƌoduĐƟoŶ of this

disseƌtaƟoŶ pƌoǀided fiƌst theoƌeƟĐal ĐoŶĐepts, the ƌefleĐƟoŶs oŶ hoǁ authoƌitaƌ-

iaŶ ƌegiŵes adopt Ŷeǁ ideas aŶd adjust theiƌ iŶsƟtuƟoŶal seƫŶgs ƌeƋuiƌe to ďe

eŵpiƌiĐallǇ tested aŶd fuƌtheƌ eŶhaŶĐed. OŶe eǆaŵple foƌ suĐh diffusioŶ effeĐts

is the stƌikiŶglǇ siŵilaƌ NGO legislaƟoŶs adopted iŶ ‘ussia, ChiŶa, aŶd a ƌaŶge of

otheƌ ĐouŶtƌies ǁhiĐh feaƌ that ;foƌeigŶ fuŶdedͿ NGOs ǁould suppoƌt poliƟĐal op-

poŶeŶts aŶd theƌeďǇ thƌeateŶ theiƌ ƌule ;Flikke, ϮϬϭϲ; Hsu et al., ϮϬϭϳ; DupuǇ

et al., ϮϬϭϲͿ. The iŶǀesƟgaƟoŶ iŶto suĐh diffusioŶ effeĐts ŵight also illuŵiŶate

Ŷoǀel ǁaǇs of eǆteƌŶal ĐooptaƟoŶ. Fiƌst studies deal ǁith the ƋuesƟoŶ of hoǁ aŶd

uŶdeƌ ǁhiĐh ĐoŶdiƟoŶs authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes Đollaďoƌate ;ǀoŶ “oest, ϮϬϭϱͿ. Yet,

hoǁ these foƌŵs of eǆteƌŶal ĐooptaƟoŶ affeĐt the duƌaďilitǇ of autoĐƌaƟĐ ƌegiŵes

sƟll ƌeƋuiƌe to ďe sǇsteŵaƟĐallǇ aŶalǇzed.

LastlǇ, aŶd as alƌeadǇ disĐussed iŶ seǀeƌal of the studies iŶ this disseƌtaƟoŶ,

theƌe is the Ŷeed foƌ deepeƌ aŶd eŶĐoŵpassiŶg aŶalǇses of the ŵaŶǇ Ŷeǁ ŵeth-

ods autoĐƌats applǇ to legiƟŵate theiƌ ƌule. IŶ that ƌespeĐt, futuƌe ƌeseaƌĐh ŵight

also foƌŵulate alteƌŶaƟǀe ĐoŶĐepts to speĐifiĐ aŶd diffuse suppoƌt of legiƟŵaƟoŶ
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ǁhiĐh eŶaďle fiŶe-gƌaded iŶsights iŶto siŶgle ŵeĐhaŶisŵs ;fiƌst steps iŶto this di-

ƌeĐƟoŶ aƌe Dukalskis aŶd GeƌsĐheǁski, ϮϬϭϳ; ǀoŶ HaldeŶǁaŶg, ϮϬϭϳͿ. While ǀoŶ

“oest aŶd Gƌauǀogel s͛ ;ϮϬϭϳaͿ eǆpeƌt suƌǀeǇ ƌepƌeseŶts a fƌuiƞul staƌƟŶg poiŶt,

suĐh seŵiŶal data sets ƌeƋuiƌe to ďe ŵoƌe ĐoŵpƌeheŶsiǀe aŶd Ɵŵe-seŶsiƟǀe. Be-

side this, suƌǀeǇs aŵoŶg the populaƟoŶ iŶ paƌƟĐulaƌlǇ those ƌegiŵesǁhiĐh I Đalled

adapƟǀe Đould also faĐilitate ĐƌuĐial iŶsights aďout legiƟŵaƟŶg this less ƌepƌessiǀe

aŶd ŵoƌe fleǆiďle foƌŵ of authoƌitaƌiaŶisŵ. IŶ the age of the IŶteƌŶet, autoĐƌaĐies

leaǀe a gƌoǁiŶg digital footpƌiŶt. BǇ ŵakiŶg use of the iŶŶoǀaƟǀe toolďoǆ of ƋuaŶ-

ƟtaƟǀe teǆt aŶalǇsis, the studǇ of the ŵeŶƟoŶed faĐeďook pƌofile of the Uzďek

pƌesideŶt aŶd otheƌ adaptaƟoŶs to a ŵodeƌŶ aŶd gloďalized stǇle of goǀeƌŶŵeŶt

Đould help to uŶŵask fuƌtheƌ faĐes of authoƌitaƌiaŶisŵ.
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Appendix A

Supplementary Material Study 1

A.ϭ GuidiŶg QuesƟoŶs for the AŶalǇsis

ϭ. AudieŶĐe, “tǇle aŶd Purpose

• Who is the taƌget audieŶĐe of the ǁeďsite?

• What stǇle of laŶguage is used? Hoǁ ŵaŶǇ laŶguages aƌe used? What is the pƌiŵaƌǇ

laŶguage aŶd hoǁ is the ƋualitǇ of the tƌaŶslaƟoŶs? Is all tƌaŶslated?

• What kiŶd of piĐtuƌes, photos oƌ sǇŵďols does the ǁeďsite displaǇ? Hoǁ ŵaŶǇ?

• What is the oǀeƌall iŵpƌessioŶ of the ǁeďsite s͛ fiƌst page - is it a diffuse oƌ speĐifiĐ

souƌĐe of legiƟŵaĐǇ ;EastoŶ, ϭϵϲϱͿ?

• What is the pƌiŵaƌǇ puƌpose of the ǁeďsite? Is theƌe a ŵissioŶ stateŵeŶt ;áďoutͿ?

Ϯ. IŶforŵaƟoŶ aŶd TraŶspareŶĐǇ

• To ǁhat eǆteŶd does the ǁeďsite pƌoǀide iŶfoƌŵaƟoŶ aďout the oŶgoiŶg poliƟĐal

pƌoĐess? What is eŵphasized? What seeŵs to ďe less iŵpoƌtaŶt?

• To ǁhat eǆteŶd does the ǁeďsite pƌoǀide ďusiŶess ƌelated iŶfoƌŵaƟoŶ?

• To ǁhat eǆteŶd does the ǁeďsite pƌoǀide iŶfoƌŵaƟoŶ aďout goǀeƌŶŵeŶt offiĐials?

• To ǁhat eǆteŶd aƌe the ƌoles aŶd ƌespoŶsiďiliƟes of eaĐh ďƌaŶd of goǀeƌŶŵeŶt eǆ-

plaiŶed?
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• To ǁhat eǆteŶd ĐaŶ ĐiƟzeŶs aĐĐess legislaƟǀe teǆts? áƌe Ŷeǁ laǁs posted oŶ the

ǁeďsite?

ϯ. “erǀiĐe, IŶteraĐƟoŶ aŶd ParƟĐipaƟoŶ

• What aƌe the ŵajoƌ seƌǀiĐes offeƌed oŶ the ǁeďsite?

• Does the ǁeďsite pƌoǀide liŶks to otheƌ goǀeƌŶŵeŶt seƌǀiĐes?

• Hoǁ pƌofessioŶalized aƌe the seƌǀiĐe fuŶĐƟoŶs? Is the ǁeďsite ƌegulaƌlǇ ŵaiŶtaiŶed

aŶd updated?

• áƌe theƌe aŶǇ useƌ staƟsƟĐs?

• Does the ǁeďsite displaǇ iŶteƌaĐƟǀe fuŶĐƟoŶs? What kiŶd of fuŶĐƟoŶs aŶd to ǁhat

eǆteŶd do theǇ faĐilitate ĐiƟzeŶs͛ paƌƟĐipaƟoŶ?
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Appendix B

Supplementary Material Study 2

B.ϭ Co-Authorship “tateŵeŶt
DeĐlaƌaƟoŶ of Đo-authoƌship ƌegaƌdiŶg the folloǁiŶg puďliĐaƟoŶ: “tudǇ tǁo iŶ this disseƌtaƟoŶ,

ƌepƌiŶted fƌoŵ ͞)eitsĐhƌiŌ füƌ ǀeƌgleiĐheŶde PoliƟkǁisseŶsĐhaŌ͟ ;CoŵpaƌaƟǀe GoǀeƌŶaŶĐe aŶd

PoliƟĐsͿ, Vol ϭϭ/Ϯ, CaƌsteŶ Q. “ĐhŶeideƌ, “eƌaphiŶe F. Maeƌz, ͞LegiƟŵaƟoŶ, CooptaƟoŶ, aŶd ‘e-

pƌessioŶ aŶd the “uƌǀiǀal of EleĐtoƌal áutoĐƌaĐies,͟ Ϯϭϯ-Ϯϯϱ, CopǇƌight ;ϮϬϭϳͿ, ǁith peƌŵissioŶ

fƌoŵ “pƌiŶgeƌ.

The degƌee of “eƌaphiŶe F. Maeƌz͛ ĐoŶtƌiďuƟoŶ to the puďliĐaƟoŶ ďased oŶ the folloǁiŶg sĐale:
á: has ĐoŶtƌiďuted to the ĐollaďoƌaƟoŶ ;Ϭ-ϯϯ%Ϳ.

B: has ĐoŶtƌiďuted suďstaŶƟallǇ ;ϯϰ-ϲϲ%Ϳ.

C: has to a high degƌee Đaƌƌied out the ǁoƌk iŶdepeŶdeŶtlǇ ;ϲϳ-ϭϬϬ%Ϳ.

DeĐlaƌaƟoŶ iŶ eaĐh eleŵeŶt. á,B, oƌ C

ϭ. FoƌŵulaƟŶg the sĐieŶƟfiĐ idea ďased oŶ theoƌeƟĐal assuŵpƟoŶs to ďe Đlaƌified,

iŶĐludiŶg foƌŵulaƟoŶ of the ƋuesƟoŶ to ďe aŶsǁeƌed thƌough aŶalǇƟĐal ǁoƌk aŶd

ƌeseaƌĐh plaŶs.

B

Ϯ. PlaŶŶiŶg of aŶalǇses, desigŶ of the ŵethods iŶ a ǁaǇ that the ƋuesƟoŶs asked

uŶdeƌ poiŶt ϭ ĐaŶ ďe eǆpeĐted to ďe aŶsǁeƌed.

B

ϯ. IŶǀolǀeŵeŶt iŶ aŶalǇƟĐal ǁoƌk ǁith ƌespeĐt to the ĐoŶĐƌete iŶǀesƟgaƟoŶs. B

ϰ. PƌeseŶtaƟoŶ, iŶteƌpƌetaƟoŶ aŶd disĐussioŶ of the ƌesults. B

CaƌsteŶ Q. “ĐhŶeideƌ ;Đo-authoƌͿ,

Noǀeŵďeƌ ϳ, ϮϬϭϳ
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B. “uppleŵeŶtaƌǇ Mateƌial “tudǇ Ϯ ϭϰϯ

B.Ϯ Oǀerǀieǁ of Cases

NOTE: The ƌaǁ data is adopted fƌoŵ Luedeƌs et al. ;ϮϬϭϰͿ.

Laďel CouŶtƌǇ Yeaƌ “oŌ

ƌepƌ.

Haƌd

ƌepƌ.

UŶƌest

ŵass

UŶƌest

elite

GDP

gƌoǁth

IŶfaŶt

ŵoƌt.

PaƌtǇ

IŶst.

‘eŶts “eĐtoƌ Defeat

D)á_ϵϳ álgeƌia ϭϵϵϳ ϰ ϯ Ϭ Ϭ ϰ.ϭϬ -ϭϱ.Ϭϯ Ϯ ϰϰ.ϳϯ Ϯϴ.ϰϮ Ϭ

D)á_ϵϵ álgeƌia ϭϵϵϵ ϭ ϰ Ϭ Ϭ ϱ.ϭϬ -ϭϱ.ϴϮ Ϯ ϯϰ.ϴϬ Ϯϵ.Ϭϳ Ϭ

D)á_ϬϮ álgeƌia ϮϬϬϮ ϯ ϰ ϰ Ϭ Ϯ.ϲϬ -ϭϱ.ϴϳ Ϯ ϲϭ.ϲϵ ϯϮ.ϲϴ Ϭ

D)á_Ϭϰ álgeƌia ϮϬϬϰ ϭ ϭ Ϭ Ϭ ϲ.ϵϬ -ϭϲ.ϭϰ Ϯ ϳϮ.ϳϱ ϰϰ.ϵϭ Ϭ

D)á_Ϭϳ álgeƌia ϮϬϬϳ ϭ ϭ Ϭ Ϭ Ϯ -ϭϱ.ϵϬ Ϯ ϭϲϰ.ϲϳ ϯϲ.Ϯϴ Ϭ

D)á_Ϭϵ álgeƌia ϮϬϬϵ Ϭ ϱ Ϭ Ϭ Ϯ.ϰϬ -ϭϳ.Ϯϰ Ϯ ϮϯϮ.ϵϰ ϰϰ.ϲϱ Ϭ

á‘M_Ϭϳ áƌŵeŶia ϮϬϬϳ ϯ ϱ Ϭ Ϭ ϭϯ.ϮϬ -ϮϬ.ϰϬ Ϯ ϴ.ϱϳ ϭϳ.ϴϮ Ϭ

á‘M_Ϭϴ áƌŵeŶia ϮϬϬϴ ϯ ϯ Ϭ Ϭ ϭϯ.ϳϱ -Ϯϭ.ϯϰ Ϯ ϭϬ.ϳϱ ϭϱ.ϲϰ Ϭ

á)E_Ϭϭ ázeƌďaijaŶ ϮϬϬϭ Ϯ ϰ Ϭ Ϭ ϭϭ.ϭϬ -ϭϲ.ϴϲ Ϯ ϮϬ.ϲϳ ϰϬ.ϳϯ Ϭ

á)E_Ϭϯ ázeƌďaijaŶ ϮϬϬϯ ϯ ϰ Ϭ Ϭ ϭϬ.ϲϬ -ϭϲ.ϱϵ Ϯ Ϯϱ.ϲϴ ϰϬ.ϳϯ Ϭ

á)E_Ϭϲ ázeƌďaijaŶ ϮϬϬϲ Ϯ Ϯ ϯ ϭ Ϯϲ.ϰϬ -ϭϱ.ϱϮ Ϯ ϴϱ.ϳϵ ϰϬ.ϳϯ Ϭ

á)E_Ϭϴ ázeƌďaijaŶ ϮϬϬϴ Ϯ Ϯ Ϭ Ϭ Ϯϱ.Ϭϱ -ϭϰ.ϵϲ Ϯ Ϯϱϭ.Ϭϭ ϰϮ.ϴϲ Ϭ

BGD_Ϭϴ BaŶgladesh ϮϬϬϴ Ϯ Ϭ ϯ Ϭ ϲ.ϰϯ -Ϯϭ.Ϭϲ Ϭ ϭ.ϭϴ ϭϯ.ϴϴ ϭ

BWá_Ϭϰ BotsǁaŶa ϮϬϬϰ ϰ ϳ Ϭ Ϭ ϲ.Ϯϴ -ϭϰ.Ϯϲ Ϯ Ϯϰ.Ϭϯ ϰϯ.ϰϳ Ϭ

BWá_Ϭϵ BotsǁaŶa ϮϬϬϵ ϯ ϲ Ϭ Ϭ Ϯ.ϵϰ -ϰϮ.Ϯϴ Ϯ ϰϵ.ϵϰ ϯϱ.ϭϳ Ϭ

BFá_Ϭϱ BuƌkiŶa Faso ϮϬϬϱ ϰ ϰ Ϭ Ϭ ϰ.ϲϯ -ϲ.ϲϳ Ϯ ϭ.ϭϬ ϭϵ.ϱϲ Ϭ

CM‘_ϵϳ CaŵeƌooŶ ϭϵϵϳ Ϯ ϰ Ϭ Ϭ ϱ.ϬϬ -Ϯ.Ϯϰ Ϯ ϲ.ϯϲ ϭϭ.ϱϲ Ϭ

CM‘_ϬϮ CaŵeƌooŶ ϮϬϬϮ Ϯ Ϯ Ϭ Ϭ ϰ.ϱϭ -ϭ.ϲϬ Ϯ ϳ.ϯϲ ϵ.ϭϳ Ϭ

CM‘_Ϭϰ CaŵeƌooŶ ϮϬϬϰ ϭ ϰ Ϭ Ϭ ϰ.Ϭϯ -Ϯ.ϭϵ Ϯ ϴ.ϯϯ ϭϬ.ϮϮ Ϭ

CM‘_Ϭϳ CaŵeƌooŶ ϮϬϬϳ ϯ ϰ Ϭ Ϭ ϯ.ϮϮ -ϯ.Ϯϲ Ϯ ϭϰ.ϰϳ ϭϬ.ϵϮ Ϭ

CM‘_ϵϳ.ϭ CaŵeƌooŶ ϭϵϵϳ Ϯ ϰ Ϭ Ϭ ϱ.ϬϬ -Ϯ.Ϯϰ Ϯ ϲ.ϯϲ ϭϭ.ϱϲ Ϭ

CáF_Ϭϱ CeŶtƌal áfƌiĐaŶ ‘epuďliĐ ϮϬϬϱ ϰ ϯ Ϭ Ϭ ϭ -Ϭ.ϴϵ Ϭ ϭ.ϵϮ ϯϯ Ϭ

CáF_Ϭϱ.ϭ CeŶtƌal áfƌiĐaŶ ‘epuďliĐ ϮϬϬϱ ϰ ϯ Ϭ Ϭ ϭ -Ϭ.ϴϵ Ϭ ϭ.ϵϮ ϯϯ Ϭ

COG_Ϭϵ CoŶgo ϮϬϬϵ ϱ ϰ ϭ Ϭ ϱ.ϱϳ -ϯ.ϵϴ Ϯ ϭϳϲ.ϴϴ Ϯϴ.ϰϱ Ϭ

EGY_ϵϬ EgǇpt ϭϵϵϬ ϯ ϰ ϭ Ϭ ϰ.ϵϳ -Ϯϰ.ϴϵ Ϯ ϰ.ϵϰ ϰϮ.ϳϯ Ϭ

EGY_ϵϯ EgǇpt ϭϵϵϯ Ϯ ϰ ϰ Ϭ ϰ.ϰϯ -ϮϮ.ϲϱ Ϯ ϯ.ϳϯ ϰϴ.ϱϳ Ϭ

EGY_ϵϱ EgǇpt ϭϵϵϱ Ϯ ϯ ϭ Ϭ ϯ.ϵϳ -Ϯϯ.ϭϱ Ϯ ϯ.ϲϲ ϱϭ.ϭϰ Ϭ

EGY_ϵϵ EgǇpt ϭϵϵϵ Ϯ ϱ Ϭ Ϭ ϰ.Ϭϰ -Ϯϱ.ϬϬ Ϯ Ϯ.ϳϵ ϰϮ.ϵϳ Ϭ

EGY_ϬϬ EgǇpt ϮϬϬϬ ϰ ϯ Ϭ Ϭ ϲ.ϭϭ -Ϯϱ.ϱϵ Ϯ ϯ.Ϯϳ ϯϳ.ϲϬ Ϭ

EGY_Ϭϱ EgǇpt ϮϬϬϱ ϭ Ϯ Ϭ Ϭ ϰ.Ϭϵ -Ϯϱ.ϵϯ Ϯ ϲ.Ϭϱ ϰϬ.Ϯϵ Ϭ

EGY_Ϭϳ EgǇpt ϮϬϬϳ ϯ ϯ Ϭ Ϭ ϲ.ϴϰ -Ϯϲ.ϱϳ Ϯ ϭϭ.ϲϵ ϰϴ.ϴϬ Ϭ

EGY_Ϭϱ.ϭ EgǇpt ϮϬϬϱ ϭ Ϯ Ϭ Ϭ ϰ.Ϭϵ -Ϯϱ.ϵϯ Ϯ ϲ.Ϭϱ ϰϬ.Ϯϵ Ϭ

“LV_ϵϭ El “alǀadoƌ ϭϵϵϭ ϯ ϭ Ϭ Ϭ ϰ.ϴϯ -ϭϴ.ϱϲ Ϯ ϭ.ϯϰ ϭϮ.ϱϱ Ϭ

“LV_ϵϰ El “alǀadoƌ ϭϵϵϰ ϲ ϱ Ϭ ϭ ϳ.ϯϳ -ϭϰ.ϲϰ Ϯ ϭ.ϯϵ ϭϰ.ϬϮ Ϭ

“LV_ϵϰ.ϭ El “alǀadoƌ ϭϵϵϰ ϲ ϱ Ϭ ϭ ϳ.ϯϳ -ϭϰ.ϲϰ Ϯ ϭ.ϯϵ ϭϰ.ϬϮ Ϭ

ETH_Ϭϱ Ethiopia ϮϬϬϱ ϭ ϭ Ϯ Ϭ ϭϯ.ϱϳ -ϭϵ.ϵϯ Ϯ ϭ.Ϭϭ ϯϬ.ϵϮ Ϭ

GáB_ϵϳ GaďoŶ ϭϵϵϳ ϲ ϳ Ϭ Ϭ ϯ.ϲϯ -ϲ.ϲϳ Ϯ Ϯϰϯ.ϵϭ ϭϮ.ϵϮ Ϭ

GáB_ϵϴ GaďoŶ ϭϵϵϴ ϳ ϲ Ϭ Ϭ ϱ.ϳϰ -ϲ.ϯϮ Ϯ ϮϮϳ.ϰϳ ϭϭ.ϱϲ Ϭ

GáB_Ϭϭ GaďoŶ ϮϬϬϭ ϱ ϴ Ϭ Ϭ -ϭ.ϴϴ -ϱ.ϰϵ Ϯ ϭϳϵ.ϲϰ ϴ.ϴϯ Ϭ

GáB_Ϭϱ GaďoŶ ϮϬϬϱ ϰ ϲ Ϭ Ϭ ϭ.ϯϱ -ϲ.ϳϮ Ϯ Ϯϯϳ.ϰϰ ϭϬ.ϴϯ Ϭ

GáB_Ϭϲ GaďoŶ ϮϬϬϲ ϰ ϱ Ϭ Ϭ ϯ.ϬϮ -ϳ.ϯϬ Ϯ ϯϭϵ.Ϭϯ ϭϮ.ϭϯ Ϭ

GáB_Ϭϵ GaďoŶ ϮϬϬϵ ϯ ϲ Ϭ Ϭ Ϯ.ϯϮ -ϵ.ϯϯ Ϯ ϱϴϱ.ϲϯ ϭϭ.ϱϴ Ϭ

GHá_ϬϬ GhaŶa ϮϬϬϬ ϱ ϲ Ϭ Ϭ ϰ.ϰϬ -ϳ.ϵϮ Ϯ ϭ.ϴϬ ϯϭ.ϭϵ ϭ

GHá_ϬϬ.ϭ GhaŶa ϮϬϬϬ ϱ ϲ Ϭ Ϭ ϰ.ϰϬ -ϳ.ϵϮ Ϯ ϭ.ϴϬ ϯϭ.ϭϵ ϭ

GTM_ϵϭ Guateŵala ϭϵϵϭ ϰ ϭ Ϭ Ϭ ϯ.ϭϬ -ϭϵ.ϲϴ Ϯ ϭ.ϯϮ ϭϯ.ϳϳ ϭ

HTI_ϬϬ HaiƟ ϮϬϬϬ ϱ Ϯ Ϯ ϭ Ϯ.ϳϬ -ϭϰ.ϭϭ Ϯ ϭ ϮϬ.ϯϴ Ϭ

HUN_ϵϬ HuŶgaƌǇ ϭϵϵϬ ϲ ϴ ϯ Ϯ Ϭ.ϳϰ -ϭϳ.ϲϳ ϭ ϴ.ϭϴ ϵϬ.ϰϬ ϭ

IDN_ϵϵ IŶdoŶesia ϭϵϵϵ ϭ Ϭ ϯϳ Ϯ -ϭϯ.ϭϯ -ϭϲ.ϴϰ Ϯ ϲ.ϱϳ ϭϳ.Ϯϲ ϭ

I‘N_ϵϮ IƌaŶ ϭϵϵϮ Ϭ ϭ Ϭ Ϭ ϭϮ.ϱϵ -ϭϳ.ϲϰ Ϭ Ϯϲ.Ϯϱ Ϯϱ.ϴϭ Ϭ

I‘N_ϵϯ IƌaŶ ϭϵϵϯ ϭ ϯ ϰ Ϭ ϰ.Ϯϱ -ϭϳ.ϮϬ Ϭ Ϯϱ.ϯϳ Ϯϳ.ϯϳ Ϭ

I‘N_ϵϲ IƌaŶ ϭϵϵϲ Ϭ Ϯ ϭ Ϭ Ϯ.ϲϱ -ϭϳ.ϮϬ Ϭ Ϯϰ.ϯϮ ϯϬ.ϰϵ Ϭ

I‘N_ϵϳ IƌaŶ ϭϵϵϳ Ϭ Ϯ Ϭ Ϭ ϳ.ϭϬ -ϭϲ.ϯϰ Ϭ ϯϬ.ϴϲ Ϯϴ.ϭϭ ϭ

I‘N_ϵϴ IƌaŶ ϭϵϵϴ Ϭ ϭ ϭ Ϭ ϯ.ϯϴ -ϭϰ.ϴϰ Ϭ Ϯϱ.Ϭϰ Ϯϱ.ϳϯ ϭ

I‘N_ϬϬ IƌaŶ ϮϬϬϬ Ϭ Ϭ ϱ Ϭ ϭ.ϵϯ -ϭϬ.ϯϮ Ϭ ϮϮ.ϰϭ Ϯϯ.ϯϲ Ϭ

I‘N_Ϭϭ IƌaŶ ϮϬϬϭ Ϭ ϭ Ϭ Ϭ ϱ.ϭϰ -ϵ.ϰϵ Ϭ ϯϴ.ϲϯ ϮϬ.ϵϴ Ϭ

I‘N_Ϭϰ IƌaŶ ϮϬϬϰ Ϭ Ϯ ϲ Ϭ ϳ.ϭϭ -ϭϴ.ϭϭ Ϭ ϰϮ.ϯϱ Ϯϵ.ϰϯ ϭ

I‘N_Ϭϴ IƌaŶ ϮϬϬϴ Ϭ ϭ Ϭ Ϭ ϳ.ϴϮ -ϭϵ.ϲϮ Ϭ ϭϬϰ.ϭϳ ϯϬ.ϳϰ Ϭ

I‘N_Ϭϵ IƌaŶ ϮϬϬϵ Ϭ Ϭ Ϭ ϭ Ϯ.ϯϬ -Ϯϭ.ϭϮ Ϭ ϭϯϭ.ϱϲ ϯϭ.ϭϬ Ϭ

CIV_ϬϬ IǀoƌǇ Coast ϮϬϬϬ ϯ ϯ Ϯ Ϭ ϭ.ϱϵ -ϰ.ϳϳ Ϭ ϰ.ϯϰ Ϯϭ.ϳϲ ϭ

CIV_Ϭϭ IǀoƌǇ Coast ϮϬϬϭ ϰ ϭ ϵ ϭ -ϯ.ϳϬ -ϰ.ϵϭ Ϯ ϱ.ϰϬ ϭϳ.Ϭϭ Ϭ

CIV_ϬϬ.ϭ IǀoƌǇ Coast ϮϬϬϬ ϯ ϯ Ϯ Ϭ ϭ.ϱϵ -ϰ.ϳϳ Ϭ ϰ.ϯϰ Ϯϭ.ϳϲ Ϭ

KEN_ϵϮ KeŶǇa ϭϵϵϮ ϭ ϯ ϱ ϭ ϭ.ϰϰ ϴ.ϯϳ ϭ ϭ.ϵϳ Ϯϳ.ϲϬ Ϭ
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B. “uppleŵeŶtaƌǇ Mateƌial “tudǇ Ϯ ϭϰϰ

KEN_ϵϰ KeŶǇa ϭϵϵϰ Ϯ ϱ Ϭ Ϭ Ϭ.ϯϱ ϭϰ.ϴϴ Ϯ ϭ.ϲϱ Ϯϲ.ϱϳ Ϭ

KEN_ϵϳ KeŶǇa ϭϵϵϳ ϯ ϰ Ϭ Ϭ ϰ.ϭϱ ϴ.ϭϴ Ϯ ϭ.ϳϬ Ϯϯ.ϯϯ Ϭ

KEN_ϬϮ KeŶǇa ϮϬϬϮ ϰ ϯ Ϭ Ϭ ϯ.ϳϴ -ϱ.Ϭϰ Ϯ ϭ.ϵϭ ϭϴ.ϯϯ ϭ

KEN_ϵϮ.ϭ KeŶǇa ϭϵϵϮ ϭ ϯ ϱ ϭ ϭ.ϰϰ ϴ.ϯϳ ϭ ϭ.ϵϳ Ϯϳ.ϲϬ Ϭ

KEN_ϵϳ.ϭ KeŶǇa ϭϵϵϳ ϯ ϰ Ϭ Ϭ ϰ.ϭϱ ϴ.ϭϴ Ϯ ϭ.ϳϬ Ϯϯ.ϯϯ Ϭ

KEN_ϬϮ.ϭ KeŶǇa ϮϬϬϮ ϰ ϯ Ϭ Ϭ ϯ.ϳϴ -ϱ.Ϭϰ Ϯ ϭ.ϵϭ ϭϴ.ϯϯ ϭ

KG)_Ϭϱ KǇƌgǇz ‘epuďliĐ ϮϬϬϱ ϰ ϱ Ϭ Ϭ ϳ.Ϭϯ -ϭϲ.ϰϳ Ϯ ϯ.ϮϮ ϵ.ϰϱ Ϭ

KG)_Ϭϳ KǇƌgǇz ‘epuďliĐ ϮϬϬϳ ϰ ϰ ϯ Ϭ ϯ.ϭϬ -ϭϲ.ϮϬ Ϯ ϰ.ϰϮ ϭϲ.ϯϬ Ϭ

KG)_Ϭϵ KǇƌgǇz ‘epuďliĐ ϮϬϬϵ ϭ ϲ Ϭ Ϭ ϴ.ϰϬ -ϭϲ.ϯϰ Ϯ ϯ.Ϭϯ ϭϰ.ϮϮ Ϭ

KG)_Ϭϱ.ϭ KǇƌgǇz ‘epuďliĐ ϮϬϬϱ ϰ ϱ Ϭ Ϭ ϳ.Ϭϯ -ϭϲ.ϰϳ Ϯ ϯ.ϮϮ ϵ.ϰϱ Ϭ

MDG_ϵϮ MadagasĐaƌ ϭϵϵϮ ϱ Ϯ ϭϬ ϭ -ϲ.ϯϭ -ϵ.ϱϴ ϭ ϭ.ϭϴ Ϯϵ.Ϭϴ ϭ

MDG_ϵϯ MadagasĐaƌ ϭϵϵϯ ϳ ϲ Ϯ ϭ ϭ.ϭϵ -ϭϭ.ϭϲ ϭ ϭ.ϮϮ Ϯϴ.ϴϳ ϭ

MDG_ϵϯ.ϭ MadagasĐaƌ ϭϵϵϯ ϳ ϲ Ϯ ϭ ϭ.ϭϵ -ϭϭ.ϭϲ ϭ ϭ.ϮϮ Ϯϴ.ϴϳ ϭ

MY“_ϵϬ MalaǇsia ϭϵϵϬ ϱ ϲ Ϭ Ϭ ϵ.Ϭϲ -Ϯϰ.ϲϰ Ϯ Ϯϴ.ϲϬ Ϯϯ.ϰϯ Ϭ

MY“_ϵϱ MalaǇsia ϭϵϵϱ Ϯ ϱ Ϭ Ϭ ϵ.Ϯϭ -Ϯϯ.Ϭϴ Ϯ Ϯϲ.ϲϮ Ϯϭ.ϰϮ Ϭ

MY“_ϵϵ MalaǇsia ϭϵϵϵ ϯ ϱ ϯ Ϭ -ϳ.ϯϲ -ϮϬ.ϲϯ Ϯ Ϯϱ.ϱϯ Ϯϴ.ϭϮ Ϭ

MY“_Ϭϰ MalaǇsia ϮϬϬϰ ϭ ϱ Ϭ Ϭ ϱ.ϳϵ -ϮϬ Ϯ ϰϳ.Ϯϭ ϰϯ.ϲϰ Ϭ

MY“_Ϭϴ MalaǇsia ϮϬϬϴ Ϯ ϰ Ϭ Ϭ ϲ.ϯϬ -ϭϵ.Ϯϴ Ϯ ϭϬϱ.ϱϰ Ϯϳ.ϲϮ Ϭ

MEX_ϵϭ MeǆiĐo ϭϵϵϭ ϱ Ϭ Ϭ Ϭ ϱ.Ϭϳ -ϭϱ.ϱϮ Ϯ ϭϰ.ϯϴ ϭϳ.ϴϰ Ϭ

MEX_ϵϰ MeǆiĐo ϭϵϵϰ ϱ ϯ Ϯ Ϭ ϭ.ϵϱ -ϭϱ.ϳϲ Ϯ ϭϬ.ϱϴ Ϯϭ.ϱϰ Ϭ

MEX_ϵϳ MeǆiĐo ϭϵϵϳ ϲ ϭ ϯ Ϭ ϱ.ϭϰ -ϭϵ.Ϯϵ Ϯ ϭϱ.ϭϳ Ϯϰ.ϳϭ Ϭ

MEX_ϬϬ MeǆiĐo ϮϬϬϬ ϳ ϯ ϭ Ϭ ϯ.ϴϳ -ϮϮ.ϬϮ Ϯ ϭϮ.ϴϳ Ϯϯ.ϲϱ ϭ

MEX_ϵϰ.ϭ MeǆiĐo ϭϵϵϰ ϱ ϯ Ϯ Ϭ ϭ.ϵϱ -ϭϱ.ϳϲ Ϯ ϭϬ.ϱϴ Ϯϭ.ϱϰ Ϭ

MEX_ϬϬ.ϭ MeǆiĐo ϮϬϬϬ ϳ ϯ ϭ Ϭ ϯ.ϴϳ -ϮϮ.ϬϮ Ϯ ϭϮ.ϴϳ Ϯϯ.ϲϱ ϭ

MO)_Ϭϵ MozaŵďiƋue ϮϬϬϵ Ϯ ϱ ϭ Ϭ ϲ.ϴϯ -ϮϬ.ϭϲ Ϯ ϵ.ϰϮ ϲϮ.ϳϬ Ϭ

MO)_Ϭϵ.ϭ MozaŵďiƋue ϮϬϬϵ Ϯ ϱ ϭ Ϭ ϲ.ϴϯ -ϮϬ.ϭϲ Ϯ ϵ.ϰϮ ϲϮ.ϳϬ Ϭ

NáM_Ϭϰ Naŵiďia ϮϬϬϰ ϲ ϲ Ϭ Ϭ ϰ.Ϯϰ Ϭ.ϲϯ Ϯ ϲ.ϯϵ Ϯϰ.ϬϮ Ϭ

NáM_Ϭϵ Naŵiďia ϮϬϬϵ ϯ ϲ Ϭ Ϭ ϯ.ϯϳ -Ϯϯ.ϱϯ Ϯ ϰϴ.Ϭϵ Ϯϳ.Ϯϳ Ϭ

NáM_Ϭϰ.ϭ Naŵiďia ϮϬϬϰ ϲ ϲ Ϭ Ϭ ϰ.Ϯϰ Ϭ.ϲϯ Ϯ ϲ.ϯϵ Ϯϰ.ϬϮ Ϭ

NáM_Ϭϵ.ϭ Naŵiďia ϮϬϬϵ ϯ ϲ Ϭ Ϭ ϯ.ϯϳ -Ϯϯ.ϱϯ Ϯ ϰϴ.Ϭϵ Ϯϳ.Ϯϳ Ϭ

NPL_ϵϭ Nepal ϭϵϵϭ ϯ ϯ ϭϯ Ϭ ϰ.ϲϰ -ϭϲ.ϵϲ Ϯ ϭ.ϬϬ ϰϯ.ϮϬ Ϭ

NIC_ϵϬ NiĐaƌagua ϭϵϵϬ Ϯ ϭ ϭ Ϭ -ϭ.ϳϬ -ϭϲ.ϴϯ Ϯ ϭ.Ϯϭ ϯϲ.ϴϱ ϭ

NIC_ϵϬ.ϭ NiĐaƌagua ϭϵϵϬ Ϯ ϭ ϭ Ϭ -ϭ.ϳϬ -ϭϲ.ϴϯ Ϯ ϭ.Ϯϭ ϯϲ.ϴϱ ϭ

NE‘_ϵϵ Nigeƌ ϭϵϵϵ Ϯ ϰ Ϭ Ϭ ϭϬ.ϰϮ -ϭϱ.Ϯϱ Ϯ Ϯ.ϯϬ ϲϲ.ϰϬ ϭ

NGá_ϵϵ Nigeƌia ϭϵϵϵ ϭ ϰ ϱ Ϭ ϭ.ϴϴ -ϲ.Ϯϯ Ϭ ϵ.ϮϬ ϯϵ.ϳϬ ϭ

PáK_Ϭϴ PakistaŶ ϮϬϬϴ Ϯ Ϭ ϴ Ϯ ϱ.ϲϴ -ϭϬ.ϰϳ Ϯ ϭ.ϲϴ ϭϱ.ϰϯ ϭ

P‘Y_ϵϯ PaƌaguaǇ ϭϵϵϯ ϲ ϳ Ϭ Ϭ ϯ.ϰϮ -ϭϭ.ϵϵ Ϯ ϭ.Ϭϵ ϭϯ.ϰϵ Ϭ

P‘Y_ϵϯ.ϭ PaƌaguaǇ ϭϵϵϯ ϲ ϳ Ϭ Ϭ ϯ.ϰϮ -ϭϭ.ϵϵ Ϯ ϭ.Ϭϵ ϭϯ.ϰϵ Ϭ

PE‘_ϵϱ Peƌu ϭϵϵϱ ϯ ϭ Ϭ Ϭ ϭϮ.ϴϮ -ϮϮ.ϴϮ Ϭ ϵ.ϭϴ ϭϲ.ϰϵ Ϭ

PE‘_ϬϬ Peƌu ϮϬϬϬ ϱ Ϯ Ϭ ϭ Ϭ.ϵϭ -Ϯϲ.ϱϲ Ϯ ϵ.ϰϳ ϭϳ.Ϭϭ Ϭ

PE‘_ϵϱ.ϭ Peƌu ϭϵϵϱ ϯ ϭ Ϭ Ϭ ϭϮ.ϴϮ -ϮϮ.ϴϮ Ϭ ϵ.ϭϴ ϭϲ.ϰϵ Ϭ

PE‘_ϬϬ.ϭ Peƌu ϮϬϬϬ ϱ Ϯ Ϭ ϭ Ϭ.ϵϭ -Ϯϲ.ϱϲ Ϯ ϵ.ϰϳ ϭϳ.Ϭϭ Ϭ

‘U“_ϵϱ ‘ussia ϭϵϵϱ ϱ ϭ ϭ ϭ -ϰ.ϭϰ -ϰ.ϵϯ Ϯ Ϯϴ.ϵϬ ϮϬ.ϰϲ ϭ

‘U“_Ϭϯ ‘ussia ϮϬϬϯ ϱ ϰ ϭ ϭ ϰ.ϳϰ -ϵ.ϱϱ Ϯ ϰϳ.ϰϯ ϯϰ.ϴϬ Ϭ

‘U“_Ϭϰ ‘ussia ϮϬϬϰ ϯ Ϯ ϭ Ϭ ϳ.ϯϬ -ϭϬ.Ϭϲ Ϯ ϲϭ.ϯϮ ϯϰ.ϳϬ Ϭ

‘U“_Ϭϳ ‘ussia ϮϬϬϳ Ϯ ϭ ϭ Ϭ ϴ.ϱϰ -ϭϰ.ϱϴ Ϯ ϭϳϵ.ϵϵ ϯϯ.ϴϯ Ϭ

‘U“_Ϭϴ ‘ussia ϮϬϬϴ Ϭ ϯ Ϯ Ϭ ϱ.Ϯϱ -ϭϱ.ϯϯ Ϯ Ϯϰϲ.ϰϳ ϯϮ.ϱϳ Ϭ

‘Wá_Ϭϯ ‘ǁaŶda ϮϬϬϯ ϭ ϯ Ϭ Ϭ ϭϯ.ϱϭ -ϯϬ.ϳϱ Ϯ ϭ.Ϯϭ ϭϴ.ϳϬ Ϭ

‘Wá_Ϭϴ ‘ǁaŶda ϮϬϬϴ Ϯ ϱ Ϭ Ϭ ϳ.ϲϯ -ϯϴ.ϵϬ Ϯ ϭ.ϴϯ Ϯϰ.ϰϱ Ϭ

‘Wá_Ϭϯ.ϭ ‘ǁaŶda ϮϬϬϯ ϭ ϯ Ϭ Ϭ ϭϯ.ϱϭ -ϯϬ.ϳϱ Ϯ ϭ.Ϯϭ ϭϴ.ϳϬ Ϭ

“EN_ϵϯ “eŶegal ϭϵϵϯ ϲ Ϯ Ϭ Ϭ ϭ.Ϯϰ -ϲ.ϳϱ Ϯ ϯ.ϭϮ ϮϮ.Ϭϱ Ϭ

“EN_ϵϴ “eŶegal ϭϵϵϴ ϲ Ϯ Ϭ Ϭ ϯ.ϭϮ Ϯ.ϰϲ Ϯ Ϯ.ϱϱ ϮϬ.ϴϬ Ϭ

“EN_ϬϬ “eŶegal ϮϬϬϬ ϰ Ϯ Ϭ Ϭ ϲ.ϯϱ -ϭ.ϳϭ Ϯ Ϯ.ϯϴ ϮϬ.ϰϱ ϭ

“EN_ϵϯ.ϭ “eŶegal ϭϵϵϯ ϲ Ϯ Ϭ Ϭ ϭ.Ϯϰ -ϲ.ϳϱ Ϯ ϯ.ϭϮ ϮϮ.Ϭϱ Ϭ

“GP_ϵϭ “iŶgapoƌe ϭϵϵϭ ϰ ϲ Ϭ Ϭ ϭϬ.ϭϭ -ϯϬ.ϲϴ Ϯ ϯϰϭ.ϱϲ ϭϰ.Ϭϯ Ϭ

“GP_ϵϯ “iŶgapoƌe ϭϵϵϯ ϯ ϲ Ϭ Ϭ ϳ.Ϭϯ -ϯϱ.ϵϬ Ϯ Ϯϴϳ.ϲϰ ϭϯ.ϯϬ Ϭ

“GP_ϵϳ “iŶgapoƌe ϭϵϵϳ ϯ ϱ Ϭ Ϭ ϳ.ϲϯ -ϯϬ.ϵϭ Ϯ ϯϴϭ.ϱϬ ϭϯ.Ϯϱ Ϭ

“GP_Ϭϭ “iŶgapoƌe ϮϬϬϭ ϯ ϲ Ϭ Ϭ ϵ.Ϭϰ -Ϯϵ.Ϯϳ Ϯ ϯϳϭ.ϭϳ ϭϱ.ϯϬ Ϭ

“GP_Ϭϲ “iŶgapoƌe ϮϬϬϲ Ϯ ϲ Ϭ Ϭ ϳ.ϯϳ -ϮϬ.ϲϵ Ϯ ϲϴϴ.ϴϴ ϭϳ.Ϭϭ Ϭ

)áF_ϵϰ “outh áfƌiĐa ϭϵϵϰ ϯ ϭ ϱ Ϭ ϭ.Ϯϯ -ϲ.ϭϵ Ϯ ϵ.ϱϵ ϭϴ.Ϭϯ ϭ

LKá_ϵϰ “ƌi LaŶka ϭϵϵϰ ϱ Ϯ Ϭ ϭ ϲ.ϵϬ -ϭϳ.ϯϭ Ϯ ϭ.ϮϮ ϯϬ.ϰϮ ϭ

T)á_ϬϬ TaŶzaŶia ϮϬϬϬ ϰ ϰ ϭ Ϭ ϰ.ϴϰ -ϭϯ.ϴϴ Ϯ ϭ.ϬϮ ϯϬ.Ϯϱ Ϭ

T)á_Ϭϱ TaŶzaŶia ϮϬϬϱ Ϯ ϯ Ϭ Ϭ ϳ.ϴϯ -ϭϵ.ϵϯ Ϯ ϭ.ϯϲ ϰϬ Ϭ

T)á_ϬϬ.ϭ TaŶzaŶia ϮϬϬϬ ϰ ϰ ϭ Ϭ ϰ.ϴϰ -ϭϯ.ϴϴ Ϯ ϭ.ϬϮ ϯϬ.Ϯϱ Ϭ

T)á_Ϭϱ.ϭ TaŶzaŶia ϮϬϬϱ Ϯ ϯ Ϭ Ϭ ϳ.ϴϯ -ϭϵ.ϵϯ Ϯ ϭ.ϯϲ ϰϬ Ϭ

THá_ϵϮ ThailaŶd ϭϵϵϮ ϰ ϰ Ϭ Ϭ ϴ.ϱϲ -Ϯϵ.ϯϯ Ϭ ϭ.ϴϱ ϭϬ.Ϯϲ ϭ

THá_Ϭϳ ThailaŶd ϮϬϬϳ ϭ ϭ ϭ Ϭ ϱ.Ϭϵ -ϭϲ.Ϯϯ Ϭ ϭϰ.ϭϬ ϭϲ.Ϭϰ ϭ

THá_ϵϮ.ϭ ThailaŶd ϭϵϵϮ ϰ ϰ Ϭ Ϭ ϴ.ϱϲ -Ϯϵ.ϯϯ Ϭ ϭ.ϴϱ ϭϬ.Ϯϲ ϭ

TGO_ϵϴ Togo ϭϵϵϴ ϰ ϯ Ϭ Ϭ ϭϰ.ϯϴ -ϰ.Ϭϱ Ϯ ϯ.Ϭϴ Ϯϭ.ϯϬ Ϭ

TGO_ϵϵ Togo ϭϵϵϵ Ϯ ϰ Ϭ Ϭ -Ϯ.ϯϬ -ϯ.ϳϯ Ϯ ϯ.ϳϰ Ϯϭ.ϯϬ Ϭ

TGO_ϬϮ Togo ϮϬϬϮ Ϯ ϱ Ϭ Ϭ -ϭ.ϲϯ -ϯ.ϴϮ Ϯ ϭ.ϵϬ ϭϭ Ϭ

TGO_Ϭϯ Togo ϮϬϬϯ Ϯ ϱ Ϭ Ϭ -Ϭ.ϵϮ -ϯ.ϰϴ Ϯ ϭ.ϴϮ ϳ.ϰϬ Ϭ

TGO_Ϭϱ Togo ϮϬϬϱ ϯ ϰ Ϭ Ϭ Ϯ.ϭϮ -ϯ.ϰϬ Ϯ ϭ.ϵϭ ϭϰ.ϯϮ Ϭ
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B. “uppleŵeŶtaƌǇ Mateƌial “tudǇ Ϯ ϭϰϱ

TGO_Ϭϳ Togo ϮϬϬϳ Ϯ ϯ Ϭ Ϭ ϰ.Ϭϱ -ϯ.ϰϲ Ϯ ϭ.ϲϳ ϵ.ϯϰ Ϭ

TUN_ϵϵ TuŶisia ϭϵϵϵ Ϯ ϰ Ϭ Ϭ ϰ.ϵϳ -Ϯϭ.ϱϱ Ϯ ϱ.ϳϯ ϯϴ.ϬϮ Ϭ

TUN_Ϭϰ TuŶisia ϮϬϬϰ Ϯ ϰ Ϭ Ϭ ϱ.ϰϳ -ϮϮ.ϯϰ Ϯ ϵ.Ϯϯ ϰϭ.ϴϴ Ϭ

TUN_Ϭϵ TuŶisia ϮϬϬϵ ϭ ϯ Ϭ Ϭ ϰ.ϱϮ -ϮϮ.ϲϰ Ϯ ϯϲ.ϲϱ Ϯϴ.ϭϴ Ϭ

TUN_ϵϵ.ϭ TuŶisia ϭϵϵϵ Ϯ ϰ Ϭ Ϭ ϰ.ϵϳ -Ϯϭ.ϱϱ Ϯ ϱ.ϳϯ ϯϴ.ϬϮ Ϭ

TUN_Ϭϵ.ϭ TuŶisia ϮϬϬϵ ϭ ϯ Ϭ Ϭ ϰ.ϱϮ -ϮϮ.ϲϰ Ϯ ϯϲ.ϲϱ Ϯϴ.ϭϴ Ϭ

UGá_ϵϲ UgaŶda ϭϵϵϲ ϯ ϰ Ϭ Ϭ ϭϭ.ϱϮ -ϲ.ϲϬ Ϭ ϭ.ϬϮ ϮϬ.ϭϮ Ϭ

UGá_Ϭϭ UgaŶda ϮϬϬϭ ϯ Ϯ Ϭ Ϭ ϯ.ϭϰ -ϭϯ.ϲϮ Ϭ ϭ.ϭϵ Ϯϯ.ϳϱ Ϭ

UGá_Ϭϲ UgaŶda ϮϬϬϲ Ϯ Ϯ ϭ Ϭ ϲ.ϯϯ -ϭϱ.ϳϳ Ϭ ϭ.ϮϬ ϭϮ.Ϯϵ Ϭ

UGá_Ϭϲ.ϭ UgaŶda ϮϬϬϲ Ϯ Ϯ ϭ Ϭ ϲ.ϯϯ -ϭϱ.ϳϳ Ϭ ϭ.ϮϬ ϭϮ.Ϯϵ Ϭ

VEN_Ϭϲ VeŶezuela ϮϬϬϲ ϯ Ϯ Ϭ Ϭ ϭϬ.ϯϮ -ϭϲ.ϯϮ Ϯ ϭϵϱ.ϭϮ ϱϬ.Ϯϵ Ϭ

)MB_Ϭϲ )aŵďia ϮϬϬϲ ϰ ϰ Ϭ Ϭ ϱ.ϯϰ -ϭϲ.ϰϴ Ϯ ϭϬ.ϴϭ ϭϲ.Ϯϯ Ϭ

)MB_Ϭϴ )aŵďia ϮϬϬϴ ϰ ϱ Ϭ Ϭ ϲ.ϭϵ -ϭϵ.ϳϳ Ϯ ϯϬ.Ϯϰ ϵ.ϵϱ Ϭ

)MB_Ϭϭ )aŵďia ϮϬϬϭ ϯ ϱ Ϭ Ϭ ϯ.ϱϮ -ϭϱ.ϲϲ Ϯ ϰ.ϲϳ ϯϭ.ϯϬ Ϭ

)MB_Ϭϲ.ϭ )aŵďia ϮϬϬϲ ϰ ϰ Ϭ Ϭ ϱ.ϯϰ -ϭϲ.ϰϴ Ϯ ϭϬ.ϴϭ ϭϲ.Ϯϯ Ϭ

)WE_ϵϱ )iŵďaďǁe ϭϵϵϱ ϯ ϲ ϯ Ϭ ϵ.Ϯϰ ϭϭ.ϱϬ Ϯ Ϯ.ϴϴ ϭϳ.ϯϴ Ϭ

)WE_ϵϲ )iŵďaďǁe ϭϵϵϲ ϯ ϰ Ϯ Ϭ Ϭ.ϭϲ ϭϭ.Ϯϰ Ϯ ϯ.ϭϯ ϭϲ.ϯϮ Ϭ

)WE_ϬϮ )iŵďaďǁe ϮϬϬϮ Ϯ ϯ Ϭ Ϭ ϭ.ϰϰ ϰ.Ϭϯ Ϯ Ϯ.ϴϵ Ϯϰ.ϰϱ Ϭ

)WE_Ϭϱ )iŵďaďǁe ϮϬϬϱ ϭ Ϯ Ϭ Ϭ -ϱ.ϴϭ -ϴ.ϳϳ Ϯ ϱ.ϬϬ ϯϬ.ϵϱ Ϭ

)WE_Ϭϴ )iŵďaďǁe ϮϬϬϴ ϭ ϭ Ϭ Ϭ -ϯ.ϲϱ -ϭϰ.ϲϰ Ϯ ϲ.ϴϴ Ϯϴ.ϵϱ Ϭ

)WE_Ϭϴ.ϭ )iŵďaďǁe ϮϬϬϴ ϭ ϭ Ϭ Ϭ -ϯ.ϲϱ -ϭϰ.ϲϰ Ϯ ϲ.ϴϴ Ϯϴ.ϵϱ ϭ

EaĐh Case s͛ Meŵďeƌship “Đoƌe iŶ OutĐoŵe EleĐtoƌal Defeat aŶd CoŶdiƟoŶs

Laďel CouŶtƌǇ Yeaƌ leg_speĐ leg_diff Đoop_foƌŵ Đoop_iŶf ƌep_h ƌep_s Defeat

D)á_ϵϳ álgeƌia ϭϵϵϳ Ϭ.ϵϱ ϭ ϭ Ϭ.ϳϭ Ϭ.ϵϵ Ϭ.ϳϯ Ϭ

D)á_ϵϵ álgeƌia ϭϵϵϵ Ϭ.ϵϲ ϭ ϭ Ϭ.ϲϯ Ϭ.ϵϱ ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ

D)á_ϬϮ álgeƌia ϮϬϬϮ Ϭ.ϵϲ ϭ ϭ Ϭ.ϴϮ Ϭ.ϵϱ Ϭ.ϵϱ Ϭ

D)á_Ϭϰ álgeƌia ϮϬϬϰ Ϭ.ϵϲ ϭ ϭ Ϭ.ϴϳ ϭ.ϬϬ ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ

D)á_Ϭϳ álgeƌia ϮϬϬϳ Ϭ.ϵϲ ϭ ϭ ϭ.ϬϬ ϭ.ϬϬ ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ

D)á_Ϭϵ álgeƌia ϮϬϬϵ Ϭ.ϵϳ ϭ ϭ ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.ϳϯ ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ

á‘M_Ϭϳ áƌŵeŶia ϮϬϬϳ Ϭ.ϵϵ ϭ ϭ Ϭ.Ϭϯ Ϭ.ϳϯ Ϭ.ϵϱ Ϭ

á‘M_Ϭϴ áƌŵeŶia ϮϬϬϴ Ϭ.ϵϵ ϭ ϭ Ϭ.Ϭϲ Ϭ.ϵϵ Ϭ.ϵϱ Ϭ

á)E_Ϭϭ ázeƌďaijaŶ ϮϬϬϭ Ϭ.ϵϳ ϭ ϭ Ϭ.ϱϭ Ϭ.ϵϱ Ϭ.ϵϵ Ϭ

á)E_Ϭϯ ázeƌďaijaŶ ϮϬϬϯ Ϭ.ϵϳ ϭ ϭ Ϭ.ϱϱ Ϭ.ϵϱ Ϭ.ϵϱ Ϭ

á)E_Ϭϲ ázeƌďaijaŶ ϮϬϬϲ ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.ϬϬϬϭ ϭ Ϭ.ϵϮ ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.ϵϵ Ϭ

á)E_Ϭϴ ázeƌďaijaŶ ϮϬϬϴ ϭ.ϬϬ ϭ ϭ ϭ.ϬϬ ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.ϵϵ Ϭ

BGD_Ϭϴ BaŶgladesh ϮϬϬϴ Ϭ.ϵϵ ϭ Ϭ.Ϭϰ Ϭ.ϬϬϰ ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.ϵϵ ϭ

BWá_Ϭϰ BotsǁaŶa ϮϬϬϰ Ϭ.ϵϰ ϭ ϭ Ϭ.ϱϰ Ϭ.Ϭϱ Ϭ.ϳϯ Ϭ

BWá_Ϭϵ BotsǁaŶa ϮϬϬϵ ϭ.ϬϬ ϭ ϭ Ϭ.ϳϱ Ϭ.Ϯϳ Ϭ.ϵϱ Ϭ

BFá_Ϭϱ BuƌkiŶa Faso ϮϬϬϱ Ϭ.ϲϮ ϭ ϭ Ϭ.ϬϬϰ Ϭ.ϵϱ Ϭ.ϳϯ Ϭ

CM‘_ϵϳ CaŵeƌooŶ ϭϵϵϳ Ϭ.ϱϬ ϭ ϭ Ϭ.ϬϮ Ϭ.ϵϱ Ϭ.ϵϵ Ϭ

CM‘_ϬϮ CaŵeƌooŶ ϮϬϬϮ Ϭ.ϯϯ ϭ ϭ Ϭ.ϬϮ ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.ϵϵ Ϭ

CM‘_Ϭϰ CaŵeƌooŶ ϮϬϬϰ Ϭ.ϭϵ ϭ ϭ Ϭ.Ϭϯ Ϭ.ϵϱ ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ

CM‘_Ϭϳ CaŵeƌooŶ ϮϬϬϳ Ϭ.ϭϱ ϭ ϭ Ϭ.ϭϲ Ϭ.ϵϱ Ϭ.ϵϱ Ϭ

CM‘_ϵϳ.ϭ CaŵeƌooŶ ϭϵϵϳ Ϭ.ϱϬ ϭ ϭ Ϭ.ϬϮ Ϭ.ϵϱ Ϭ.ϵϵ Ϭ

CáF_Ϭϱ CeŶtƌal áfƌiĐaŶ ‘epuďliĐ ϮϬϬϱ Ϭ.ϬϮ ϭ Ϭ.ϴϯ Ϭ.ϬϬϱ Ϭ.ϵϵ Ϭ.ϳϯ Ϭ

CáF_Ϭϱ.ϭ CeŶtƌal áfƌiĐaŶ ‘epuďliĐ ϮϬϬϱ Ϭ.ϬϮ ϭ Ϭ.ϴϯ Ϭ.ϬϬϱ Ϭ.ϵϵ Ϭ.ϳϯ Ϭ

COG_Ϭϵ CoŶgo ϮϬϬϵ Ϭ.ϱϴ ϭ ϭ ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.ϵϱ Ϭ.Ϯϳ Ϭ

EGY_ϵϬ EgǇpt ϭϵϵϬ ϭ.ϬϬ ϭ ϭ Ϭ.Ϭϭ Ϭ.ϵϱ Ϭ.ϵϱ Ϭ

EGY_ϵϯ EgǇpt ϭϵϵϯ Ϭ.ϵϵ ϭ ϭ Ϭ.Ϭϭ Ϭ.ϵϱ Ϭ.ϵϵ Ϭ

EGY_ϵϱ EgǇpt ϭϵϵϱ ϭ.ϬϬ ϭ ϭ Ϭ.Ϭϭ Ϭ.ϵϵ Ϭ.ϵϵ Ϭ

EGY_ϵϵ EgǇpt ϭϵϵϵ ϭ.ϬϬ ϭ ϭ Ϭ.Ϭϭ Ϭ.ϳϯ Ϭ.ϵϵ Ϭ

EGY_ϬϬ EgǇpt ϮϬϬϬ ϭ.ϬϬ ϭ ϭ Ϭ.Ϭϭ Ϭ.ϵϵ Ϭ.ϳϯ Ϭ

EGY_Ϭϱ EgǇpt ϮϬϬϱ ϭ.ϬϬ ϭ ϭ Ϭ.ϬϮ ϭ.ϬϬ ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ

EGY_Ϭϳ EgǇpt ϮϬϬϳ ϭ.ϬϬ ϭ ϭ Ϭ.Ϭϴ Ϭ.ϵϵ Ϭ.ϵϱ Ϭ

EGY_Ϭϱ.ϭ EgǇpt ϮϬϬϱ ϭ.ϬϬ ϭ ϭ Ϭ.ϬϮ ϭ.ϬϬ ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ

“LV_ϵϭ El “alǀadoƌ ϭϵϵϭ Ϭ.ϵϴ ϭ ϭ Ϭ.ϬϬϰ ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.ϵϱ Ϭ

“LV_ϵϰ El “alǀadoƌ ϭϵϵϰ Ϭ.ϵϰ Ϭ.ϵϱ ϭ Ϭ.ϬϬϰ Ϭ.ϳϯ Ϭ.Ϭϱ Ϭ

“LV_ϵϰ.ϭ El “alǀadoƌ ϭϵϵϰ Ϭ.ϵϰ Ϭ.ϵϱ ϭ Ϭ.ϬϬϰ Ϭ.ϳϯ Ϭ.Ϭϱ Ϭ

ETH_Ϭϱ Ethiopia ϮϬϬϱ Ϭ.ϵϵ ϭ ϭ Ϭ.ϬϬϰ ϭ.ϬϬ ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ

GáB_ϵϳ GaďoŶ ϭϵϵϳ Ϭ.ϲϮ ϭ ϭ ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.Ϭϱ Ϭ.Ϭϱ Ϭ

GáB_ϵϴ GaďoŶ ϭϵϵϴ Ϭ.ϲϭ ϭ ϭ ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.Ϯϳ Ϭ.Ϭϭ Ϭ

GáB_Ϭϭ GaďoŶ ϮϬϬϭ Ϭ.ϱϰ ϭ ϭ ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.Ϭϭ Ϭ.Ϯϳ Ϭ

GáB_Ϭϱ GaďoŶ ϮϬϬϱ Ϭ.ϲϮ ϭ ϭ ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.Ϯϳ Ϭ.ϳϯ Ϭ

GáB_Ϭϲ GaďoŶ ϮϬϬϲ Ϭ.ϲϲ ϭ ϭ ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.ϳϯ Ϭ.ϳϯ Ϭ
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GáB_Ϭϵ GaďoŶ ϮϬϬϵ Ϭ.ϳϴ ϭ ϭ ϭ Ϭ.Ϯϳ Ϭ.ϵϱ Ϭ

GHá_ϬϬ GhaŶa ϮϬϬϬ Ϭ.ϳϬ ϭ ϭ Ϭ.ϬϬϱ Ϭ.Ϯϳ Ϭ.Ϯϳ ϭ

GHá_ϬϬ.ϭ GhaŶa ϮϬϬϬ Ϭ.ϳϬ ϭ ϭ Ϭ.ϬϬϱ Ϭ.Ϯϳ Ϭ.Ϯϳ ϭ

GTM_ϵϭ Guateŵala ϭϵϵϭ Ϭ.ϵϵ ϭ ϭ Ϭ.ϬϬϰ ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.ϳϯ ϭ

HTI_ϬϬ HaiƟ ϮϬϬϬ Ϭ.ϵϰ Ϭ.Ϭϱ ϭ Ϭ.ϬϬϰ ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.Ϯϳ Ϭ

HUN_ϵϬ HuŶgaƌǇ ϭϵϵϬ Ϭ.ϵϴ Ϭ.ϬϬϬϭ ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.Ϭϯ Ϭ.Ϭϭ Ϭ.Ϭϱ ϭ

IDN_ϵϵ IŶdoŶesia ϭϵϵϵ Ϭ.ϵϳ Ϭ ϭ Ϭ.ϬϮ ϭ.ϬϬ ϭ.ϬϬ ϭ

I‘N_ϵϮ IƌaŶ ϭϵϵϮ Ϭ.ϵϵ ϭ Ϭ.ϱϰ Ϭ.ϱϲ ϭ.ϬϬ ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ

I‘N_ϵϯ IƌaŶ ϭϵϵϯ Ϭ.ϵϳ ϭ Ϭ.ϲϭ Ϭ.ϱϱ Ϭ.ϵϵ ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ

I‘N_ϵϲ IƌaŶ ϭϵϵϲ Ϭ.ϵϳ ϭ Ϭ.ϳϱ Ϭ.ϱϰ ϭ.ϬϬ ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ

I‘N_ϵϳ IƌaŶ ϭϵϵϳ Ϭ.ϵϳ ϭ Ϭ.ϲϱ Ϭ.ϲϬ ϭ.ϬϬ ϭ.ϬϬ ϭ

I‘N_ϵϴ IƌaŶ ϭϵϵϴ Ϭ.ϵϱ ϭ Ϭ.ϱϰ Ϭ.ϱϱ ϭ.ϬϬ ϭ.ϬϬ ϭ

I‘N_ϬϬ IƌaŶ ϮϬϬϬ Ϭ.ϴϯ ϭ Ϭ.ϯϴ Ϭ.ϱϮ ϭ.ϬϬ ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ

I‘N_Ϭϭ IƌaŶ ϮϬϬϭ Ϭ.ϳϵ ϭ Ϭ.Ϯϯ Ϭ.ϲϳ ϭ.ϬϬ ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ

I‘N_Ϭϰ IƌaŶ ϮϬϬϰ Ϭ.ϵϴ ϭ Ϭ.ϳϬ Ϭ.ϲϵ ϭ.ϬϬ ϭ.ϬϬ ϭ

I‘N_Ϭϴ IƌaŶ ϮϬϬϴ Ϭ.ϵϵ ϭ Ϭ.ϳϲ Ϭ.ϵϲ ϭ.ϬϬ ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ

I‘N_Ϭϵ IƌaŶ ϮϬϬϵ Ϭ.ϵϵ Ϭ.ϵϱ Ϭ.ϳϳ Ϭ.ϵϴ ϭ.ϬϬ ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ

CIV_ϬϬ IǀoƌǇ Coast ϮϬϬϬ Ϭ.ϰϰ ϭ Ϭ.Ϯϴ Ϭ.Ϭϭ Ϭ.ϵϵ Ϭ.ϵϱ ϭ

CIV_Ϭϭ IǀoƌǇ Coast ϮϬϬϭ Ϭ.ϰϴ Ϭ ϭ Ϭ.Ϭϭ ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.ϳϯ Ϭ

CIV_ϬϬ.ϭ IǀoƌǇ Coast ϮϬϬϬ Ϭ.ϰϰ ϭ Ϭ.Ϯϴ Ϭ.Ϭϭ Ϭ.ϵϵ Ϭ.ϵϱ Ϭ

KEN_ϵϮ KeŶǇa ϭϵϵϮ Ϭ.Ϭϭ Ϭ Ϭ.ϲϯ Ϭ.ϬϬϱ Ϭ.ϵϵ ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ

KEN_ϵϰ KeŶǇa ϭϵϵϰ Ϭ.ϬϬϭ ϭ ϭ Ϭ.ϬϬϰ Ϭ.ϳϯ Ϭ.ϵϵ Ϭ

KEN_ϵϳ KeŶǇa ϭϵϵϳ Ϭ.ϮϮ ϭ ϭ Ϭ.ϬϬϱ Ϭ.ϵϱ Ϭ.ϵϱ Ϭ

KEN_ϬϮ KeŶǇa ϮϬϬϮ Ϭ.ϱϬ ϭ ϭ Ϭ.ϬϬϱ Ϭ.ϵϵ Ϭ.ϳϯ ϭ

KEN_ϵϮ.ϭ KeŶǇa ϭϵϵϮ Ϭ.Ϭϭ Ϭ Ϭ.ϲϯ Ϭ.ϬϬϱ Ϭ.ϵϵ ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ

KEN_ϵϳ.ϭ KeŶǇa ϭϵϵϳ Ϭ.ϮϮ ϭ ϭ Ϭ.ϬϬϱ Ϭ.ϵϱ Ϭ.ϵϱ Ϭ

KEN_ϬϮ.ϭ KeŶǇa ϮϬϬϮ Ϭ.ϱϬ ϭ ϭ Ϭ.ϬϬϱ Ϭ.ϵϵ Ϭ.ϳϯ ϭ

KG)_Ϭϱ KǇƌgǇz ‘epuďliĐ ϮϬϬϱ Ϭ.ϵϳ ϭ ϭ Ϭ.Ϭϭ Ϭ.ϳϯ Ϭ.ϳϯ Ϭ

KG)_Ϭϳ KǇƌgǇz ‘epuďliĐ ϮϬϬϳ Ϭ.ϵϲ ϭ ϭ Ϭ.Ϭϭ Ϭ.ϵϱ Ϭ.ϳϯ Ϭ

KG)_Ϭϵ KǇƌgǇz ‘epuďliĐ ϮϬϬϵ Ϭ.ϵϳ ϭ ϭ Ϭ.Ϭϭ Ϭ.Ϯϳ ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ

KG)_Ϭϱ.ϭ KǇƌgǇz ‘epuďliĐ ϮϬϬϱ Ϭ.ϵϳ ϭ ϭ Ϭ.Ϭϭ Ϭ.ϳϯ Ϭ.ϳϯ Ϭ

MDG_ϵϮ MadagasĐaƌ ϭϵϵϮ Ϭ.ϳϵ Ϭ Ϭ.ϲϵ Ϭ.ϬϬϰ ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.Ϯϳ ϭ

MDG_ϵϯ MadagasĐaƌ ϭϵϵϯ Ϭ.ϴϲ Ϭ.Ϭϱ Ϭ.ϲϴ Ϭ.ϬϬϰ Ϭ.Ϯϳ Ϭ.Ϭϭ ϭ

MDG_ϵϯ.ϭ MadagasĐaƌ ϭϵϵϯ Ϭ.ϴϲ Ϭ.Ϭϱ Ϭ.ϲϴ Ϭ.ϬϬϰ Ϭ.Ϯϳ Ϭ.Ϭϭ ϭ

MY“_ϵϬ MalaǇsia ϭϵϵϬ ϭ.ϬϬ ϭ ϭ Ϭ.ϱϴ Ϭ.Ϯϳ Ϭ.Ϯϳ Ϭ

MY“_ϵϱ MalaǇsia ϭϵϵϱ ϭ.ϬϬ ϭ ϭ Ϭ.ϱϲ Ϭ.ϳϯ Ϭ.ϵϵ Ϭ

MY“_ϵϵ MalaǇsia ϭϵϵϵ Ϭ.ϵϵ ϭ ϭ Ϭ.ϱϱ Ϭ.ϳϯ Ϭ.ϵϱ Ϭ

MY“_Ϭϰ MalaǇsia ϮϬϬϰ Ϭ.ϵϵ ϭ ϭ Ϭ.ϳϯ Ϭ.ϳϯ ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ

MY“_Ϭϴ MalaǇsia ϮϬϬϴ Ϭ.ϵϵ ϭ ϭ Ϭ.ϵϲ Ϭ.ϵϱ Ϭ.ϵϵ Ϭ

MEX_ϵϭ MeǆiĐo ϭϵϵϭ Ϭ.ϵϲ ϭ ϭ Ϭ.ϭϲ ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.Ϯϳ Ϭ

MEX_ϵϰ MeǆiĐo ϭϵϵϰ Ϭ.ϵϲ ϭ ϭ Ϭ.Ϭϲ Ϭ.ϵϵ Ϭ.Ϯϳ Ϭ

MEX_ϵϳ MeǆiĐo ϭϵϵϳ Ϭ.ϵϵ ϭ ϭ Ϭ.ϭϵ ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.Ϭϱ Ϭ

MEX_ϬϬ MeǆiĐo ϮϬϬϬ Ϭ.ϵϵ ϭ ϭ Ϭ.ϭϭ Ϭ.ϵϵ Ϭ.Ϭϭ ϭ

MEX_ϵϰ.ϭ MeǆiĐo ϭϵϵϰ Ϭ.ϵϲ ϭ ϭ Ϭ.Ϭϲ Ϭ.ϵϵ Ϭ.Ϯϳ Ϭ

MEX_ϬϬ.ϭ MeǆiĐo ϮϬϬϬ Ϭ.ϵϵ ϭ ϭ Ϭ.ϭϭ Ϭ.ϵϵ Ϭ.Ϭϭ ϭ

MO)_Ϭϵ MozaŵďiƋue ϮϬϬϵ Ϭ.ϵϵ ϭ ϭ Ϭ.Ϭϰ Ϭ.ϳϯ Ϭ.ϵϵ Ϭ

MO)_Ϭϵ.ϭ MozaŵďiƋue ϮϬϬϵ Ϭ.ϵϵ ϭ ϭ Ϭ.Ϭϰ Ϭ.ϳϯ Ϭ.ϵϵ Ϭ

NáM_Ϭϰ Naŵiďia ϮϬϬϰ Ϭ.Ϯϱ ϭ ϭ Ϭ.ϬϮ Ϭ.Ϯϳ Ϭ.Ϭϱ Ϭ

NáM_Ϭϵ Naŵiďia ϮϬϬϵ ϭ.ϬϬ ϭ ϭ Ϭ.ϳϰ Ϭ.Ϯϳ Ϭ.ϵϱ Ϭ

NáM_Ϭϰ.ϭ Naŵiďia ϮϬϬϰ Ϭ.Ϯϱ ϭ ϭ Ϭ.ϬϮ Ϭ.Ϯϳ Ϭ.Ϭϱ Ϭ

NáM_Ϭϵ.ϭ Naŵiďia ϮϬϬϵ ϭ.ϬϬ ϭ ϭ Ϭ.ϳϰ Ϭ.Ϯϳ Ϭ.ϵϱ Ϭ

NPL_ϵϭ Nepal ϭϵϵϭ Ϭ.ϵϳ ϭ ϭ Ϭ.ϬϬϰ Ϭ.ϵϵ Ϭ.ϵϱ Ϭ

NIC_ϵϬ NiĐaƌagua ϭϵϵϬ Ϭ.ϵϳ ϭ ϭ Ϭ.ϬϬϰ ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.ϵϵ ϭ

NIC_ϵϬ.ϭ NiĐaƌagua ϭϵϵϬ Ϭ.ϵϳ ϭ ϭ Ϭ.ϬϬϰ ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.ϵϵ ϭ

NE‘_ϵϵ Nigeƌ ϭϵϵϵ Ϭ.ϵϲ ϭ ϭ Ϭ.Ϭϭ Ϭ.ϵϱ Ϭ.ϵϵ ϭ

NGá_ϵϵ Nigeƌia ϭϵϵϵ Ϭ.ϱϵ ϭ Ϭ.ϵϱ Ϭ.Ϭϰ Ϭ.ϵϱ ϭ.ϬϬ ϭ

PáK_Ϭϴ PakistaŶ ϮϬϬϴ Ϭ.ϴϯ Ϭ ϭ Ϭ.ϬϬϱ ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.ϵϵ ϭ

P‘Y_ϵϯ PaƌaguaǇ ϭϵϵϯ Ϭ.ϴϵ ϭ ϭ Ϭ.ϬϬϰ Ϭ.Ϭϱ Ϭ.Ϭϱ Ϭ

P‘Y_ϵϯ.ϭ PaƌaguaǇ ϭϵϵϯ Ϭ.ϴϵ ϭ ϭ Ϭ.ϬϬϰ Ϭ.Ϭϱ Ϭ.Ϭϱ Ϭ

PE‘_ϵϱ Peƌu ϭϵϵϱ Ϭ.ϵϵ ϭ Ϭ.Ϭϴ Ϭ.Ϭϰ ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.ϵϱ Ϭ

PE‘_ϬϬ Peƌu ϮϬϬϬ ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.ϵϱ ϭ Ϭ.Ϭϰ ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.Ϯϳ Ϭ

PE‘_ϵϱ.ϭ Peƌu ϭϵϵϱ Ϭ.ϵϵ ϭ Ϭ.Ϭϴ Ϭ.Ϭϰ ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.ϵϱ Ϭ

PE‘_ϬϬ.ϭ Peƌu ϮϬϬϬ ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.ϵϱ ϭ Ϭ.Ϭϰ ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.Ϯϳ Ϭ

‘U“_ϵϱ ‘ussia ϭϵϵϱ Ϭ.ϰϴ Ϭ.ϳϯ ϭ Ϭ.ϱϴ ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.Ϯϳ ϭ

‘U“_Ϭϯ ‘ussia ϮϬϬϯ Ϭ.ϳϵ Ϭ.ϳϯ ϭ Ϭ.ϳϯ Ϭ.ϵϱ Ϭ.Ϯϳ Ϭ

‘U“_Ϭϰ ‘ussia ϮϬϬϰ Ϭ.ϴϮ ϭ ϭ Ϭ.ϴϮ ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.ϵϱ Ϭ

‘U“_Ϭϳ ‘ussia ϮϬϬϳ Ϭ.ϵϰ ϭ ϭ ϭ.ϬϬ ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.ϵϵ Ϭ

‘U“_Ϭϴ ‘ussia ϮϬϬϴ Ϭ.ϵϱ ϭ ϭ ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.ϵϵ ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ

‘Wá_Ϭϯ ‘ǁaŶda ϮϬϬϯ ϭ.ϬϬ ϭ ϭ Ϭ.ϬϬϰ Ϭ.ϵϵ ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ

‘Wá_Ϭϴ ‘ǁaŶda ϮϬϬϴ ϭ.ϬϬ ϭ ϭ Ϭ.ϬϬϱ Ϭ.ϳϯ Ϭ.ϵϵ Ϭ

‘Wá_Ϭϯ.ϭ ‘ǁaŶda ϮϬϬϯ ϭ.ϬϬ ϭ ϭ Ϭ.ϬϬϰ Ϭ.ϵϵ ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ

“EN_ϵϯ “eŶegal ϭϵϵϯ Ϭ.ϲϯ ϭ ϭ Ϭ.Ϭϭ ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.Ϭϱ Ϭ

“EN_ϵϴ “eŶegal ϭϵϵϴ Ϭ.Ϭϲ ϭ ϭ Ϭ.Ϭϭ ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.Ϭϱ Ϭ
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“EN_ϬϬ “eŶegal ϮϬϬϬ Ϭ.ϲϵ ϭ ϭ Ϭ.Ϭϭ ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.ϳϯ ϭ

“EN_ϵϯ.ϭ “eŶegal ϭϵϵϯ Ϭ.ϲϯ ϭ ϭ Ϭ.Ϭϭ ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.Ϭϱ Ϭ

“GP_ϵϭ “iŶgapoƌe ϭϵϵϭ ϭ.ϬϬ ϭ ϭ ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.Ϯϳ Ϭ.ϳϯ Ϭ

“GP_ϵϯ “iŶgapoƌe ϭϵϵϯ ϭ.ϬϬ ϭ ϭ ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.Ϯϳ Ϭ.ϵϱ Ϭ

“GP_ϵϳ “iŶgapoƌe ϭϵϵϳ ϭ.ϬϬ ϭ ϭ ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.ϳϯ Ϭ.ϵϱ Ϭ

“GP_Ϭϭ “iŶgapoƌe ϮϬϬϭ ϭ.ϬϬ ϭ ϭ ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.Ϯϳ Ϭ.ϵϱ Ϭ

“GP_Ϭϲ “iŶgapoƌe ϮϬϬϲ Ϭ.ϵϵ ϭ ϭ ϭ Ϭ.Ϯϳ Ϭ.ϵϵ Ϭ

)áF_ϵϰ “outh áfƌiĐa ϭϵϵϰ Ϭ.ϱϵ ϭ ϭ Ϭ.Ϭϰ ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.ϵϱ ϭ

LKá_ϵϰ “ƌi LaŶka ϭϵϵϰ Ϭ.ϵϳ Ϭ.ϵϱ ϭ Ϭ.ϬϬϰ ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.Ϯϳ ϭ

T)á_ϬϬ TaŶzaŶia ϮϬϬϬ Ϭ.ϵϯ ϭ ϭ Ϭ.ϬϬϰ Ϭ.ϵϱ Ϭ.ϳϯ Ϭ

T)á_Ϭϱ TaŶzaŶia ϮϬϬϱ Ϭ.ϵϵ ϭ ϭ Ϭ.ϬϬϰ Ϭ.ϵϵ Ϭ.ϵϵ Ϭ

T)á_ϬϬ.ϭ TaŶzaŶia ϮϬϬϬ Ϭ.ϵϯ ϭ ϭ Ϭ.ϬϬϰ Ϭ.ϵϱ Ϭ.ϳϯ Ϭ

T)á_Ϭϱ.ϭ TaŶzaŶia ϮϬϬϱ Ϭ.ϵϵ ϭ ϭ Ϭ.ϬϬϰ Ϭ.ϵϵ Ϭ.ϵϵ Ϭ

THá_ϵϮ ThailaŶd ϭϵϵϮ ϭ.ϬϬ ϭ Ϭ.Ϭϭ Ϭ.ϬϬϱ Ϭ.ϵϱ Ϭ.ϳϯ ϭ

THá_Ϭϳ ThailaŶd ϮϬϬϳ Ϭ.ϵϲ ϭ Ϭ.Ϭϳ Ϭ.ϭϱ ϭ.ϬϬ ϭ.ϬϬ ϭ

THá_ϵϮ.ϭ ThailaŶd ϭϵϵϮ ϭ.ϬϬ ϭ Ϭ.Ϭϭ Ϭ.ϬϬϱ Ϭ.ϵϱ Ϭ.ϳϯ ϭ

TGO_ϵϴ Togo ϭϵϵϴ ϭ.ϬϬ ϭ ϭ Ϭ.Ϭϭ Ϭ.ϵϵ Ϭ.ϳϯ Ϭ

TGO_ϵϵ Togo ϭϵϵϵ Ϭ.ϮϮ ϭ ϭ Ϭ.Ϭϭ Ϭ.ϵϱ Ϭ.ϵϵ Ϭ

TGO_ϬϮ Togo ϮϬϬϮ Ϭ.Ϯϰ ϭ ϭ Ϭ.ϬϬϱ Ϭ.ϳϯ Ϭ.ϵϵ Ϭ

TGO_Ϭϯ Togo ϮϬϬϯ Ϭ.ϭϴ ϭ ϭ Ϭ.ϬϬϱ Ϭ.ϳϯ Ϭ.ϵϵ Ϭ

TGO_Ϭϱ Togo ϮϬϬϱ Ϭ.ϭϳ ϭ ϭ Ϭ.ϬϬϱ Ϭ.ϵϱ Ϭ.ϵϱ Ϭ

TGO_Ϭϳ Togo ϮϬϬϳ Ϭ.ϮϬ ϭ ϭ Ϭ.ϬϬϱ Ϭ.ϵϵ Ϭ.ϵϵ Ϭ

TUN_ϵϵ TuŶisia ϭϵϵϵ Ϭ.ϵϵ ϭ ϭ Ϭ.Ϭϭ Ϭ.ϵϱ Ϭ.ϵϵ Ϭ

TUN_Ϭϰ TuŶisia ϮϬϬϰ Ϭ.ϵϵ ϭ ϭ Ϭ.Ϭϰ Ϭ.ϵϱ Ϭ.ϵϵ Ϭ

TUN_Ϭϵ TuŶisia ϮϬϬϵ Ϭ.ϵϵ ϭ ϭ Ϭ.ϲϱ Ϭ.ϵϵ ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ

TUN_ϵϵ.ϭ TuŶisia ϭϵϵϵ Ϭ.ϵϵ ϭ ϭ Ϭ.Ϭϭ Ϭ.ϵϱ Ϭ.ϵϵ Ϭ

TUN_Ϭϵ.ϭ TuŶisia ϮϬϬϵ Ϭ.ϵϵ ϭ ϭ Ϭ.ϲϱ Ϭ.ϵϵ ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ

UGá_ϵϲ UgaŶda ϭϵϵϲ Ϭ.ϵϴ ϭ Ϭ.ϭϵ Ϭ.ϬϬϰ Ϭ.ϵϱ Ϭ.ϵϱ Ϭ

UGá_Ϭϭ UgaŶda ϮϬϬϭ Ϭ.ϵϯ ϭ Ϭ.ϰϭ Ϭ.ϬϬϰ ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.ϵϱ Ϭ

UGá_Ϭϲ UgaŶda ϮϬϬϲ Ϭ.ϵϲ ϭ Ϭ.ϬϮ Ϭ.ϬϬϰ ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.ϵϵ Ϭ

UGá_Ϭϲ.ϭ UgaŶda ϮϬϬϲ Ϭ.ϵϲ ϭ Ϭ.ϬϮ Ϭ.ϬϬϰ ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.ϵϵ Ϭ

VEN_Ϭϲ VeŶezuela ϮϬϬϲ Ϭ.ϵϳ ϭ ϭ ϭ.ϬϬ ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.ϵϱ Ϭ

)MB_Ϭϲ )aŵďia ϮϬϬϲ Ϭ.ϵϳ ϭ ϭ Ϭ.Ϭϲ Ϭ.ϵϱ Ϭ.ϳϯ Ϭ

)MB_Ϭϴ )aŵďia ϮϬϬϴ Ϭ.ϵϵ ϭ ϭ Ϭ.ϱϵ Ϭ.ϳϯ Ϭ.ϳϯ Ϭ

)MB_Ϭϭ )aŵďia ϮϬϬϭ Ϭ.ϵϲ ϭ ϭ Ϭ.Ϭϭ Ϭ.ϳϯ Ϭ.ϵϱ Ϭ

)MB_Ϭϲ.ϭ )aŵďia ϮϬϬϲ Ϭ.ϵϳ ϭ ϭ Ϭ.Ϭϲ Ϭ.ϵϱ Ϭ.ϳϯ Ϭ

)WE_ϵϱ )iŵďaďǁe ϭϵϵϱ Ϭ.ϵϮ ϭ ϭ Ϭ.Ϭϭ Ϭ.Ϯϳ Ϭ.ϵϱ Ϭ

)WE_ϵϲ )iŵďaďǁe ϭϵϵϲ Ϭ.ϬϬϭ ϭ ϭ Ϭ.Ϭϭ Ϭ.ϵϱ Ϭ.ϵϱ Ϭ

)WE_ϬϮ )iŵďaďǁe ϮϬϬϮ Ϭ.Ϭϭ ϭ ϭ Ϭ.Ϭϭ Ϭ.ϵϵ Ϭ.ϵϵ Ϭ

)WE_Ϭϱ )iŵďaďǁe ϮϬϬϱ Ϭ.ϳϱ ϭ ϭ Ϭ.Ϭϭ ϭ.ϬϬ ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ

)WE_Ϭϴ )iŵďaďǁe ϮϬϬϴ Ϭ.ϵϰ ϭ ϭ Ϭ.ϬϮ ϭ.ϬϬ ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ

)WE_Ϭϴ.ϭ )iŵďaďǁe ϮϬϬϴ Ϭ.ϵϰ ϭ ϭ Ϭ.ϬϮ ϭ.ϬϬ ϭ.ϬϬ ϭ
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B. “uppleŵeŶtaƌǇ Mateƌial “tudǇ Ϯ ϭϰϴ

B.ϯ Raǁ Data aŶd CaliďraƟoŶ “trategǇ

Figure B.ϭ: Histogƌaŵs of the DistƌiďuƟoŶ of the ‘aǁ Data

Figure B.Ϯ: Histogƌaŵs of Meŵďeƌship “Đoƌes iŶ CoŶdiƟoŶ aŶd OutĐoŵe “ets
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B. “uppleŵeŶtaƌǇ Mateƌial “tudǇ Ϯ ϭϰϵ

Figure B.ϯ: Plots of FuzzǇ “ets ágaiŶst Base Vaƌiaďles

B.ϰ AddiƟoŶal Taďles for the AŶalǇses

Taďle B.ϯ: Paƌaŵeteƌs of Fit, NeĐessitǇ, OutĐoŵe EleĐtoƌal Defeat

CoŶdiƟoŶsǓ CoŶsisteŶĐǇ of NeĐessitǇ Coǀeƌage of NeĐessitǇ ‘eleǀaŶĐe of NeĐessitǇ
leg_speĐ Ϭ.ϴϯϴ Ϭ.ϮϬϭ Ϭ.Ϯϯϳ
leg_diff Ϭ.ϳϵϯ Ϭ.ϭϲϱ Ϭ.Ϭϴϴ
Đoop_foƌŵ Ϭ.ϳϳϲ Ϭ.ϭϲϳ Ϭ.ϭϮϲ
Đoop_iŶf Ϭ.ϭϬϭ Ϭ.ϬϳϮ Ϭ.ϳϰϰ
ƌep_h Ϭ.ϴϲϮ Ϭ.ϮϬϬ Ϭ.ϮϬϳ
ƌep_s Ϭ.ϲϱϲ Ϭ.ϭϲϰ Ϭ.Ϯϲϰ
Ŷot leg_speĐ Ϭ.ϭϲϮ Ϭ.ϭϱϳ Ϭ.ϴϮϳ
Ŷot leg_diff Ϭ.ϮϬϳ Ϭ.ϱϯϮ Ϭ.ϵϲϯ
Ŷot Đoop_foƌŵ Ϭ.ϮϮϰ Ϭ.ϰϬϮ Ϭ.ϵϯϯ
Ŷot Đoop_iŶf Ϭ.ϴϵϵ Ϭ.Ϯϯϳ Ϭ.ϯϮϳ
Ŷot ƌep_h Ϭ.ϭϯϴ Ϭ.ϭϱϰ Ϭ.ϴϱϬ
Ŷot ƌep_s Ϭ.ϯϰϰ Ϭ.Ϯϴϳ Ϭ.ϴϮϰ

Ǔ No ĐoŶjuŶĐƟoŶ passes the ĐoŶsisteŶĐǇ thƌeshold of Ϭ.ϵ.
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B. “uppleŵeŶtaƌǇ Mateƌial “tudǇ Ϯ ϭϱϬ

Taďle B.ϰ: Tƌuth Taďle foƌ the OutĐoŵe EleĐtoƌal Defeat

ƌoǁ leg_speĐ leg_diff Đoop_foƌŵ Đoop_iŶf ƌep_h ƌep_s OutĐoŵe Ŷ iŶĐl P‘I Đases
ϰϭ ϭ Ϭ ϭ Ϭ Ϭ Ϭ ϭ ϯ Ϭ.ϵϰ Ϭ.ϵϰ HUN_ϵϬ,MDG_ϵϯ,MDG_ϵϯ.ϭ
ϰϰ ϭ Ϭ ϭ Ϭ ϭ ϭ Ϭ Ϯ Ϭ.ϲϱ Ϭ.ϲϱ PáK_Ϭϴ,IDN_ϵϵ
ϰϯ ϭ Ϭ ϭ Ϭ ϭ Ϭ Ϭ Ϯ Ϭ.ϱϮ Ϭ.ϱϮ MDG_ϵϮ,HTI_ϬϬ
ϱϮ ϭ ϭ Ϭ Ϭ ϭ ϭ Ϭ ϭϬ Ϭ.ϯϵ Ϭ.ϯϵ PE‘_ϵϱ,UGá_ϵϲ,UGá_Ϭϭ,UGá_Ϭϲ,

BGD_Ϭϴ,THá_ϵϮ,THá_Ϭϳ,PE‘_ϵϱ.ϭ,
UGá_Ϭϲ.ϭ,THá_ϵϮ.ϭ

ϮϬ Ϭ ϭ Ϭ Ϭ ϭ ϭ Ϭ Ϯ Ϭ.ϯϯ Ϭ.ϯϯ CIV_ϬϬ,CIV_ϬϬ.ϭ
ϱϲ ϭ ϭ Ϭ ϭ ϭ ϭ Ϭ Ϯ Ϭ.ϯϮ Ϭ.ϯϮ I‘N_ϬϬ,I‘N_Ϭϭ
ϱϵ ϭ ϭ ϭ Ϭ ϭ Ϭ Ϭ ϭϯ Ϭ.Ϯϳ Ϭ.Ϯϳ MEX_ϵϭ,MEX_ϵϰ,MEX_ϵϳ,MEX_ϬϬ,

“LV_ϵϰ,PE‘_ϬϬ,“EN_ϵϯ,MEX_ϵϰ.ϭ,
MEX_ϬϬ.ϭ,“LV_ϵϰ.ϭ,PE‘_ϬϬ.ϭ,“EN_ϵϯ.ϭ,
LKá_ϵϰ

ϭϮ Ϭ Ϭ ϭ Ϭ ϭ ϭ Ϭ ϯ Ϭ.Ϯϱ Ϭ.Ϯϱ CIV_Ϭϭ,KEN_ϵϮ,KEN_ϵϮ.ϭ
ϱϳ ϭ ϭ ϭ Ϭ Ϭ Ϭ Ϭ ϰ Ϭ.ϮϮ Ϭ.ϮϮ P‘Y_ϵϯ,GHá_ϬϬ,P‘Y_ϵϯ.ϭ,GHá_ϬϬ.ϭ
Ϯϱ Ϭ ϭ ϭ Ϭ Ϭ Ϭ Ϭ Ϯ Ϭ.ϮϬ Ϭ.ϮϬ NáM_Ϭϰ,NáM_Ϭϰ.ϭ
ϲϬ ϭ ϭ ϭ Ϭ ϭ ϭ Ϭ ϰϳ Ϭ.ϭϵ Ϭ.ϭϵ GTM_ϵϭ,“LV_ϵϭ,NIC_ϵϬ,á‘M_Ϭϳ,

á‘M_Ϭϴ,“EN_ϬϬ,NE‘_ϵϵ,BFá_Ϭϱ,
TGO_ϵϴ,CM‘_ϵϳ,KEN_ϬϮ,T)á_ϬϬ,
T)á_Ϭϱ,‘Wá_Ϭϯ,‘Wá_Ϭϴ,ETH_Ϭϱ,
MO)_Ϭϵ,)MB_Ϭϲ,)WE_Ϭϱ,)WE_Ϭϴ,
)áF_ϵϰ,TUN_ϵϵ,TUN_Ϭϰ,EGY_ϵϬ,
EGY_ϵϯ,EGY_ϵϱ,EGY_ϵϵ,EGY_ϬϬ,
EGY_Ϭϱ,EGY_Ϭϳ,KG)_Ϭϱ,KG)_Ϭϳ,
NPL_ϵϭ,NIC_ϵϬ.ϭ,CM‘_ϵϳ.ϭ,NGá_ϵϵ,
KEN_ϬϮ.ϭ,T)á_ϬϬ.ϭ,T)á_Ϭϱ.ϭ,‘Wá_Ϭϯ.ϭ,
MO)_Ϭϵ.ϭ,)MB_Ϭϭ,)MB_Ϭϲ.ϭ,)WE_Ϭϴ.ϭ,
TUN_ϵϵ.ϭ,EGY_Ϭϱ.ϭ,KG)_Ϭϱ.ϭ

Ϯϴ Ϭ ϭ ϭ Ϭ ϭ ϭ Ϭ ϭϱ Ϭ.ϭϴ Ϭ.ϭϴ TGO_ϵϵ,TGO_ϬϮ,TGO_Ϭϯ,TGO_Ϭϱ,
TGO_Ϭϳ,CM‘_ϬϮ,CM‘_Ϭϰ,CM‘_Ϭϳ,
CáF_Ϭϱ,KEN_ϵϰ,KEN_ϵϳ,)WE_ϵϲ,
)WE_ϬϮ,CáF_Ϭϱ.ϭ,KEN_ϵϳ.ϭ

ϲϯ ϭ ϭ ϭ ϭ ϭ Ϭ Ϭ Ϯ Ϭ.ϭϰ Ϭ.ϭϰ ‘U“_Ϭϯ,COG_Ϭϵ
ϲϰ ϭ ϭ ϭ ϭ ϭ ϭ Ϭ ϯϬ Ϭ.Ϭϵ Ϭ.Ϭϵ VEN_Ϭϲ,‘U“_Ϭϰ,‘U“_Ϭϳ,‘U“_Ϭϴ,

á)E_Ϭϭ,á)E_Ϭϯ,á)E_Ϭϴ,GáB_Ϭϲ,
)MB_Ϭϴ,D)á_ϵϳ,D)á_ϵϵ,D)á_ϬϮ,
D)á_Ϭϰ,D)á_Ϭϳ,D)á_Ϭϵ,TUN_Ϭϵ,
I‘N_ϵϮ,I‘N_ϵϯ,I‘N_ϵϲ,I‘N_ϵϳ,
I‘N_ϵϴ,I‘N_Ϭϰ,I‘N_Ϭϴ,I‘N_Ϭϵ,
MY“_ϵϱ,MY“_ϵϵ,MY“_Ϭϰ,MY“_Ϭϴ,
“GP_ϵϳ,TUN_Ϭϵ.ϭ

ϱϴ ϭ ϭ ϭ Ϭ Ϭ ϭ Ϭ Ϯ Ϭ.Ϭϴ Ϭ.Ϭϴ )WE_ϵϱ,KG)_Ϭϵ
ϲϭ ϭ ϭ ϭ ϭ Ϭ Ϭ Ϭ ϰ Ϭ.Ϭϭ Ϭ.Ϭϭ GáB_ϵϳ,GáB_ϵϴ,GáB_Ϭϭ,MY“_ϵϬ
ϲϮ ϭ ϭ ϭ ϭ Ϭ ϭ Ϭ ϭϬ Ϭ.Ϭϭ Ϭ.Ϭϭ GáB_Ϭϱ,GáB_Ϭϵ,NáM_Ϭϵ,BWá_Ϭϰ,

BWá_Ϭϵ,“GP_ϵϭ,“GP_ϵϯ,“GP_Ϭϭ,
“GP_Ϭϲ,NáM_Ϭϵ.ϭ

Taďle B.ϱ: PaƌsiŵoŶious “oluƟoŶ Foƌŵula foƌ the OutĐoŵe EleĐtoƌal Defeat

“oluƟoŶ teƌŵsǓ CoŶsisteŶĐǇ P‘Iǔ Coǀ.ƌǕ
leg_diff*ƌep_h Ϭ.ϵϯϱ Ϭ.ϵϯϱ Ϭ.ϬϴϮ
Ǔ Capital leƩeƌs iŶdiĐate pƌeseŶĐe, sŵall leƩeƌs aďseŶĐe, * deŶotes logiĐal áND.
ǔ P‘I = pƌopoƌƟoŶal ƌeduĐƟoŶ iŶ iŶĐoŶsisteŶĐǇ ;MeŶdel aŶd ‘agiŶ ϮϬϭϭ, “ĐhŶeideƌ aŶd WageŵaŶŶ ϮϬϭϮ, p. ϮϰϮͿ.
Ǖ Coǀ.ƌ iŶdiĐates the ƌaǁ Đoǀeƌage.

Taďle B.ϲ: PaƌsiŵoŶious “oluƟoŶ Foƌŵula, OutĐoŵe No EleĐtoƌal Defeat ;Tǁo ModelsͿ

“uffiĐieŶt teƌŵs, ĐoŶŶeĐted ďǇ logiĐal O‘Ǔ CoŶsisteŶĐǇ P‘Iǔ Coǀ.ƌǕ Coǀ.uǕ Mϭ MϮ
LEG_DIFF*COOP_FO‘M*‘EP_“ Ϭ.ϴϳϴ Ϭ.ϴϳϴ Ϭ.ϲϵϳ Ϭ.ϰϰϱ Ϭ.ϲϲϭ Ϭ.ϰϰϱ
COOP_FO‘M*COOP_INF Ϭ.ϵϮϴ Ϭ.ϵϮϴ Ϭ.ϯϬϮ Ϭ.ϬϮϭ Ϭ.ϬϱϬ
COOP_INF*ƌep_s Ϭ.ϴϵϲ Ϭ.ϴϵϲ Ϭ.Ϭϲϲ Ϭ.ϬϬϬ Ϭ.ϬϯϬ
Mϭ Oǀeƌall Ϭ.ϴϳϴ Ϭ.ϴϳϴ Ϭ.ϳϮϲ
MϮ Oǀeƌall Ϭ.ϴϴϭ Ϭ.ϴϴϭ Ϭ.ϳϰϳ

Ǔ Capital leƩeƌs iŶdiĐate pƌeseŶĐe, sŵall leƩeƌs aďseŶĐe, * deŶotes logiĐal áND.
ǔ P‘I = pƌopoƌƟoŶal ƌeduĐƟoŶ iŶ iŶĐoŶsisteŶĐǇ ;MeŶdel aŶd ‘agiŶ ϮϬϭϭ, “ĐhŶeideƌ aŶd WageŵaŶŶ ϮϬϭϮ, p. ϮϰϮͿ.
Ǖ Coǀ.ƌ = the ƌaǁ Đoǀeƌage; Coǀ.u = uŶiƋue Đoǀeƌage.
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B. “uppleŵeŶtaƌǇ Mateƌial “tudǇ Ϯ ϭϱϭ

B.ϱ RoďustŶess Tests

Taďle B.ϳ: álteƌŶaƟǀe Tƌuth Taďle ;Ŷ.Đut = ϭͿ foƌ the OutĐoŵe No EleĐtoƌal Defeat

ƌoǁ leg_speĐ leg_diff Đoop_foƌŵ Đoop_iŶf ƌep_h ƌep_s OutĐoŵe Ŷ iŶĐl P‘I Đases
ϲϮ ϭ ϭ ϭ ϭ Ϭ ϭ ϭ ϭϬ Ϭ.ϵϵϬ Ϭ.ϵϵϬ GáB_Ϭϱ,GáB_Ϭϵ,NáM_Ϭϵ,BWá_Ϭϰ,

BWá_Ϭϵ,“GP_ϵϭ,“GP_ϵϯ,“GP_Ϭϭ,
“GP_Ϭϲ,NáM_Ϭϵ.ϭ

ϲϭ ϭ ϭ ϭ ϭ Ϭ Ϭ ϭ ϰ Ϭ.ϵϴϲ Ϭ.ϵϴϲ GáB_ϵϳ,GáB_ϵϴ,GáB_Ϭϭ,MY“_ϵϬ
ϱϴ ϭ ϭ ϭ Ϭ Ϭ ϭ ϭ Ϯ Ϭ.ϵϮϬ Ϭ.ϵϮϬ )WE_ϵϱ,KG)_Ϭϵ
ϲϰ ϭ ϭ ϭ ϭ ϭ ϭ ϭ ϯϬ Ϭ.ϵϭϰ Ϭ.ϵϭϰ VEN_Ϭϲ,‘U“_Ϭϰ,‘U“_Ϭϳ,‘U“_Ϭϴ,

á)E_Ϭϭ,á)E_Ϭϯ,á)E_Ϭϴ,GáB_Ϭϲ,
)MB_Ϭϴ,D)á_ϵϳ,D)á_ϵϵ,D)á_ϬϮ,
D)á_Ϭϰ,D)á_Ϭϳ,D)á_Ϭϵ,TUN_Ϭϵ,
I‘N_ϵϮ,I‘N_ϵϯ,I‘N_ϵϲ,I‘N_ϵϳ,
I‘N_ϵϴ,I‘N_Ϭϰ,I‘N_Ϭϴ,I‘N_Ϭϵ,
MY“_ϵϱ,MY“_ϵϵ,MY“_Ϭϰ,MY“_Ϭϴ,
“GP_ϵϳ,TUN_Ϭϵ.ϭ

ϲϯ ϭ ϭ ϭ ϭ ϭ Ϭ ϭ Ϯ Ϭ.ϴϲϰ Ϭ.ϴϲϰ ‘U“_Ϭϯ,COG_Ϭϵ
Ϯϴ Ϭ ϭ ϭ Ϭ ϭ ϭ ϭ ϭϱ Ϭ.ϴϮϭ Ϭ.ϴϮϭ TGO_ϵϵ,TGO_ϬϮ,TGO_Ϭϯ,TGO_Ϭϱ,

TGO_Ϭϳ,CM‘_ϬϮ,CM‘_Ϭϰ,CM‘_Ϭϳ,
CáF_Ϭϱ,KEN_ϵϰ,KEN_ϵϳ,)WE_ϵϲ,
)WE_ϬϮ,CáF_Ϭϱ.ϭ,KEN_ϵϳ.ϭ

ϲϬ ϭ ϭ ϭ Ϭ ϭ ϭ ϭ ϰϳ Ϭ.ϴϭϰ Ϭ.ϴϭϰ GTM_ϵϭ,“LV_ϵϭ,NIC_ϵϬ,á‘M_Ϭϳ,
á‘M_Ϭϴ,“EN_ϬϬ,NE‘_ϵϵ,BFá_Ϭϱ,
TGO_ϵϴ,CM‘_ϵϳ,KEN_ϬϮ,T)á_ϬϬ,
T)á_Ϭϱ,‘Wá_Ϭϯ,‘Wá_Ϭϴ,ETH_Ϭϱ,
MO)_Ϭϵ,)MB_Ϭϲ,)WE_Ϭϱ,)WE_Ϭϴ,
)áF_ϵϰ,TUN_ϵϵ,TUN_Ϭϰ,EGY_ϵϬ,
EGY_ϵϯ,EGY_ϵϱ,EGY_ϵϵ,EGY_ϬϬ,
EGY_Ϭϱ,EGY_Ϭϳ,KG)_Ϭϱ,KG)_Ϭϳ,
NPL_ϵϭ,NIC_ϵϬ.ϭ,CM‘_ϵϳ.ϭ,NGá_ϵϵ,
KEN_ϬϮ.ϭ,T)á_ϬϬ.ϭ,T)á_Ϭϱ.ϭ,‘Wá_Ϭϯ.ϭ,
MO)_Ϭϵ.ϭ,)MB_Ϭϭ,)MB_Ϭϲ.ϭ,)WE_Ϭϴ.ϭ,
TUN_ϵϵ.ϭ,EGY_Ϭϱ.ϭ,KG)_Ϭϱ.ϭ

ϰϴ ϭ Ϭ ϭ ϭ ϭ ϭ ϭ ϭ Ϭ.ϴϭϬ Ϭ.ϴϭϬ á)E_Ϭϲ
Ϯϱ Ϭ ϭ ϭ Ϭ Ϭ Ϭ Ϭ Ϯ Ϭ.ϳϵϴ Ϭ.ϳϵϴ NáM_Ϭϰ,NáM_Ϭϰ.ϭ
ϯϭ Ϭ ϭ ϭ ϭ ϭ Ϭ Ϭ ϭ Ϭ.ϳϵϯ Ϭ.ϳϵϯ ‘U“_ϵϱ
ϱϳ ϭ ϭ ϭ Ϭ Ϭ Ϭ Ϭ ϰ Ϭ.ϳϴϯ Ϭ.ϳϴϯ P‘Y_ϵϯ,GHá_ϬϬ,P‘Y_ϵϯ.ϭ,GHá_ϬϬ.ϭ
ϭϮ Ϭ Ϭ ϭ Ϭ ϭ ϭ Ϭ ϯ Ϭ.ϳϰϵ Ϭ.ϳϰϵ CIV_Ϭϭ,KEN_ϵϮ,KEN_ϵϮ.ϭ
ϱϵ ϭ ϭ ϭ Ϭ ϭ Ϭ Ϭ ϭϯ Ϭ.ϳϯϮ Ϭ.ϳϯϮ MEX_ϵϭ,MEX_ϵϰ,MEX_ϵϳ,MEX_ϬϬ,

“LV_ϵϰ,PE‘_ϬϬ,“EN_ϵϯ,MEX_ϵϰ.ϭ,
MEX_ϬϬ.ϭ,“LV_ϵϰ.ϭ,PE‘_ϬϬ.ϭ,“EN_ϵϯ.ϭ,
LKá_ϵϰ

Ϯϳ Ϭ ϭ ϭ Ϭ ϭ Ϭ Ϭ ϭ Ϭ.ϳϬϲ Ϭ.ϳϬϲ “EN_ϵϴ
ϱϲ ϭ ϭ Ϭ ϭ ϭ ϭ Ϭ Ϯ Ϭ.ϲϴϰ Ϭ.ϲϴϰ I‘N_ϬϬ,I‘N_Ϭϭ
ϮϬ Ϭ ϭ Ϭ Ϭ ϭ ϭ Ϭ Ϯ Ϭ.ϲϲϳ Ϭ.ϲϲϳ CIV_ϬϬ,CIV_ϬϬ.ϭ
ϱϮ ϭ ϭ Ϭ Ϭ ϭ ϭ Ϭ ϭϬ Ϭ.ϲϬϵ Ϭ.ϲϬϵ PE‘_ϵϱ,UGá_ϵϲ,UGá_Ϭϭ,UGá_Ϭϲ,

BGD_Ϭϴ,THá_ϵϮ,THá_Ϭϳ,PE‘_ϵϱ.ϭ,
UGá_Ϭϲ.ϭ,THá_ϵϮ.ϭ

ϰϯ ϭ Ϭ ϭ Ϭ ϭ Ϭ Ϭ Ϯ Ϭ.ϰϴϰ Ϭ.ϰϴϰ MDG_ϵϮ,HTI_ϬϬ
ϰϰ ϭ Ϭ ϭ Ϭ ϭ ϭ Ϭ Ϯ Ϭ.ϯϱϰ Ϭ.ϯϱϰ PáK_Ϭϴ,IDN_ϵϵ
ϰϭ ϭ Ϭ ϭ Ϭ Ϭ Ϭ Ϭ ϯ Ϭ.Ϭϲϯ Ϭ.Ϭϲϯ HUN_ϵϬ,MDG_ϵϯ,MDG_ϵϯ.ϭ

Taďle B.ϴ: álteƌŶaƟǀe IŶteƌŵediate “oluƟoŶ Foƌŵula ;ĐoŶsisteŶĐǇ thƌeshold = Ϭ.ϵͿ foƌ the
OutĐoŵe No EleĐtoƌal Defeat

“uffiĐieŶt teƌŵs, ĐoŶŶeĐted ďǇ logiĐal O‘Ǔ CoŶsisteŶĐǇ P‘Iǔ Coǀ.ƌǕ Coǀ.uǕ
LEG_“PEC*LEG_DIFF*COOP_FO‘M*COOP_INF*ƌep_h Ϭ.ϵϵϭ Ϭ.ϵϵϭ Ϭ.Ϭϵϴ Ϭ.Ϭϭϰ
LEG_“PEC*LEG_DIFF*COOP_FO‘M*COOP_INF*‘EP_“ Ϭ.ϵϯϬ Ϭ.ϵϯϬ Ϭ.Ϯϰϴ Ϭ.ϭϲϰ
LEG_“PEC*LEG_DIFF*COOP_FO‘M*ƌep_h*‘EP_“ Ϭ.ϵϱϱ Ϭ.ϵϱϱ Ϭ.ϭϮϰ Ϭ.ϬϰϬ
Oǀeƌall soluƟoŶ Ϭ.ϵϮϳ Ϭ.ϵϮϳ Ϭ.ϯϬϭ
Ǔ Capital leƩeƌs iŶdiĐate pƌeseŶĐe, sŵall leƩeƌs aďseŶĐe, * deŶotes logiĐal áND.
ǔ P‘I = pƌopoƌƟoŶal ƌeduĐƟoŶ iŶ iŶĐoŶsisteŶĐǇ ;MeŶdel aŶd ‘agiŶ ϮϬϭϭ, “ĐhŶeideƌ aŶd WageŵaŶŶ ϮϬϭϮ, p. ϮϰϮͿ.
Ǖ Coǀ.ƌ iŶdiĐates the ƌaǁ Đoǀeƌage.
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Taďle B.ϵ: álteƌŶaƟǀe IŶteƌŵediate “oluƟoŶ Foƌŵula ;ĐoŶsisteŶĐǇ thƌeshold = Ϭ.ϳϰ, tǁo
ŵodelsͿ foƌ the OutĐoŵe No EleĐtoƌal Defeat

“uffiĐieŶt teƌŵs, ĐoŶŶeĐted ďǇ logiĐal O‘Ǔ CoŶsist. P‘Iǔ Coǀ.ƌǕ Coǀ.uǕ Mϭ MϮ
LEG_“PEC*LEG_DIFF*COOP_FO‘M*COOP_INF Ϭ.ϵϮϱ Ϭ.ϵϮϱ Ϭ.Ϯϳϯ Ϭ.Ϭϭϭ Ϭ.ϬϮϯ Ϭ.ϭϮϲ
LEG_DIFF*COOP_FO‘M*Đoop_iŶf*ƌep_h*ƌep_s Ϭ.ϴϬϴ Ϭ.ϴϬϴ Ϭ.Ϭϱϰ Ϭ.ϬϬϵ Ϭ.ϬϮϵ Ϭ.ϬϬϵ
leg_speĐ*COOP_FO‘M*Đoop_iŶf*‘EP_H*‘EP_“ Ϭ.ϴϮϬ Ϭ.ϴϮϬ Ϭ.ϭϰϱ Ϭ.Ϭϭϰ Ϭ.Ϭϵϭ Ϭ.Ϭϭϰ
LEG_“PEC*LEG_DIFF*COOP_FO‘M*ƌep_h Ϭ.ϵϮϯ Ϭ.ϵϮϯ Ϭ.ϭϲϬ Ϭ.ϬϬϯ Ϭ.ϬϭϮ
LEG_“PEC*LEG_DIFF*COOP_FO‘M*‘EP_“ Ϭ.ϴϳϭ Ϭ.ϴϳϭ Ϭ.ϱϴϰ Ϭ.Ϭϱϭ Ϭ.Ϯϵϰ
LEG_DIFF*COOP_FO‘M*Đoop_iŶf*‘EP_H*‘EP_“ Ϭ.ϴϯϮ Ϭ.ϴϯϮ Ϭ.ϰϰϴ Ϭ.ϬϮϬ Ϭ.Ϯϯϵ

Mϭ Oǀeƌall Ϭ.ϴϳϵ Ϭ.ϴϳϵ Ϭ.ϳϮϴ
MϮ Oǀeƌall Ϭ.ϴϲϰ Ϭ.ϴϲϰ Ϭ.ϳϬϬ

Ǔ Capital leƩeƌs iŶdiĐate pƌeseŶĐe, sŵall leƩeƌs aďseŶĐe, * deŶotes logiĐal áND.
ǔ P‘I = pƌopoƌƟoŶal ƌeduĐƟoŶ iŶ iŶĐoŶsisteŶĐǇ ;MeŶdel aŶd ‘agiŶ ϮϬϭϭ, “ĐhŶeideƌ aŶd WageŵaŶŶ ϮϬϭϮ, p. ϮϰϮͿ.
Ǖ Coǀ.ƌ = the ƌaǁ Đoǀeƌage; Coǀ.u = uŶiƋue Đoǀeƌage.

Figure B.ϰ: álteƌŶaƟǀe CaliďƌaƟoŶs: Plots of FuzzǇ “ets ágaiŶst Base Vaƌiaďles

Foƌ fuƌtheƌ ƌoďustŶess tests aŶd alteƌŶaƟǀe ĐaliďƌaƟoŶs of the otheƌ ĐoŶdiƟoŶs, see ‘ sĐƌipts.

B.ϲ TheorǇ EǀaluaƟoŶ
The theoƌǇ eǀaluaƟoŶ ƌefeƌs to GeƌsĐheǁski s͛ ;ϮϬϭϯͿ hǇpothesis of tǁo staďle ĐoŶfiguƌaƟoŶs of

the pillaƌs. Fuƌtheƌ theoƌeƟĐal iŶsights Ŷot disĐussed iŶ the papeƌ ƌefeƌ to Đells ~TE aŶd T~E ǁhiĐh

eǆpƌess ǁheƌe ouƌ tǁo autoĐƌaĐǇ ŵodels disagƌee. ás shoƌtlǇ ŵeŶƟoŶed iŶ the papeƌ, ouƌ QCá ƌe-

sults ideŶƟfǇ iŶ the loǁeƌ-leŌ Đell ;~TEͿ ϴ eleĐƟoŶs iŶ staďle autoĐƌaĐies that GeƌsĐheǁski does Ŷot

pƌediĐt. BeĐause iŶ that Đell theƌe is Ŷot a siŶgle ŶoŶ-staďle autoĐƌaĐǇ, theƌe aƌe good aƌguŵeŶts

to eǆpaŶd GeƌsĐheǁski s͛ ǁoƌld iŶ this diƌeĐƟoŶ. Fƌoŵ Taďle B.ϭϭ ďeloǁ, oŶe ĐaŶ also see hoǁ ǁell

GeƌsĐheǁski aŶd ǁe peƌfoƌŵ iŶ the oǀeƌall aƩeŵpt at ideŶƟfǇiŶg staďle autoĐƌaĐies. NoƟĐe, foƌ
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B. “uppleŵeŶtaƌǇ Mateƌial “tudǇ Ϯ ϭϱϯ

iŶstaŶĐe, that theƌe aƌe ϭϯ eleĐtoƌal defeats iŶ Đell TE ;~YͿ that Ŷeitheƌ GeƌsĐheǁski Ŷoƌ ǁe ǁould

eǆpeĐt to fiŶd theƌe. These puzzliŶg Đases leŶd theŵselǀes to Đloseƌ aŶalǇsis. EǀeŶ ŵoƌe puzzliŶg

aƌe those Ϯϲ Đases of staďle autoĐƌaĐies ;YͿ iŶ Đell ~T~E. Foƌ those, Ŷeitheƌ GeƌsĐheǁski Ŷoƌ ǁe

ǁould eǆpeĐt the outĐoŵe, Ǉet theǇ aƌe staďle. These Đases should ďe suďjeĐted to ǁithiŶ-Đase

aŶalǇsis ǁith the goal of ideŶƟfǇiŶg ĐoŶdiƟoŶs foƌ staďilitǇ that aƌe igŶoƌed ďǇ the W)B ŵodel aŶd

thus also ďǇ ouƌ QCá.

Taďle B.ϭϬ: IŶteƌseĐƟoŶs of GeƌsĐheǁski s͛ Tǁo Woƌlds of áutoĐƌaĐies ;TͿ aŶd EŵpiƌiĐal
FiŶdiŶgs ;EͿ, BooleaŶ EǆpƌessioŶs

Our QCA soluƟoŶ forŵula ideŶƟfies:
“taďle autoĐƌaĐies ;EͿ NoŶ-staďle autoĐƌaĐies ;~EͿ

Ge
rs
Đh
eǁ

sk
i

pr
ed

iĐt
s:

“taďle
autoĐƌaĐies

;TͿ

LEG_“PEC*LEG_DIFF*COOP_F‘OM*‘EP_“*‘EP_H +
LEG_DIFF*COOP_F‘OM*Coop_iŶf*‘EP_“*‘EP_H +
LEG_“PEC*LEG_DIFF*COOP_FO‘M*COOP_INF*‘EP_“Ǔ

Y:ǔCoǀeƌed ŵost likelǇ Đases [ϴϵ]Ǖ
~Y: IŶĐoŶsist. ŵost likelǇ Đases [ϭϯ]

led_speĐ*LEG_DIFF*COOP_F‘OM*COOP_INF*‘EP_“*‘EP_H +
LEG_“PEC*leg_diff*COOP_INF*‘EP_“ +
LEG_“PEC*Đoop_foƌŵ*COOP_INF*‘EP_“

Y: UŶĐoǀeƌed ŵost likelǇ Đases [ϯ]
~Y: CoŶsist. ŵost likelǇ Đases [Ϭ]

NoŶ-
staďle

autoĐƌaĐies
;~TͿ

LEG_“PEC*LEG_DIFF*COOP_F‘OM*COOP_INF*ƌep_s +
LEG_“PEC*LEG_DIFF*COOP_FO‘M*Đoop_iŶf*‘EP_“*ƌep_h

Y: Coǀeƌed least likelǇ Đases [ϴ]
~Y: IŶĐoŶsist. least likelǇ Đases [Ϭ]

leg_speĐ*leg_diff*+ leg_diff*Đoop_iŶf + leg_speĐ*Đoop_foƌŵ +
Đoop_foƌŵ*Đoop_iŶf + leg_diff*ƌep_s + Đoop_foƌŵ*ƌep_s +
Đoop_iŶf*ƌep_s + leg_speĐ*ƌep_s + leg_speĐ*ƌep_h

Y: UŶĐoǀeƌed least likelǇ Đases [Ϯϲ]
~Y: CoŶsist. least likelǇ Đases [ϭϳ]

Ǔ Capital leƩeƌs iŶdiĐate pƌeseŶĐe, sŵall leƩeƌs aďseŶĐe, * deŶotes logiĐal áND, + logiĐal O‘.
ǔ Y: Đases ǁith fuzzǇ set ŵeŵďeƌship iŶ outĐoŵe ͟No EleĐtoƌal Defeat͟ of higheƌ thaŶ Ϭ.ϱ, ˷Y: Đases ǁith fuzzǇ set ŵeŵďeƌship iŶ outĐoŵe ͟No EleĐtoƌal Defeat͟

of loǁeƌ thaŶ Ϭ.ϱ.
Ǖ The Ŷuŵďeƌs iŶ sƋuaƌed ďƌaĐkets iŶdiĐate the Ŷuŵďeƌ of Đases ďeiŶg ŵeŵďeƌ of eaĐh of the fouƌ iŶteƌseĐƟoŶs ďetǁeeŶ T aŶd Y aŶd that aƌe ŵeŵďeƌs of the

outĐoŵe Y aŶd ˷Y, ƌespeĐƟǀelǇ.

Taďle B.ϭϭ: IŶteƌseĐƟoŶs of GeƌsĐheǁski s͛ Tǁo Woƌlds of áutoĐƌaĐies ;TͿ aŶd EŵpiƌiĐal
FiŶdiŶgs ;EͿ, Naŵes of the Cases

Our QCA soluƟoŶ forŵula ideŶƟfies:
“taďle autoĐƌaĐies ;EͿ NoŶ-staďle autoĐƌaĐies ;~EͿ

Ge
rs
Đh
eǁ

sk
ip

re
di
Đt
s:

“taďle
autoĐƌaĐies

;TͿ

Y:*“LV_ϵϭ, VEN_Ϭϲ, ‘U“_Ϭϰ, ‘U“_Ϭϳ, ‘U“_Ϭϴ, á‘M_Ϭϳ,
á‘M_Ϭϴ, á)E_Ϭϭ, á)E_Ϭϯ, á)E_Ϭϴ, BFá_Ϭϱ, TGO_ϵϴ,
TGO_ϵϵ, TGO_ϬϮ, TGO_Ϭϯ, TGO_Ϭϱ, TGO_Ϭϳ, CM‘_ϵϳ,
CM‘_ϬϮ, CM‘_Ϭϰ, CM‘_Ϭϳ, GáB_Ϭϱ, GáB_Ϭϲ, GáB_Ϭϵ,
CáF_Ϭϱ, KEN_ϵϰ, KEN_ϵϳ, T)á_ϬϬ, T)á_Ϭϱ, ‘Wá_Ϭϯ,
‘Wá_Ϭϴ, ETH_Ϭϱ, MO)_Ϭϵ, )MB_Ϭϲ, )MB_Ϭϴ, )WE_ϵϲ,
)WE_ϬϮ, )WE_Ϭϱ, )WE_Ϭϴ, NáM_Ϭϵ, BWá_Ϭϰ, BWá_Ϭϵ,
D)á_ϵϳ, D)á_ϵϵ, D)á_ϬϮ, D)á_Ϭϰ, D)á_Ϭϳ, D)á_Ϭϵ,
TUN_ϵϵ, TUN_Ϭϰ, TUN_Ϭϵ, I‘N_ϵϮ, I‘N_ϵϯ, I‘N_ϵϲ, I‘N_Ϭϴ,
I‘N_Ϭϵ, EGY_ϵϬ, EGY_ϵϯ, EGY_ϵϱ, EGY_ϵϵ, EGY_ϬϬ, EGY_Ϭϱ,
EGY_Ϭϳ, KG)_Ϭϱ, KG)_Ϭϳ, NPL_ϵϭ, MY“_ϵϱ, MY“_ϵϵ,
MY“_Ϭϰ, MY“_Ϭϴ, “GP_ϵϭ, “GP_ϵϯ, “GP_ϵϳ, “GP_Ϭϭ,
“GP_Ϭϲ, CM‘_ϵϳ.ϭ, CáF_Ϭϱ.ϭ, KEN_ϵϳ.ϭ, T)á_ϬϬ.ϭ,
T)á_Ϭϱ.ϭ, ‘Wá_Ϭϯ.ϭ, MO)_Ϭϵ.ϭ, )MB_Ϭϭ, )MB_Ϭϲ.ϭ,
NáM_Ϭϵ.ϭ, TUN_ϵϵ.ϭ, TUN_Ϭϵ.ϭ, EGY_Ϭϱ.ϭ, KG)_Ϭϱ.ϭ
~Y: GTM_ϵϭ, NIC_ϵϬ, “EN_ϬϬ, NE‘_ϵϵ, KEN_ϬϮ, )áF_ϵϰ,
I‘N_ϵϳ, I‘N_ϵϴ, I‘N_Ϭϰ, NIC_ϵϬ.ϭ, NGá_ϵϵ, KEN_ϬϮ.ϭ,
)WE_Ϭϴ.ϭ.

Y: á)E_Ϭϲ, I‘N_ϬϬ, I‘N_Ϭϭ
~Y: [Ŷo Đases]

NoŶ-
staďle

autoĐƌaĐies
;~TͿ

Y: ‘U“_Ϭϯ, GáB_ϵϳ, GáB_ϵϴ, GáB_Ϭϭ, COG_Ϭϵ, )WE_ϵϱ,
KG)_Ϭϵ, MY“_ϵϬ
~Y: [Ŷo Đases]

Y: MEX_ϵϭ, MEX_ϵϰ, MEX_ϵϳ, “LV_ϵϰ, PE‘_ϵϱ, PE‘_ϬϬ,
P‘Y_ϵϯ, “EN_ϵϯ, “EN_ϵϴ, CIV_Ϭϭ, UGá_ϵϲ, UGá_Ϭϭ,
UGá_Ϭϲ, KEN_ϵϮ, NáM_Ϭϰ, HTI_ϬϬ, MEX_ϵϰ.ϭ, “LV_ϵϰ.ϭ,
PE‘_ϵϱ.ϭ, PE‘_ϬϬ.ϭ, P‘Y_ϵϯ.ϭ, “EN_ϵϯ.ϭ, CIV_ϬϬ.ϭ,
UGá_Ϭϲ.ϭ, KEN_ϵϮ.ϭ, NáM_Ϭϰ.ϭ.
~Y:MEX_ϬϬ, HUN_ϵϬ, ‘U“_ϵϱ, CIV_ϬϬ, GHá_ϬϬ, MDG_ϵϮ,
MDG_ϵϯ, PáK_Ϭϴ, BGD_Ϭϴ, THá_ϵϮ, THá_Ϭϳ, IDN_ϵϵ,
MEX_ϬϬ.ϭ, GHá_ϬϬ.ϭ, MDG_ϵϯ.ϭ, LKá_ϵϰ, THá_ϵϮ.ϭ

* Y: Đases ǁith fuzzǇ set ŵeŵďeƌship iŶ outĐoŵe No EleĐtoƌal Defeat of higheƌ thaŶ Ϭ.ϱ, ~Y: Đases ǁith fuzzǇ set ŵeŵďeƌship iŶ outĐoŵe ͟No EleĐtoƌal Defeat͟
of loǁeƌ thaŶ Ϭ.ϱ.
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Appendix C

Supplementary Material Study 3

C.ϭ Oǀerǀieǁ Raǁ aŶd Caliďrated Data
NOTE: The Ɵŵe speĐifiĐaƟoŶ ďehiŶd the ƌegiŵes͛ Ŷaŵes ƌefeƌ to Geddes et al. s͛ ;ϮϬϭϰͿ defiŶiƟoŶ

of autoĐƌaĐǇ aŶd aƌe the ďasis foƌ deteƌŵiŶiŶg a ƌegiŵe s͛ ;ŶoŶ-Ϳ peƌsisteŶĐe. Ná ŵeaŶs that the

ƌespeĐƟǀe ƌegiŵe ǁas peƌsisteŶt uŶƟl ϮϬϭϬ, the eŶd of theiƌ oďseƌǀaƟoŶ. ColuŵŶ ϰ aŶd ϱ folloǁ

ǀoŶ “oest aŶd Gƌauǀogel ;ϮϬϭϳďͿ aŶd speĐifǇ the Ɵŵe spaŶ Đoǀeƌed ďǇ the data.

List of Cases aŶd IŶdiĐatoƌs ďefoƌe CaliďƌaƟoŶ

aďďƌ. ĐoǁĐode ƌegiŵe staƌt

oďs.

eŶd

oďs.

peƌs ƌepp ƌepĐ Đoopǀ Đoops foŵǇth ideo peƌso iŶteŶg pƌoĐ peƌf

áLG ϲϭϱ álgeƌia ϵϮ-Ná ϭϵϵϵ ϮϬϭϬ ϭ ϯ.ϱϬ ϰ.ϲϳ Ϭ.ϴϱ ϳ.ϬϬ ϰ.ϲϳ ϯ.ϲϳ ϯ.ϱϬ ϯ.ϬϬ ϰ.ϯϯ ϯ.ϲϳ

áNG ϱϰϬ áŶgola ϳϱ-Ná ϮϬϬϴ ϮϬϭϬ ϭ ϯ.ϬϬ ϰ.ϬϬ Ϭ.Ϭϴ ϱ.ϬϬ ϰ.ϬϬ Ϯ.ϱϬ ϯ.ϱϬ Ϯ.ϬϬ ϯ.ϱϬ ϱ.ϬϬ

á)E ϯϳϯ ázeƌďaijaŶ ϵϯ-Ná ϭϵϵϯ ϮϬϭϬ ϭ ϯ.Ϯϴ ϰ.Ϯϴ ϭ.Ϯϰ ϲ.ϵϮ ϭ.ϬϬ Ϯ.Ϯϱ ϯ.Ϯϱ ϭ.Ϯϱ ϯ.ϬϬ ϰ.ϬϬ

BáH ϲϵϮ BahƌaiŶ ϭϵϳϭ-Ná ϭϵϵϭ ϮϬϭϬ ϭ ϱ.ϰϬ ϰ.ϴϱ -Ϭ.ϳϮ Ϯ.ϲϬ Ϯ.ϬϬ ϭ.ϬϬ ϯ.ϬϬ Ϭ.ϲϳ ϰ.ϲϳ ϯ.ϯϯ

BNG ϳϳϭ BaŶgladesh Ϭϳ-Ϭϴ ϭϵϵϵ ϮϬϭϬ Ϭ ϭ.ϰϮ ϳ.ϭϳ ϭ.Ϯϳ ϲ.ϬϬ ϯ.ϲϳ Ϯ.ϲϳ Ϯ.ϬϬ ϭ.ϲϳ ϯ.ϯϯ Ϯ.ϲϳ

BL‘ ϯϳϬ Belaƌus ϵϰ-Ná ϭϵϵϰ ϮϬϭϬ ϭ ϰ.ϯϱ Ϯ.ϳϭ Ϭ.Ϯϭ ϱ.ϴϮ Ϯ.ϳϱ ϯ.ϱϬ ϯ.ϱϬ Ϯ.ϬϬ ϯ.ϱϬ ϰ.ϬϬ

BFO ϰϯϵ BuƌkiŶa Faso ϴϳ-Ná ϭϵϵϭ ϮϬϭϬ ϭ ϱ.ϭϬ ϵ.ϵϱ ϳ.ϴϮ ϱ.ϵϬ ϯ.ϬϬ Ϯ.ϯϯ ϰ.ϲϳ ϰ.ϯϯ ϯ.ϯϯ ϯ.ϲϳ

CáM ϴϭϭ Caŵďodia ϳϵ-Ná ϭϵϵϯ ϮϬϭϬ ϭ Ϯ.ϵϰ ϴ.ϰϰ ϭ.ϰϭ ϱ.ϴϵ ϰ.ϱϬ ϯ.ϱϬ ϰ.ϬϬ ϭ.ϱϬ ϰ.ϱϬ ϰ.ϬϬ

CáO ϰϳϭ CaŵeƌooŶ ϴϯ-Ná ϭϵϵϮ ϮϬϭϬ ϭ Ϯ.ϴϵ ϰ.ϰϳ ϯ.ϰϮ ϲ.ϰϳ ϭ.ϱϬ Ϯ.ϬϬ ϯ.ϬϬ Ϯ.ϬϬ ϭ.ϱϬ ϯ.ϬϬ

CEN ϰϴϮ CeŶ áfƌ ‘ep Ϭϯ-Ná ϮϬϬϯ ϮϬϭϬ ϭ Ϯ.ϴϴ ϱ.ϬϬ Ϯ.ϱϰ ϱ.ϳϱ Ϯ.ϬϬ ϭ.ϱϬ ϭ.ϱϬ ϭ.ϬϬ Ϯ.ϱϬ Ϯ.ϱϬ

CHá ϰϴϯ Chad ϵϬ-Ná ϭϵϵϲ ϮϬϭϬ ϭ Ϯ.ϳϯ ϱ.ϱϯ ϰ.ϯϳ ϲ.ϳϯ ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.ϬϬ Ϯ.ϬϬ Ϭ.ϱϬ Ϯ.ϬϬ Ϯ.ϱϬ

CHN ϳϭϬ ChiŶa ϰϵ-Ná ϭϵϵϭ ϮϬϭϬ ϭ ϭ.ϱϬ Ϭ.ϴϬ ϯ.ϭϭ ϯ.ϬϬ ϱ.ϬϬ ϰ.ϳϱ Ϯ.ϬϬ ϯ.ϬϬ ϯ.ϱϬ ϰ.ϳϱ

CON ϰϴϰ CoŶgo-Bƌz ϵϳ-Ná ϮϬϬϮ ϮϬϭϬ ϭ ϰ.ϱϲ ϴ.ϲϳ Ϭ.ϰϮ ϲ.ϰϰ ϯ.ϬϬ ϭ.ϬϬ ϰ.ϬϬ ϰ.ϬϬ ϱ.ϬϬ ϰ.ϱϬ

D‘C ϰϵϬ CoŶgo/)aiƌe ϵϳ-Ná ϭϵϵϳ ϮϬϭϬ ϭ ϭ.ϭϬ Ϯ.ϴϬ Ϭ.ϵϱ ϯ.ϰϯ ϭ.ϱϬ ϭ.ϱϬ Ϯ.ϱϬ Ϭ.ϱϬ Ϯ.ϬϬ ϰ.ϬϬ

CUB ϰϬ Cuďa ϱϵ-Ná ϮϬϬϴ ϮϬϭϬ ϭ ϰ.ϬϬ Ϭ.ϬϬ ϰ.Ϭϴ ϰ.ϬϬ ϱ.ϬϬ ϱ.ϬϬ Ϯ.ϱϬ ϰ.ϬϬ ϰ.ϱϬ ϰ.ϬϬ

EGY ϲϱϭ EgǇpt ϱϮ-Ná ϭϵϵϭ ϮϬϭϬ ϭ ϯ.ϭϱ ϯ.ϴϱ ϭ.ϳϭ ϲ.ϬϬ ϯ.Ϯϱ ϭ.ϳϱ Ϯ.ϱϬ ϯ.Ϯϱ ϰ.Ϯϱ ϰ.ϬϬ

E‘I ϱϯϭ Eƌitƌea ϵϯ-Ná ϭϵϵϯ ϮϬϭϬ ϭ ϯ.ϲϳ ϯ.ϵϰ -ϭ.Ϯϲ Ϯ.ϬϬ ϱ.ϬϬ ϯ.ϳϱ ϯ.Ϯϱ Ϭ.ϳϱ ϭ.ϳϱ ϯ.ϳϱ

ETH ϱϯϬ Ethiopia ϵϭ-Ná ϭϵϵϱ ϮϬϭϬ ϭ ϭ.ϵϰ ϱ.ϵϰ Ϭ.ϴϱ ϲ.ϯϴ ϰ.ϰϬ ϰ.ϬϬ ϰ.ϬϬ ϰ.ϰϬ ϯ.ϴϬ ϰ.ϴϬ

GáB ϰϴϭ GaďoŶ ϲϬ-Ná ϭϵϵϭ ϮϬϭϬ ϭ ϲ.ϯϱ ϲ.ϳϱ ϯ.ϳϮ ϳ.ϬϬ Ϯ.ϯϯ ϭ.ϲϳ Ϯ.ϬϬ Ϯ.ϬϬ ϯ.ϯϯ ϯ.ϲϳ

GáM ϰϮϬ Gaŵďia ϵϰ-Ná ϭϵϵϳ ϮϬϭϬ ϭ ϱ.ϱϬ ϴ.ϯϲ ϯ.ϲϴ ϳ.ϬϬ ϰ.ϬϬ ϱ.ϬϬ ϰ.ϬϬ ϯ.ϱϬ ϱ.ϬϬ ϰ.ϬϬ

GHá ϰϱϮ GhaŶa ϴϭ-ϬϬ ϭϵϵϭ ϭϵϵϮ Ϭ ϱ.ϱϬ ϴ.ϱϬ ϯ.ϲϲ Ϯ.ϬϬ ϭ.ϲϳ Ϯ.ϯϯ ϯ.ϯϯ ϯ.ϲϳ ϯ.ϲϳ ϰ.ϯϯ

IN“ ϴϱϬ IŶdoŶesia ϲϲ-ϵϵ ϭϵϵϭ ϭϵϵϴ Ϭ ϭ.ϭϮ Ϯ.ϯϴ Ϯ.ϳϭ ϲ.ϬϬ ϰ.Ϯϱ ϰ.ϬϬ ϰ.ϬϬ ϯ.ϱϬ ϰ.Ϯϱ ϱ.ϬϬ

I‘N ϲϯϬ IƌaŶ ϳϵ-Ná ϭϵϵϭ ϮϬϭϬ ϭ ϭ.ϭϳ ϭ.ϯϱ Ϭ.ϭϳ ϲ.Ϯϱ ϰ.ϱϬ ϱ.ϬϬ Ϯ.ϱϬ ϯ.ϬϬ ϰ.ϬϬ ϯ.ϬϬ

CDI ϰϯϳ IǀoƌǇ Coast ϵϵ-ϬϬ ϮϬϬϬ ϮϬϭϬ ϭ Ϯ.Ϯϳ ϱ.ϬϬ ϱ.ϭϮ ϲ.ϵϭ Ϯ.ϱϬ ϰ.ϬϬ Ϯ.ϱϬ Ϭ.ϬϬ Ϯ.ϱϬ Ϯ.ϬϬ

JO‘ ϲϲϯ JoƌdaŶ ϰϲ-Ná ϭϵϵϭ ϮϬϭϬ ϭ ϰ.ϲϬ ϰ.ϭϬ ϭ.ϱϵ ϱ.ϳϬ ϯ.ϬϬ ϯ.ϬϬ ϯ.ϲϳ ϯ.ϲϳ ϰ.ϬϬ ϯ.ϬϬ

K)K ϳϬϱ KazakhstaŶ ϵϭ-Ná ϭϵϵϭ ϮϬϭϬ ϭ ϱ.ϭϭ ϰ.ϲϯ Ϭ.ϴϱ ϱ.ϴϵ ϭ.ϲϳ ϯ.ϬϬ ϰ.ϲϳ ϯ.ϱϬ ϰ.ϬϬ ϰ.ϬϬ

P‘K ϳϯϭ Koƌea Noƌth ϰϴ-Ná ϭϵϵϭ ϮϬϭϬ ϭ Ϭ.ϭϵ Ϭ.Ϭϱ ϭ.ϰϴ ϯ.ϬϬ ϱ.ϬϬ ϱ.ϬϬ ϰ.ϲϳ Ϭ.ϯϯ Ϯ.ϬϬ ϭ.ϲϳ

KUW ϲϵϬ Kuǁait ϲϭ-Ná ϭϵϵϭ ϮϬϭϬ ϭ ϱ.ϮϬ ϰ.ϬϬ Ϭ.ϴϳ ϯ.ϳϬ Ϯ.ϰϬ Ϯ.ϬϬ Ϯ.ϮϬ Ϯ.ϬϬ ϰ.ϮϬ ϯ.ϮϬ

KY‘ ϳϬϯ KǇƌgǇzstaŶ Ϭϱ-ϭϬ ϮϬϬϱ ϮϬϭϬ Ϭ ϰ.ϲϳ ϱ.ϱϬ ϭ.ϵϲ ϲ.ϱϬ ϭ.ϯϯ ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.ϯϯ ϭ.ϬϬ Ϯ.ϲϳ ϭ.ϲϳ

LáO ϴϭϮ Laos ϳϱ-Ná ϭϵϵϭ ϮϬϭϬ ϭ ϱ.ϭϬ ϯ.ϰϬ Ϭ.ϲϮ ϰ.ϱϱ ϯ.ϬϬ ϯ.ϯϯ Ϭ.ϲϳ Ϭ.ϲϳ Ϯ.ϯϯ Ϯ.ϬϬ
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C. “uppleŵeŶtaƌǇ Mateƌial “tudǇ ϯ ϭϱϱ

LIB ϲϮϬ LiďǇa ϲϵ-Ná ϭϵϵϭ ϮϬϭϬ ϭ Ϯ.ϱϬ Ϯ.ϭϱ ϯ.ϲϰ Ϯ.ϬϬ ϰ.ϬϬ ϰ.ϯϯ ϰ.ϬϬ ϯ.ϲϳ ϯ.ϬϬ ϯ.ϯϯ

MáL ϴϮϬ MalaǇsia ϱϳ-Ná ϭϵϵϭ ϮϬϭϬ ϭ ϰ.ϵϬ ϰ.ϰϬ Ϯ.ϲϬ ϳ.ϬϬ Ϯ.ϮϬ ϯ.ϰϬ ϭ.ϲϬ Ϯ.ϴϬ ϰ.ϲϬ ϰ.ϴϬ

Máá ϰϯϱ MauƌitaŶia Ϭϴ-Ná ϮϬϬϴ ϮϬϭϬ Ϭ ϱ.ϬϬ ϰ.ϲϳ ϯ.ϳϰ ϱ.ϯϯ ϭ.ϬϬ ϰ.ϬϬ ϰ.ϬϬ Ϭ.ϬϬ ϰ.ϱϬ Ϭ.ϬϬ

MEX ϳϬ MeǆiĐo ϭϱ-ϬϬ ϭϵϵϭ ϭϵϵϵ Ϭ Ϯ.ϭϭ ϭϬ.ϲϳ ϰ.ϲϯ ϳ.ϬϬ ϰ.ϬϬ ϯ.ϬϬ ϭ.ϲϳ Ϯ.ϬϬ ϰ.ϲϳ ϰ.ϯϯ

MO‘ ϲϬϬ MoƌoĐĐo ϱϲ-Ná ϭϵϵϭ ϮϬϭϬ ϭ ϰ.ϬϬ ϰ.ϭϱ ϭ.ϵϯ ϳ.ϬϬ ϰ.ϱϬ ϯ.ϬϬ ϰ.ϱϬ ϭ.ϱϬ ϯ.ϱϬ Ϯ.ϱϬ

M)M ϱϰϭ MozaŵďiƋue ϳϱ-Ná ϮϬϬϵ ϮϬϭϬ ϭ ϱ.ϬϬ ϳ.ϱϬ ϯ.ϯϵ ϲ.ϱϬ ϱ.ϬϬ Ϯ.ϬϬ ϭ.ϯϯ ϭ.ϱϬ ϰ.ϯϯ Ϯ.ϬϬ

MYá ϳϳϱ MǇaŶŵaƌ ϴϴ-Ná ϭϵϵϭ ϮϬϭϬ ϭ ϭ.ϮϬ Ϭ.ϱϬ -Ϭ.Ϭϴ Ϯ.ϬϬ ϯ.ϬϬ ϯ.ϬϬ Ϯ.ϱϬ Ϯ.ϬϬ Ϯ.ϱϬ ϯ.ϬϬ

OMá ϲϵϴ OŵaŶ ϰϭ-Ná ϭϵϵϭ ϮϬϭϬ ϭ ϳ.ϬϬ Ϯ.ϯϬ Ϯ.ϰϰ Ϯ.Ϯϱ ϰ.ϱϬ Ϭ.ϬϬ ϱ.ϬϬ Ϯ.ϬϬ ϭ.ϬϬ ϰ.ϬϬ

PáK ϳϳϬ PakistaŶ ϵϵ-Ϭϴ ϭϵϵϵ ϮϬϭϬ Ϭ Ϭ.ϳϱ ϰ.ϬϬ Ϯ.ϱϬ ϱ.ϱϬ Ϭ.ϲϳ ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.ϯϯ ϭ.ϲϳ ϯ.ϯϯ Ϯ.ϬϬ

PE‘ ϭϯϱ Peƌu ϵϮ-ϬϬ ϭϵϵϭ ϭϵϵϵ Ϭ Ϯ.ϮϮ ϭϬ.ϬϬ Ϭ.ϱϮ ϳ.ϬϬ Ϭ.ϯϯ ϭ.ϬϬ Ϯ.ϲϳ Ϭ.ϯϯ ϰ.ϯϯ ϱ.ϬϬ

QáT ϲϵϰ Qataƌ ϭϵϳϭ-Ná ϭϵϵϭ ϮϬϭϬ ϭ ϳ.ϮϮ ϰ.ϬϬ -ϭ.ϵϭ Ϯ.ϬϬ ϭ.ϲϳ Ϯ.ϲϳ ϯ.ϯϯ ϰ.ϯϯ ϭ.ϲϳ ϱ.ϬϬ

‘U“ ϯϲϱ ‘ussia ϵϯ-Ná ϮϬϬϬ ϮϬϭϬ ϭ ϭ.ϴϮ ϯ.ϴϮ ϭ.ϴϬ ϳ.ϬϬ ϭ.ϬϬ ϭ.ϯϯ ϯ.ϭϳ ϯ.ϰϬ ϰ.ϯϯ ϰ.ϯϯ

‘Wá ϱϭϳ ‘ǁaŶda ϵϰ-Ná ϭϵϵϰ ϮϬϭϬ ϭ Ϯ.ϯϱ ϱ.ϱϯ Ϯ.ϭϬ ϯ.ϴϮ ϱ.ϬϬ ϰ.ϱϬ ϱ.ϬϬ ϰ.ϬϬ ϰ.ϱϬ ϱ.ϬϬ

“áU ϲϳϬ “audi áƌaďia Ϯϳ-Ná ϭϵϵϭ ϮϬϭϬ ϭ ϰ.ϭϬ Ϭ.Ϯϱ -Ϭ.Ϭϵ Ϯ.ϬϬ ϰ.ϱϬ ϱ.ϬϬ ϱ.ϬϬ ϰ.ϱϬ Ϭ.ϱϬ ϰ.ϱϬ

“EN ϰϯϯ “eŶegal ϲϬ-ϬϬ ϭϵϵϭ ϭϵϵϵ Ϭ Ϯ.ϱϲ ϭϬ.ϯϯ ϯ.Ϭϲ ϳ.ϬϬ ϭ.ϯϯ ϭ.ϯϯ Ϭ.ϲϳ ϭ.ϯϯ ϱ.ϬϬ Ϯ.ϯϯ

C“ ϯϰϱ “eƌďia ϵϭ-ϬϬ ϭϵϵϮ ϮϬϬϬ Ϭ ϭ.ϱϲ Ϯ.ϳϴ -ϭ.ϴϰ ϳ.ϬϬ Ϯ.ϬϬ ϯ.ϲϳ ϯ.ϯϯ ϭ.ϬϬ ϯ.ϲϳ Ϭ.ϲϳ

“UD ϲϮϱ “udaŶ ϴϵ-Ná ϭϵϵϭ ϮϬϭϬ ϭ Ϭ.ϲϬ Ϭ.ϴϬ Ϭ.ϵϴ ϯ.ϰϱ ϯ.ϯϯ ϰ.ϲϳ ϭ.ϲϳ Ϯ.ϯϯ ϯ.ϲϳ ϭ.ϲϳ

“Wá ϱϳϮ “ǁazilaŶd ϲϴ-Ná ϭϵϵϭ ϮϬϭϬ ϭ ϱ.ϱϱ ϰ.ϮϬ ϱ.ϴϱ ϯ.ϳϬ ϯ.ϱϬ ϱ.ϬϬ ϱ.ϬϬ Ϯ.ϬϬ ϰ.ϬϬ ϯ.ϬϬ

“Y‘ ϲϱϮ “Ǉƌia ϲϯ-Ná ϭϵϵϭ ϮϬϭϬ ϭ ϯ.ϬϬ ϭ.ϲϬ -Ϯ.ϳϬ ϲ.ϵϱ ϰ.ϱϬ ϰ.ϬϬ ϰ.ϬϬ Ϭ.ϱϬ Ϯ.ϬϬ ϯ.ϬϬ

TáJ ϳϬϮ TajikistaŶ ϵϭ-Ná ϭϵϵϮ ϮϬϭϬ ϭ Ϯ.ϱϴ ϱ.ϯϮ Ϭ.Ϯϱ ϲ.ϱϵ ϯ.ϯϯ Ϯ.ϯϯ ϯ.ϬϬ Ϭ.ϲϳ Ϯ.ϲϳ ϰ.ϯϯ

Tá) ϱϭϬ TaŶzaŶia ϲϰ-Ná ϭϵϵϱ ϮϬϭϬ ϭ ϰ.ϰϰ ϱ.ϭϵ ϱ.Ϯϯ ϲ.ϰϰ ϯ.ϮϬ ϯ.ϬϬ Ϯ.ϬϬ ϭ.ϲϬ ϱ.ϬϬ ϰ.Ϯϱ

THI ϴϬϬ ThailaŶd Ϭϲ-Ϭϳ ϮϬϬϲ ϮϬϭϬ Ϭ ϭ.ϲϬ ϱ.ϲϬ ϭ.ϴϴ ϱ.ϴϬ ϭ.ϬϬ ϯ.ϬϬ Ϭ.ϱϬ Ϯ.ϬϬ ϰ.ϱϬ ϭ.ϱϬ

TOG ϰϲϭ Togo ϲϯ-Ná ϮϬϬϱ ϮϬϭϬ ϭ ϯ.ϱϬ ϱ.ϯϯ ϯ.ϯϮ ϳ.ϬϬ Ϯ.ϱϬ Ϯ.ϱϬ Ϯ.ϱϬ Ϯ.ϬϬ ϯ.ϱϬ Ϯ.ϬϬ

TUN ϲϭϲ TuŶisia ϱϲ-Ná ϭϵϵϭ ϮϬϭϬ ϭ ϯ.ϴϱ ϱ.Ϭϱ ϰ.ϳϴ ϱ.ϴϬ Ϯ.ϱϬ Ϯ.ϱϬ Ϯ.ϬϬ ϭ.ϬϬ ϰ.ϬϬ ϰ.ϬϬ

TKM ϳϬϭ TuƌkŵeŶistaŶ ϵϭ-Ná ϭϵϵϭ ϮϬϬϲ ϭ ϰ.ϴϬ Ϯ.ϱϯ Ϭ.ϴϵ ϱ.ϬϬ ϰ.ϱϬ ϰ.ϱϬ ϱ.ϬϬ ϭ.ϬϬ Ϯ.ϱϬ ϰ.ϱϬ

UGá ϱϬϬ UgaŶda ϴϲ-Ná ϮϬϬϵ ϮϬϭϬ ϭ Ϯ.ϬϬ ϯ.ϬϬ Ϭ.ϭϮ ϳ.ϬϬ ϰ.ϲϳ ϯ.ϬϬ ϰ.ϯϯ ϰ.ϬϬ ϰ.ϬϬ ϰ.ϯϯ

UáE ϲϵϲ UŶit áƌaď Eŵiƌ ϳϭ-Ná ϭϵϵϭ ϮϬϭϬ ϭ ϲ.ϱϱ ϭ.ϮϬ ϴ.ϵϱ Ϯ.ϬϬ ϰ.ϬϬ ϰ.ϱϬ ϰ.ϬϬ ϯ.ϬϬ Ϯ.ϬϬ ϰ.ϱϬ

U)B ϳϬϰ UzďekistaŶ ϵϭ-Ná ϭϵϵϭ ϮϬϭϬ ϭ ϯ.Ϯϭ Ϯ.ϭϲ Ϭ.ϲϮ ϱ.ϳϰ ϯ.Ϯϱ ϰ.Ϯϱ ϯ.Ϯϱ Ϯ.ϬϬ ϯ.ϲϳ ϰ.Ϯϱ

D‘V ϴϭϲ VietŶaŵ ϱϰ-Ná ϭϵϵϭ ϮϬϭϬ ϭ ϯ.ϵϱ ϭ.ϮϬ Ϯ.ϭϵ ϯ.ϵϬ ϰ.ϱϬ ϰ.ϱϬ Ϭ.ϱϬ ϭ.ϱϬ ϱ.ϬϬ ϰ.ϱϬ

YEM ϲϳϵ YeŵeŶ ϳϴ-Ná ϭϵϵϯ ϮϬϭϬ ϭ Ϯ.Ϯϴ ϯ.ϴϯ -Ϭ.ϭϬ ϲ.ϰϮ ϰ.ϲϳ ϰ.ϬϬ ϰ.ϬϬ Ϯ.ϬϬ ϯ.ϲϳ ϯ.ϯϯ

)áM ϱϱϭ )aŵďia ϵϲ-Ná ϭϵϵϲ ϮϬϬϳ ϭ ϰ.ϯϯ ϴ.Ϯϱ ϱ.ϳϭ ϳ.ϬϬ ϭ.ϱϬ ϭ.ϬϬ ϰ.ϬϬ ϭ.ϱϬ ϰ.ϬϬ ϰ.ϱϬ

)IM ϱϱϮ )iŵďaďǁe ϴϬ-Ná ϭϵϵϭ ϮϬϭϬ ϭ ϯ.ϭϱ ϰ.ϵϬ Ϯ.ϲϰ ϲ.ϱϬ ϰ.ϳϱ ϰ.ϬϬ ϰ.Ϯϱ Ϯ.Ϯϱ ϰ.Ϯϱ ϯ.ϳϱ

The Ɵŵe speĐifiĐaƟoŶ ďehiŶd the ƌegiŵes͛ Ŷaŵes ƌefeƌ to Geddes et al. s͛ ;ϮϬϭϰͿ defiŶiƟoŶ

of autoĐƌaĐǇ aŶd aƌe the ďasis foƌ deteƌŵiŶiŶg a ƌegiŵe s͛ ;ŶoŶ-Ϳ peƌsisteŶĐe. Ná ŵeaŶs that the

ƌespeĐƟǀe ƌegiŵe ǁas peƌsisteŶt uŶƟl ϮϬϭϬ, the eŶd of theiƌ oďseƌǀaƟoŶ. ColuŵŶ ϰ aŶd ϱ folloǁ

ǀoŶ “oest aŶd Gƌauǀogel ;ϮϬϭϳďͿ aŶd speĐifǇ the Ɵŵe spaŶ Đoǀeƌed ďǇ the data.

Caliďƌated “et Meŵďeƌship Values of áll Cases

aďďƌ. ĐoǁĐode ƌegiŵe staƌt

oďs.

eŶd

oďs.

peƌs ƌepp ƌepĐ Đoopǀ Đoops foŵǇth ideo peƌso iŶteŶg pƌoĐ peƌf

áLG ϲϭϱ álgeƌia ϵϮ-Ná ϭϵϵϵ ϮϬϭϬ ϭ Ϭ.ϱϯ Ϭ.ϳϳ Ϭ.ϯϬ Ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.ϵϲ Ϭ.ϴϳ Ϭ.ϳϲ Ϭ.ϴϳ Ϭ.ϴϱ Ϭ.ϱϴ

áNG ϱϰϬ áŶgola ϳϱ-Ná ϮϬϬϴ ϮϬϭϬ ϭ Ϭ.ϳϮ Ϭ.ϳϰ Ϭ.Ϯϭ ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.ϴϳ Ϭ.Ϯϱ Ϭ.ϳϲ Ϭ.ϰϯ Ϭ.ϱϱ Ϭ.ϵϱ

á)E ϯϳϯ ázeƌďaijaŶ ϵϯ-Ná ϭϵϵϯ ϮϬϭϬ ϭ Ϭ.ϳϯ Ϭ.ϳϴ Ϭ.ϰϰ ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.ϭϳ Ϭ.ϲϳ Ϭ.Ϭϵ Ϭ.ϯϬ Ϭ.ϳϯ

BáH ϲϵϮ BahƌaiŶ ϭϵϳϭ-Ná ϭϵϵϭ ϮϬϭϬ ϭ Ϭ.Ϭϵ Ϭ.ϱϵ Ϭ.ϭϮ Ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.Ϭϱ Ϭ.ϬϮ Ϭ.ϱϱ Ϭ.ϬϮ Ϭ.ϵϭ Ϭ.ϰϮ

BNG ϳϳϭ BaŶgladesh Ϭϳ-Ϭϴ ϭϵϵϵ ϮϬϭϬ Ϭ Ϭ.ϵϱ Ϭ.ϮϮ Ϭ.ϱϭ ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.ϳϳ Ϭ.ϯϭ Ϭ.ϮϬ Ϭ.Ϯϰ Ϭ.ϰϲ Ϭ.ϭϲ

BL‘ ϯϳϬ Belaƌus ϵϰ-Ná ϭϵϵϰ ϮϬϭϬ ϭ Ϭ.ϱϲ Ϭ.ϵϰ Ϭ.ϭϲ ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.Ϯϴ Ϭ.ϳϵ Ϭ.ϳϲ Ϭ.ϰϯ Ϭ.ϱϱ Ϭ.ϳϯ

BFO ϰϯϵ BuƌkiŶa Faso ϴϳ-Ná ϭϵϵϭ ϮϬϭϬ ϭ Ϭ.ϮϬ Ϭ.ϬϮ Ϭ.ϵϵ ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.ϰϯ Ϭ.ϮϬ Ϭ.ϵϳ Ϭ.ϵϵ Ϭ.ϰϲ Ϭ.ϱϴ

CáM ϴϭϭ Caŵďodia ϳϵ-Ná ϭϵϵϯ ϮϬϭϬ ϭ Ϭ.ϳϬ Ϭ.ϭϬ Ϭ.ϲϰ ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.ϵϱ Ϭ.ϳϵ Ϭ.ϵϬ Ϭ.ϭϳ Ϭ.ϴϴ Ϭ.ϳϯ

CáO ϰϳϭ CaŵeƌooŶ ϴϯ-Ná ϭϵϵϮ ϮϬϭϬ ϭ Ϭ.ϳϮ Ϭ.ϳϰ Ϭ.ϴϭ ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.Ϭϭ Ϭ.ϭϮ Ϭ.ϱϱ Ϭ.ϰϯ Ϭ.ϬϮ Ϭ.Ϯϳ

CEN ϰϴϮ CeŶ áfƌ ‘ep Ϭϯ-Ná ϮϬϬϯ ϮϬϭϬ ϭ Ϭ.ϴϭ Ϭ.ϱϴ Ϭ.ϳϮ ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.Ϭϱ Ϭ.Ϭϱ Ϭ.ϭϬ Ϭ.Ϭϱ Ϭ.ϭϯ Ϭ.ϭϮ

CHá ϰϴϯ Chad ϵϬ-Ná ϭϵϵϲ ϮϬϭϬ ϭ Ϭ.ϳϴ Ϭ.ϲϭ Ϭ.ϵϭ ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.ϮϬ Ϭ.Ϭϭ Ϭ.Ϭϱ Ϭ.ϭϮ

CHN ϳϭϬ ChiŶa ϰϵ-Ná ϭϵϵϭ ϮϬϭϬ ϭ Ϭ.ϵϱ Ϭ.ϵϴ Ϭ.ϴϰ Ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.ϵϴ ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.ϮϬ Ϭ.ϴϳ Ϭ.ϱϱ Ϭ.ϵϮ

CON ϰϴϰ CoŶgo-Bƌz ϵϳ-Ná ϮϬϬϮ ϮϬϭϬ ϭ Ϭ.Ϯϱ Ϭ.Ϭϳ Ϭ.ϭϭ ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.ϰϯ Ϭ.ϬϮ Ϭ.ϵϬ Ϭ.ϵϴ Ϭ.ϵϱ Ϭ.ϴϴ

D‘C ϰϵϬ CoŶgo/)aiƌe ϵϳ-Ná ϭϵϵϳ ϮϬϭϬ ϭ Ϭ.ϵϱ Ϭ.ϵϬ Ϭ.Ϯϵ ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.Ϭϭ Ϭ.Ϭϱ Ϭ.ϯϱ Ϭ.Ϭϭ Ϭ.Ϭϱ Ϭ.ϳϯ

CUB ϰϬ Cuďa ϱϵ-Ná ϮϬϬϴ ϮϬϭϬ ϭ Ϭ.ϱϱ Ϭ.ϵϵ Ϭ.ϴϵ Ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.ϵϴ ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.ϯϱ Ϭ.ϵϴ Ϭ.ϴϴ Ϭ.ϳϯ

EGY ϲϱϭ EgǇpt ϱϮ-Ná ϭϵϵϭ ϮϬϭϬ ϭ Ϭ.ϳϴ Ϭ.ϳϵ Ϭ.ϱϲ ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.ϱϴ Ϭ.Ϭϴ Ϭ.ϯϱ Ϭ.ϵϮ Ϭ.ϴϯ Ϭ.ϳϯ

E‘I ϱϯϭ Eƌitƌea ϵϯ-Ná ϭϵϵϯ ϮϬϭϬ ϭ Ϭ.ϳϵ Ϭ.ϵϮ Ϭ.ϬϮ Ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.ϵϴ Ϭ.ϴϵ Ϭ.ϲϳ Ϭ.Ϭϯ Ϭ.Ϭϯ Ϭ.ϲϮ

ETH ϱϯϬ Ethiopia ϵϭ-Ná ϭϵϵϱ ϮϬϭϬ ϭ Ϭ.ϵϬ Ϭ.ϱϳ Ϭ.Ϯϱ ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.ϵϰ Ϭ.ϵϱ Ϭ.ϵϬ Ϭ.ϵϵ Ϭ.ϲϴ Ϭ.ϵϯ
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C. “uppleŵeŶtaƌǇ Mateƌial “tudǇ ϯ ϭϱϲ

GáB ϰϴϭ GaďoŶ ϲϬ-Ná ϭϵϵϭ ϮϬϭϬ ϭ Ϭ.Ϭϯ Ϭ.Ϯϴ Ϭ.ϴϴ Ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.ϭϭ Ϭ.Ϭϳ Ϭ.ϮϬ Ϭ.ϰϯ Ϭ.ϰϲ Ϭ.ϱϴ

GáM ϰϮϬ Gaŵďia ϵϰ-Ná ϭϵϵϳ ϮϬϭϬ ϭ Ϭ.ϭϴ Ϭ.Ϭϴ Ϭ.ϴϰ Ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.ϴϳ ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.ϵϬ Ϭ.ϵϱ Ϭ.ϵϱ Ϭ.ϳϯ

GHá ϰϱϮ GhaŶa ϴϭ-ϬϬ ϭϵϵϭ ϭϵϵϮ Ϭ Ϭ.Ϭϴ Ϭ.Ϭϱ Ϭ.ϵϬ Ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.ϬϮ Ϭ.ϮϬ Ϭ.ϳϬ Ϭ.ϵϲ Ϭ.ϲϮ Ϭ.ϴϰ

IN“ ϴϱϬ IŶdoŶesia ϲϲ-ϵϵ ϭϵϵϭ ϭϵϵϴ Ϭ Ϭ.ϵϱ Ϭ.ϵϮ Ϭ.ϳϯ ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.ϵϮ Ϭ.ϵϱ Ϭ.ϵϬ Ϭ.ϵϱ Ϭ.ϴϯ Ϭ.ϵϱ

I‘N ϲϯϬ IƌaŶ ϳϵ-Ná ϭϵϵϭ ϮϬϭϬ ϭ Ϭ.ϵϲ Ϭ.ϵϴ Ϭ.ϭϲ Ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.ϵϱ ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.ϯϱ Ϭ.ϴϳ Ϭ.ϳϱ Ϭ.Ϯϳ

CDI ϰϯϳ IǀoƌǇ Coast ϵϵ-ϬϬ ϮϬϬϬ ϮϬϭϬ ϭ Ϭ.ϴϯ Ϭ.ϲϯ Ϭ.ϵϱ ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.ϭϳ Ϭ.ϵϱ Ϭ.ϯϱ Ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.ϭϯ Ϭ.Ϭϱ

JO‘ ϲϲϯ JoƌdaŶ ϰϲ-Ná ϭϵϵϭ ϮϬϭϬ ϭ Ϭ.ϰϵ Ϭ.ϴϮ Ϭ.ϲϬ ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.ϰϯ Ϭ.ϰϱ Ϭ.ϴϮ Ϭ.ϵϲ Ϭ.ϳϱ Ϭ.Ϯϳ

K)K ϳϬϱ KazakhstaŶ ϵϭ-Ná ϭϵϵϭ ϮϬϭϬ ϭ Ϭ.ϯϰ Ϭ.ϴϬ Ϭ.ϯϰ ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.ϬϮ Ϭ.ϰϱ Ϭ.ϵϳ Ϭ.ϵϱ Ϭ.ϳϱ Ϭ.ϳϯ

P‘K ϳϯϭ Koƌea Noƌth ϰϴ-Ná ϭϵϵϭ ϮϬϭϬ ϭ Ϭ.ϵϴ Ϭ.ϵϵ Ϭ.ϲϭ Ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.ϵϴ ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.ϵϳ Ϭ.Ϭϭ Ϭ.Ϭϱ Ϭ.Ϭϯ

KUW ϲϵϬ Kuǁait ϲϭ-Ná ϭϵϵϭ ϮϬϭϬ ϭ Ϭ.Ϭϵ Ϭ.ϳϵ Ϭ.ϯϴ Ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.ϭϯ Ϭ.ϭϮ Ϭ.Ϯϱ Ϭ.ϰϯ Ϭ.ϴϭ Ϭ.ϯϲ

KY‘ ϳϬϯ KǇƌgǇzstaŶ Ϭϱ-ϭϬ ϮϬϬϱ ϮϬϭϬ Ϭ Ϭ.ϯϵ Ϭ.ϱϯ Ϭ.ϲϰ ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.Ϭϭ Ϭ.ϬϮ Ϭ.ϬϮ Ϭ.Ϭϱ Ϭ.ϭϴ Ϭ.Ϭϯ

LáO ϴϭϮ Laos ϳϱ-Ná ϭϵϵϭ ϮϬϭϬ ϭ Ϭ.ϯϳ Ϭ.ϵϬ Ϭ.ϰϬ ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.ϰϯ Ϭ.ϲϴ Ϭ.Ϭϯ Ϭ.ϬϮ Ϭ.ϭϬ Ϭ.Ϭϱ

LIB ϲϮϬ LiďǇa ϲϵ-Ná ϭϵϵϭ ϮϬϭϬ ϭ Ϭ.ϳϵ Ϭ.ϵϰ Ϭ.ϴϱ Ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.ϴϳ Ϭ.ϵϴ Ϭ.ϵϬ Ϭ.ϵϲ Ϭ.ϯϬ Ϭ.ϰϮ

MáL ϴϮϬ MalaǇsia ϱϳ-Ná ϭϵϵϭ ϮϬϭϬ ϭ Ϭ.ϯϭ Ϭ.ϳϵ Ϭ.ϳϭ Ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.Ϭϴ Ϭ.ϳϯ Ϭ.ϭϮ Ϭ.ϴϭ Ϭ.ϵϬ Ϭ.ϵϯ

Máá ϰϯϱ MauƌitaŶia Ϭϴ-Ná ϮϬϬϴ ϮϬϭϬ Ϭ Ϭ.Ϯϭ Ϭ.ϱϱ Ϭ.ϴϱ ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.ϵϱ Ϭ.ϵϬ Ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.ϴϴ Ϭ.ϬϬ

MEX ϳϬ MeǆiĐo ϭϱ-ϬϬ ϭϵϵϭ ϭϵϵϵ Ϭ Ϭ.ϴϲ Ϭ.Ϭϭ Ϭ.ϵϭ Ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.ϴϳ Ϭ.ϰϱ Ϭ.ϭϯ Ϭ.ϰϯ Ϭ.ϵϭ Ϭ.ϴϰ

MO‘ ϲϬϬ MoƌoĐĐo ϱϲ-Ná ϭϵϵϭ ϮϬϭϬ ϭ Ϭ.ϱϯ Ϭ.ϲϱ Ϭ.ϲϳ Ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.ϵϱ Ϭ.ϰϱ Ϭ.ϵϲ Ϭ.ϭϳ Ϭ.ϱϱ Ϭ.ϭϮ

M)M ϱϰϭ MozaŵďiƋue ϳϱ-Ná ϮϬϬϵ ϮϬϭϬ ϭ Ϭ.Ϯϭ Ϭ.ϭϳ Ϭ.ϴϱ ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.ϵϴ Ϭ.ϭϮ Ϭ.Ϭϴ Ϭ.ϭϳ Ϭ.ϴϱ Ϭ.Ϭϱ

MYá ϳϳϱ MǇaŶŵaƌ ϴϴ-Ná ϭϵϵϭ ϮϬϭϬ ϭ Ϭ.ϵϲ Ϭ.ϵϵ Ϭ.ϭϮ Ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.ϰϯ Ϭ.ϰϱ Ϭ.ϯϱ Ϭ.ϰϯ Ϭ.ϭϯ Ϭ.Ϯϳ

OMá ϲϵϴ OŵaŶ ϰϭ-Ná ϭϵϵϭ ϮϬϭϬ ϭ Ϭ.Ϭϭ Ϭ.ϵϬ Ϭ.ϳϭ Ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.ϵϱ Ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.ϵϴ Ϭ.ϰϯ Ϭ.Ϭϭ Ϭ.ϳϯ

PáK ϳϳϬ PakistaŶ ϵϵ-Ϭϴ ϭϵϵϵ ϮϬϭϬ Ϭ Ϭ.ϵϳ Ϭ.ϴϰ Ϭ.ϳϰ ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.ϬϮ Ϭ.ϬϮ Ϭ.Ϯϰ Ϭ.ϰϲ Ϭ.Ϭϱ

PE‘ ϭϯϱ Peƌu ϵϮ-ϬϬ ϭϵϵϭ ϭϵϵϵ Ϭ Ϭ.ϴϯ Ϭ.ϬϮ Ϭ.ϯϯ Ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.ϬϮ Ϭ.ϰϭ Ϭ.Ϭϭ Ϭ.ϴϱ Ϭ.ϵϱ

QáT ϲϵϰ Qataƌ ϭϵϳϭ-Ná ϭϵϵϭ ϮϬϭϬ ϭ Ϭ.Ϭϭ Ϭ.ϳϵ Ϭ.Ϭϭ Ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.ϬϮ Ϭ.ϯϭ Ϭ.ϳϬ Ϭ.ϵϵ Ϭ.Ϭϯ Ϭ.ϵϱ

‘U“ ϯϲϱ ‘ussia ϵϯ-Ná ϮϬϬϬ ϮϬϭϬ ϭ Ϭ.ϵϭ Ϭ.ϴϵ Ϭ.ϲϮ Ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.Ϭϰ Ϭ.ϲϯ Ϭ.ϵϰ Ϭ.ϴϱ Ϭ.ϴϰ

‘Wá ϱϭϳ ‘ǁaŶda ϵϰ-Ná ϭϵϵϰ ϮϬϭϬ ϭ Ϭ.ϳϲ Ϭ.ϱϳ Ϭ.ϰϳ ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.ϵϴ Ϭ.ϵϵ Ϭ.ϵϴ Ϭ.ϵϴ Ϭ.ϴϴ Ϭ.ϵϱ

“áU ϲϳϬ “audi áƌaďia Ϯϳ-Ná ϭϵϵϭ ϮϬϭϬ ϭ Ϭ.ϱϳ Ϭ.ϵϵ Ϭ.Ϯϯ Ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.ϵϱ ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.ϵϴ Ϭ.ϵϵ Ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.ϴϴ

“EN ϰϯϯ “eŶegal ϲϬ-ϬϬ ϭϵϵϭ ϭϵϵϵ Ϭ Ϭ.ϴϲ Ϭ.ϬϮ Ϭ.ϴϬ Ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.Ϭϭ Ϭ.Ϭϰ Ϭ.Ϭϯ Ϭ.ϭϭ Ϭ.ϵϱ Ϭ.Ϭϵ

C“ ϯϰϱ “eƌďia ϵϭ-ϬϬ ϭϵϵϮ ϮϬϬϬ Ϭ Ϭ.ϵϯ Ϭ.ϵϮ Ϭ.ϬϮ Ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.Ϭϱ Ϭ.ϴϳ Ϭ.ϳϬ Ϭ.Ϭϱ Ϭ.ϲϮ Ϭ.ϬϬ

“UD ϲϮϱ “udaŶ ϴϵ-Ná ϭϵϵϭ ϮϬϭϬ ϭ Ϭ.ϵϲ Ϭ.ϵϳ Ϭ.ϱϯ Ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.ϲϮ Ϭ.ϵϵ Ϭ.ϭϯ Ϭ.ϲϮ Ϭ.ϲϮ Ϭ.Ϭϯ

“Wá ϱϳϮ “ǁazilaŶd ϲϴ-Ná ϭϵϵϭ ϮϬϭϬ ϭ Ϭ.ϭϰ Ϭ.ϳϱ Ϭ.ϵϴ Ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.ϳϬ ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.ϵϴ Ϭ.ϰϯ Ϭ.ϳϱ Ϭ.Ϯϳ

“Y‘ ϲϱϮ “Ǉƌia ϲϯ-Ná ϭϵϵϭ ϮϬϭϬ ϭ Ϭ.ϴϭ Ϭ.ϵϲ Ϭ.ϬϬ ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.ϵϱ Ϭ.ϵϱ Ϭ.ϵϬ Ϭ.Ϭϭ Ϭ.Ϭϱ Ϭ.Ϯϳ

TáJ ϳϬϮ TajikistaŶ ϵϭ-Ná ϭϵϵϮ ϮϬϭϬ ϭ Ϭ.ϲϳ Ϭ.ϲϰ Ϭ.ϭϵ ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.ϲϮ Ϭ.ϮϬ Ϭ.ϱϱ Ϭ.ϬϮ Ϭ.ϭϴ Ϭ.ϴϰ

Tá) ϱϭϬ TaŶzaŶia ϲϰ-Ná ϭϵϵϱ ϮϬϭϬ ϭ Ϭ.ϰϬ Ϭ.ϱϯ Ϭ.ϵϲ ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.ϱϱ Ϭ.ϰϱ Ϭ.ϮϬ Ϭ.Ϯϭ Ϭ.ϵϱ Ϭ.ϴϭ

THI ϴϬϬ ThailaŶd Ϭϲ-Ϭϳ ϮϬϬϲ ϮϬϭϬ Ϭ Ϭ.ϵϮ Ϭ.ϰϯ Ϭ.ϲϮ ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.ϰϱ Ϭ.ϬϮ Ϭ.ϰϯ Ϭ.ϴϴ Ϭ.ϬϮ

TOG ϰϲϭ Togo ϲϯ-Ná ϮϬϬϱ ϮϬϭϬ ϭ Ϭ.ϲϭ Ϭ.ϰϳ Ϭ.ϳϵ Ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.ϭϳ Ϭ.Ϯϱ Ϭ.ϯϱ Ϭ.ϰϯ Ϭ.ϱϱ Ϭ.Ϭϱ

TUN ϲϭϲ TuŶisia ϱϲ-Ná ϭϵϵϭ ϮϬϭϬ ϭ Ϭ.ϲϭ Ϭ.ϳϯ Ϭ.ϵϯ ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.ϭϳ Ϭ.Ϯϱ Ϭ.ϮϬ Ϭ.Ϭϱ Ϭ.ϳϱ Ϭ.ϳϯ

TKM ϳϬϭ TuƌkŵeŶistaŶ ϵϭ-Ná ϭϵϵϭ ϮϬϬϲ ϭ Ϭ.ϱϭ Ϭ.ϵϳ Ϭ.ϯϬ ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.ϵϱ Ϭ.ϵϵ Ϭ.ϵϴ Ϭ.Ϭϱ Ϭ.ϭϯ Ϭ.ϴϴ

UGá ϱϬϬ UgaŶda ϴϲ-Ná ϮϬϬϵ ϮϬϭϬ ϭ Ϭ.ϴϴ Ϭ.ϴϲ Ϭ.ϭϵ Ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.ϵϲ Ϭ.ϰϱ Ϭ.ϵϰ Ϭ.ϵϴ Ϭ.ϳϱ Ϭ.ϴϰ

UáE ϲϵϲ UŶit áƌaď Eŵiƌ ϳϭ-Ná ϭϵϵϭ ϮϬϭϬ ϭ Ϭ.ϬϮ Ϭ.ϵϴ ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.ϴϳ Ϭ.ϵϵ Ϭ.ϵϬ Ϭ.ϴϳ Ϭ.Ϭϱ Ϭ.ϴϴ

U)B ϳϬϰ UzďekistaŶ ϵϭ-Ná ϭϵϵϭ ϮϬϭϬ ϭ Ϭ.ϳϱ Ϭ.ϵϴ Ϭ.Ϯϭ ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.ϱϴ Ϭ.ϵϴ Ϭ.ϲϳ Ϭ.ϰϯ Ϭ.ϲϮ Ϭ.ϴϭ

D‘V ϴϭϲ VietŶaŵ ϱϰ-Ná ϭϵϵϭ ϮϬϭϬ ϭ Ϭ.ϲϮ Ϭ.ϵϴ Ϭ.ϳϭ Ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.ϵϱ Ϭ.ϵϵ Ϭ.ϬϮ Ϭ.ϭϳ Ϭ.ϵϱ Ϭ.ϴϴ

YEM ϲϳϵ YeŵeŶ ϳϴ-Ná ϭϵϵϯ ϮϬϭϬ ϭ Ϭ.ϴϱ Ϭ.ϴϵ Ϭ.ϭϲ ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.ϵϲ Ϭ.ϵϱ Ϭ.ϵϬ Ϭ.ϰϯ Ϭ.ϲϮ Ϭ.ϰϮ

)áM ϱϱϭ )aŵďia ϵϲ-Ná ϭϵϵϲ ϮϬϬϳ ϭ Ϭ.ϰϱ Ϭ.ϭϬ Ϭ.ϵϲ Ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.Ϭϭ Ϭ.ϬϮ Ϭ.ϵϬ Ϭ.ϭϳ Ϭ.ϳϱ Ϭ.ϴϴ

)IM ϱϱϮ )iŵďaďǁe ϴϬ-Ná ϭϵϵϭ ϮϬϭϬ ϭ Ϭ.ϴϱ Ϭ.ϴϴ Ϭ.ϳϬ ϭ.ϬϬ Ϭ.ϵϳ Ϭ.ϵϱ Ϭ.ϵϯ Ϭ.ϱϴ Ϭ.ϴϯ Ϭ.ϲϮ
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C. “uppleŵeŶtaƌǇ Mateƌial “tudǇ ϯ ϭϱϳ

Figure C.ϭ: Histogƌaŵs of the DistƌiďuƟoŶ of the ‘aǁ Data

Figure C.Ϯ: Histogƌaŵs of the Base Vaƌiaďles aŶd Caliďƌated “ets
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C. “uppleŵeŶtaƌǇ Mateƌial “tudǇ ϯ ϭϱϴ

Figure C.ϯ: Plots of FuzzǇ “ets ágaiŶst Base Vaƌiaďles

C.Ϯ Test of NeĐessitǇ

Taďle C.ϯ: Paƌaŵeteƌs of Fit, NeĐessitǇ foƌ the OutĐoŵe áuthoƌitaƌiaŶ PeƌsisteŶĐe

CoŶdiƟoŶs CoŶsisteŶĐǇ Coǀerage ReleǀaŶĐe
ƌepp Ϭ.ϱϴ Ϭ.ϳϵ Ϭ.ϳϲ
ƌepĐ Ϭ.ϳϮ Ϭ.ϴϵ Ϭ.ϴϮ
Đoopǀ Ϭ.ϱϰ Ϭ.ϳϵ Ϭ.ϴϬ
Đoops Ϭ.ϱϯ Ϭ.ϴϮ Ϭ.ϴϯ
legd Ϭ.ϳϵ Ϭ.ϴϳ Ϭ.ϳϮ
legs Ϭ.ϳϱ Ϭ.ϴϮ Ϭ.ϲϲ
Ŷot ƌepp Ϭ.ϰϮ Ϭ.ϴϴ Ϭ.ϵϮ
Ŷot ƌepĐ Ϭ.Ϯϴ Ϭ.ϲϵ Ϭ.ϴϲ
Ŷot Đoopǀ Ϭ.ϰϲ Ϭ.ϴϲ Ϭ.ϵϬ
Ŷot Đoops Ϭ.ϰϳ Ϭ.ϴϯ Ϭ.ϴϳ
Ŷot legd Ϭ.Ϯϭ Ϭ.ϲϵ Ϭ.ϵϬ
Ŷot legs Ϭ.Ϯϱ Ϭ.ϴϮ Ϭ.ϵϰ
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C. “uppleŵeŶtaƌǇ Mateƌial “tudǇ ϯ ϭϱϵ

Taďle C.ϰ: Paƌaŵeteƌs of Fit, NeĐessitǇ foƌ the OutĐoŵe No áuthoƌitaƌiaŶ PeƌsisteŶĐe

CoŶdiƟoŶs CoŶsisteŶĐǇ Coǀerage ReleǀaŶĐe
ƌepp Ϭ.ϳϮ Ϭ.Ϯϭ Ϭ.ϰϲ
ƌepĐ Ϭ.ϰϭ Ϭ.ϭϭ Ϭ.ϯϲ
Đoopǀ Ϭ.ϲϰ Ϭ.Ϯϭ Ϭ.ϱϬ
Đoops Ϭ.ϱϰ Ϭ.ϭϵ Ϭ.ϱϰ
legd Ϭ.ϱϱ Ϭ.ϭϯ Ϭ.Ϯϴ
legs Ϭ.ϳϱ Ϭ.ϭϴ Ϭ.Ϯϵ
Ŷot ƌepp Ϭ.Ϯϴ Ϭ.ϭϮ Ϭ.ϲϯ
Ŷot ƌepĐ Ϭ.ϱϵ Ϭ.ϯϭ Ϭ.ϳϰ
Ŷot Đoopǀ Ϭ.ϯϲ Ϭ.ϭϰ Ϭ.ϱϵ
Ŷot Đoops Ϭ.ϰϲ Ϭ.ϭϳ Ϭ.ϱϲ
Ŷot legd Ϭ.ϰϱ Ϭ.ϯϭ Ϭ.ϴϭ
Ŷot legs Ϭ.Ϯϱ Ϭ.ϭϴ Ϭ.ϳϴ

C.ϯ AlterŶaƟǀe “oluƟoŶ Forŵulas

Taďle C.ϱ: CoŶseƌǀaƟǀe “oluƟoŶ Foƌŵula foƌ the OutĐoŵe áuthoƌitaƌiaŶ PeƌsisteŶĐe

“uffiĐieŶt terŵs, ĐoŶŶeĐted ďǇ logiĐal ORǓ CoŶsisteŶĐǇ Coǀ.rǔ Coǀ.uǔ
‘EPC*LEGD*LEG“ Ϭ.ϵϬ Ϭ.ϱϰ Ϭ.Ϭϵ
COOPV*COOP“*LEGD*LEG“ Ϭ.ϳϴ Ϭ.ϭϴ Ϭ.Ϭϭ
‘EPC*Đoopǀ*COOP“*LEGD Ϭ.ϵϭ Ϭ.Ϯϭ Ϭ.ϬϮ
ƌepp*COOP“*LEGD*LEG“ Ϭ.ϴϵ Ϭ.ϭϳ Ϭ.Ϭϭ
ƌepp*COOPV*LEGD*LEG“ Ϭ.ϴϳ Ϭ.Ϯϴ Ϭ.ϬϮ
‘EPP*‘EPC*COOPV*LEGD Ϭ.ϵϬ Ϭ.Ϯϵ Ϭ.ϬϮ
ƌepp*‘EPC*Đoopǀ*Đoops*LEG“ Ϭ.ϵϳ Ϭ.ϭϭ Ϭ.Ϭϭ
‘EPP*‘EPC*Đoopǀ*Đoops*legd*legs Ϭ.ϴϱ Ϭ.Ϭϯ Ϭ.ϬϬ
Oǀeƌall soluƟoŶ Ϭ.ϴϵ Ϭ.ϲϴ

Ǔ Capital leƩeƌs iŶdiĐate pƌeseŶĐe, sŵall leƩeƌs aďseŶĐe, * deŶotes logiĐal áND.
ǔ Coǀ.ƌ = ƌaǁ Đoǀeƌage; Coǀ.u = uŶiƋue Đoǀeƌage.

Taďle C.ϲ: PaƌsiŵoŶious “oluƟoŶ Foƌŵula foƌ the OutĐoŵe áuthoƌitaƌiaŶ PeƌsisteŶĐe

“uffiĐieŶt terŵs, ĐoŶŶeĐted ďǇ logiĐal ORǓ CoŶsisteŶĐǇ Coǀ.rǔ Coǀ.uǔ
‘EPC*Đoops Ϭ.ϵϱ Ϭ.ϯϴ Ϭ.Ϭϯ
‘EPC*LEGD Ϭ.ϵϭ Ϭ.ϲϯ Ϭ.Ϭϰ
ƌepp*LEGD Ϭ.ϵϬ Ϭ.ϯϳ Ϭ.Ϭϯ
COOP“*LEGD*LEG“ Ϭ.ϴϱ Ϭ.ϯϮ Ϭ.Ϭϰ
Oǀeƌall soluƟoŶ Ϭ.ϴϵ Ϭ.ϳϴ

Ǔ Capital leƩeƌs iŶdiĐate pƌeseŶĐe, sŵall leƩeƌs aďseŶĐe, * deŶotes logiĐal áND.
ǔ Coǀ.ƌ = ƌaǁ Đoǀeƌage; Coǀ.u = uŶiƋue Đoǀeƌage.
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C. “uppleŵeŶtaƌǇ Mateƌial “tudǇ ϯ ϭϲϬ

C.ϰ Truth Taďle, No AuthoritariaŶ PersisteŶĐe

Taďle C.ϳ: Tƌuth Taďle foƌ the OutĐoŵe No áuthoƌitaƌiaŶ PeƌsisteŶĐe

Roǁ Repp RepĐ Coopǀ Coops Legd Legs OutĐoŵe Ŷ CoŶsist. Cases
ϯϰ ϭ Ϭ Ϭ Ϭ Ϭ ϭ ϭ ϭ Ϭ.ϱϭϭ PE‘
ϰϮ ϭ Ϭ ϭ Ϭ Ϭ ϭ ϭ Ϯ Ϭ.ϰϵϳ “EN,TOG
ϰϰ ϭ Ϭ ϭ Ϭ ϭ ϭ Ϭ ϭ Ϭ.ϯϯϲ MEX
ϰϲ ϭ Ϭ ϭ ϭ Ϭ ϭ Ϭ ϭ Ϭ.ϯϬϮ THI
ϭϬ Ϭ Ϭ ϭ Ϭ Ϭ ϭ Ϭ ϭ Ϭ.Ϯϴϰ GáB
ϲϭ ϭ ϭ ϭ ϭ Ϭ Ϭ Ϭ ϯ Ϭ.Ϯϳϱ CEN,CHá,PáK
ϲϮ ϭ ϭ ϭ ϭ Ϭ ϭ Ϭ ϭ Ϭ.Ϯϲϯ TUN
ϱϰ ϭ ϭ Ϭ ϭ Ϭ ϭ Ϭ ϭ Ϭ.ϮϱϮ D‘C
Ϯϵ Ϭ ϭ ϭ ϭ Ϭ Ϭ Ϭ ϭ Ϭ.ϮϱϬ KY‘
ϰϳ ϭ Ϭ ϭ ϭ ϭ Ϭ Ϭ ϭ Ϭ.Ϯϯϲ BNG
ϭϮ Ϭ Ϭ ϭ Ϭ ϭ ϭ Ϭ ϯ Ϭ.Ϯϭϴ GáM,GHá,)áM
ϰϴ ϭ Ϭ ϭ ϭ ϭ ϭ Ϭ ϭ Ϭ.ϮϬϲ CáM
ϲϰ ϭ ϭ ϭ ϭ ϭ ϭ Ϭ ϯ Ϭ.ϭϵϲ )IM,EGY,IN“
ϰϵ ϭ ϭ Ϭ Ϭ Ϭ Ϭ Ϭ ϭ Ϭ.ϭϰϱ MYá
ϯϮ Ϭ ϭ ϭ ϭ ϭ ϭ Ϭ ϯ Ϭ.ϭϯϲ Máá,Tá),JO‘
ϱϱ ϭ ϭ Ϭ ϭ ϭ Ϭ Ϭ ϭ Ϭ.ϭϭϵ “Y‘
ϲϯ ϭ ϭ ϭ ϭ ϭ Ϭ Ϭ Ϯ Ϭ.ϭϭϰ CDI,CáO
ϭϲ Ϭ Ϭ ϭ ϭ ϭ ϭ Ϭ Ϯ Ϭ.ϭϭϮ BFO,M)M
ϱϲ ϭ ϭ Ϭ ϭ ϭ ϭ Ϭ ϵ Ϭ.ϭϭϬ BL‘,á)E,‘Wá,

ETH,áNG,
YEM,
TKM,TáJ,U)B

ϱϮ ϭ ϭ Ϭ Ϭ ϭ ϭ Ϭ ϲ Ϭ.Ϭϵϵ C“,UGá,E‘I,
áLG,I‘N,“áU

Ϯϯ Ϭ ϭ Ϭ ϭ ϭ Ϭ Ϭ ϭ Ϭ.Ϭϵϳ LáO
ϴ Ϭ Ϭ Ϭ ϭ ϭ ϭ Ϭ ϭ Ϭ.Ϭϴϱ CON
ϭϴ Ϭ ϭ Ϭ Ϭ Ϭ ϭ Ϭ ϭ Ϭ.Ϭϲϴ KUW
Ϯϰ Ϭ ϭ Ϭ ϭ ϭ ϭ Ϭ ϭ Ϭ.Ϭϲϳ K)K
ϱϵ ϭ ϭ ϭ Ϭ ϭ Ϭ Ϭ ϭ Ϭ.Ϭϯϰ P‘K
ϮϬ Ϭ ϭ Ϭ Ϭ ϭ ϭ Ϭ Ϯ Ϭ.Ϭϯϯ BáH,QáT
Ϯϴ Ϭ ϭ ϭ Ϭ ϭ ϭ Ϭ ϰ Ϭ.Ϭϭϴ “Wá,UáE,OMá,

MáL
ϲϬ ϭ ϭ ϭ Ϭ ϭ ϭ Ϭ ϳ Ϭ.Ϭϭϴ CUB,‘U“,MO‘,

LIB,“UD,CHN,
D‘V
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Appendix D

Supplementary Material Study 4

D.ϭ DPI OperaƟoŶalizaƟoŶ of Regiŵe TǇpes

Taďle D.ϭ: UsiŶg the DPI LegislaƟǀe aŶd EǆeĐuƟǀe IŶdiĐes of EleĐtoƌal CoŵpeƟƟǀeŶess
;BeĐk et al., ϮϬϬϭͿ foƌ MeasuƌiŶg PoliƟĐal ‘egiŵes

Closed HegeŵoŶiĐ CoŵpeƟƟǀe
Both iŶdiĐes haǀe sĐoƌes of
≤ϰ: Ŷo legislatuƌe, uŶeleĐted
legislatuƌe, oƌ oŶlǇ oŶe
eleĐted ĐaŶdidate oƌ paƌtǇ.

ϭ. OŶe oƌ ďoth sĐoƌes of > ϰ
< ϳ: ŵulƟple paƌƟes alloǁed,
ďut oŶe gets all oƌ ϳϱ peƌĐeŶt
of aǀailaďle seats.
Ϯ. LegislaƟǀe iŶdeǆ sĐoƌes ϳ,
eǆeĐuƟǀe < ϳ: satellite paƌ-
Ɵes to siŵulate ĐoŵpeƟƟoŶ
ǁhile ƌegiŵe has full ĐoŶtƌol.

EǆeĐuƟǀe iŶdeǆ oƌ ďoth iŶ-
diĐes haǀe sĐoƌes of ϳ: Đoŵ-
peƟƟǀe eleĐƟoŶs foƌ eǆeĐu-
Ɵǀe, laƌgest paƌtǇ got less
thaŶ ϳϱ peƌĐeŶt of aǀailaďle
seats iŶ legislaƟǀe eleĐƟoŶs.

This opeƌaƟoŶalizaƟoŶ pƌoposes tǁo ƌefiŶeŵeŶts of BƌoǁŶlee s͛ ;ϮϬϬϵͿ usage of the DPI iŶdiĐes:

Fiƌst, ǁhile BƌoǁŶlee ;ϮϬϬϵ, ϱϮϰͿ states that a ƌegiŵe has to sĐoƌe ϳ iŶ at least oŶe iŶdeǆ to ďe

Đlassified as ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe, I suggest to ďe ŵoƌe pƌeĐise heƌe: if it is ďoth oƌ at least the eǆeĐuƟǀe

iŶdeǆ ǁhiĐh sĐoƌes ϳ - ŵeaŶiŶg that the eleĐƟoŶs foƌ the eǆeĐuƟǀe haǀe ďeeŶ ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe - theŶ I

ĐoŶsideƌ this ƌegiŵe iŶdeed as ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe. If it is ŵeƌelǇ the legislaƟǀe iŶdeǆ ǁhiĐh sĐoƌes ϳ, I Đlas-

sifǇ suĐh ƌegiŵes as hegeŵoŶiĐ ďeĐause this iŶdiĐates that the ƌegiŵe ŵaiŶtaiŶs satellite paƌƟes

to siŵulate pluƌalisŵ ǁhile haǀiŶg full ĐoŶtƌol oǀeƌ the paƌtǇ sǇsteŵ. “eĐoŶd, I aƌgue that a ƌegiŵe

has to sĐoƌe oŶ ďoth the legislaƟǀe aŶd eǆeĐuƟǀe iŶdiĐes ≤ϰ to ďe Đategoƌized as Đlosed. While

BƌoǁŶlee ;ϮϬϬϵ, ϱϮϰͿ is Ŷot fullǇ Đleaƌ iŶ this ƌegaƌd aŶd assuŵedlǇ Đategoƌizes also those ƌegiŵes

as Đlosed ǁhiĐh sĐoƌe iŶ oŶe of the iŶdiĐes ≤ϰ, this ƌefiŶeŵeŶt dƌaǁs a Đleaƌ ďoƌdeƌliŶe ďetǁeeŶ

hegeŵoŶiĐ aŶd Đlosed ƌegiŵes aŶd ƌightlǇ aĐĐouŶts foƌ those ƌegiŵes iŶ ǁhiĐh the eǆeĐuƟǀe iŶdeǆ

sĐoƌes ≤ϰ ďut ǁhiĐh has a ŶoŶ-ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe ŵulƟpaƌtǇ sǇsteŵ ;sĐoƌe > ϰͿ as hegeŵoŶiĐ.
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D. “uppleŵeŶtaƌǇ Mateƌial “tudǇ ϰ ϭϲϮ

D.Ϯ “ourĐes of AŶalǇzed “peeĐhes

Taďle D.Ϯ: “ouƌĐes of “peeĐhes

CouŶtƌǇ “ouƌĐe of speeĐhes
;all aĐĐessed iŶ ápƌil-áugust ϮϬϭϳͿ

ázeƌďaijaŶ http://en.president.az/news/speeches

CaŶada http://pm.gc.ca/eng/news-type/speeches

CaŵeƌooŶ https://www.prc.cm/en/news/speeches-of-the-president

DeŶŵaƌk http://www.stm.dk/index.dsp?page=11004&action=page_overview_

search&l1_valg=3175&l2_valg=-1

GeƌŵaŶǇ https://www.bundeskanzlerin.de/SiteGlobals/Forms/Webs/BKin/Suche/

EN/Solr_aktuelles_formular.html?nn=645302&doctype=speech

HuŶgaƌǇ http://www.kormany.hu/en/the-prime-minister/

the-prime-minister-s-speeches?items=30

JoƌdaŶ https://kingabdullah.jo/en/speeches

Kuǁait http://www.da.gov.kw/eng/speeches/amir_speeches_2016.php

KazakhstaŶ http://www.akorda.kz/en/speeches

MalaǇsia http://www.pmo.gov.my/home.php?page=1676&menu=speech&speech_cat=2

MoƌoĐĐo http://www.maroc.ma/en/royal-speeches

NoƌǁaǇ https://www.regjeringen.no/en/whatsnew/speeches_articles/id1334/

?ownerid=875

Noƌth Koƌea http://www.naenara.com.kp/en/politics/?leader3+3

‘ussia http://en.kremlin.ru/events/president/transcripts/statements/

“audi
áƌaďia

http://www.mofa.gov.sa/sites/mofaen/servicesandinformation/news/

kingofficialspeeches/Pages/Default.aspx

“iŶgapoƌe http://www.pmo.gov.sg/newsroom?f%5B0%5D=field_from%3A250&f%5B1%

5D=field_media_category%3A8

TajikistaŶ http://www.president.tj/en/taxonomy/term/5/4

TuƌkeǇ https://www.tccb.gov.tr/en/category/558/category/1.html

UŶited áƌaď
Eŵiƌates

https://sheikhmohammed.ae/en-us/Speeches

UgaŶda http://www.statehouse.go.ug/media/speeches

Gƌeat
BƌitaiŶ

https://www.gov.uk/government/announcements?k

UzďekistaŶ http://www.press-service.uz/en/news/performance/
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Glossary

The glossaƌǇ eǆplaiŶs a seleĐƟoŶ of keǇ teƌŵs used iŶ this disseƌtaƟoŶ aŶd pƌoǀides defiŶiƟoŶs

applied thƌoughout the ǁoƌk. The glossaƌǇ also Đlaƌifies that foƌ seǀeƌal teƌŵs, the opeƌaƟoŶaliza-

ƟoŶ ǁas iŵpƌoǀed duƌiŶg the fouƌ studies of the disseƌtaƟoŶ ďeĐause iŶdiĐatoƌs ǁeƌe fƌuiƞullǇ

ĐoŵďiŶed oƌ used iŶ a Ŷeǁ ǁaǇ aŶd Ŷoǀel data ďeĐaŵe aǀailaďle.

AdapƟǀe ĐoŶfiguraƟoŶ The eŵpiƌiĐal appliĐaƟoŶ of the heǆagoŶ of authoƌitaƌiaŶ peƌsisteŶĐe iŶ

the thiƌd studǇ of this disseƌtaƟoŶ illustƌates that theƌe aƌe seǀeƌal ƌegiŵes ǁhiĐh laƌgelǇ

aǀoid the use of seǀeƌe ƌepƌessioŶ ;Đf. also the ƌesults of the seĐoŶd studǇͿ. IŶstead, theǇ

iŶteŶsiǀelǇ use ďoth foƌŵs of legiƟŵaƟoŶ aŶd ĐoŵďiŶe theŵ ǁith oŶe of the ĐooptaƟoŶ

stƌategies iŶ oƌdeƌ to ƌeŵaiŶ peƌsisteŶt. BǇ pƌeǀeŶƟŶg the ƌisks aŶd high Đosts of haƌsh

ƌepƌessioŶ, these ƌegiŵes ďeĐoŵe ŵoƌe fleǆiďle ǁhiĐh is ǁhǇ I Đall this ĐoŶfiguƌaƟoŶ adap-

Ɵǀe.

AuthoritariaŶ persisteŶĐe This disseƌtaƟoŶ defiŶes authoƌitaƌiaŶ peƌsisteŶĐe as a ƌegiŵe s͛ eŶ-

duƌaŶĐe oǀeƌ Ɵŵe - possiďlǇ also uŶdeƌ uŶstaďle ĐoŶdiƟoŶs. BǇ ƌefeƌƌiŶg to “Đhedleƌ s͛

;ϮϬϭϯͿ theoƌǇ of uŶĐeƌtaiŶtǇ iŶ authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes, I see this eŶduƌaŶĐe as a ĐoŶstaŶt

stƌuggle ďetǁeeŶ pƌo-ƌegiŵe aŶd aŶƟ-ƌegiŵe aĐtoƌs oǀeƌ the poǁeƌ to shape the iŶsƟtu-

ƟoŶal seƫŶgs. ás the ǀaƌious studies iŶ this disseƌtaƟoŶ illustƌate, authoƌitaƌiaŶ peƌsisteŶĐe

ĐaŶ take ŵaŶǇ faĐes. The ĐoŶĐept is thus diffeƌeŶt fƌoŵ GeƌsĐheǁski s͛ ;ϮϬϭϯ, ϮϯͿ ƌatheƌ

staƟĐ ŵodel of staďilitǇ ǁhiĐh suggests that autoĐƌaƟĐ ƌegiŵes ƌest oŶ the thƌee pillaƌs

of ƌepƌessioŶ, ĐooptaƟoŶ, aŶd legiƟŵaƟoŶ oŶĐe theǇ haǀe ŵaŶaged the staďilizaƟoŶ pƌo-

Đesses.

AuthoritariaŶisŵ LiŶz ;ϮϬϬϬ, oƌig. ϭϵϳϱͿ pƌoposed the teƌŵ authoƌitaƌiaŶisŵ to desĐƌiďe the Ŷeǁ

foƌŵs of autoĐƌaƟĐ ƌegiŵes ǁhiĐh iŶĐƌeased iŶ Ŷuŵďeƌ duƌiŶg the ϭϵϳϬs. These ƌegiŵes

ǁeƌe ĐleaƌlǇ diffeƌeŶt to the eaƌlieƌ disĐussed foƌŵs of totalitaƌiaŶisŵ ;see ďeloǁͿ ďeĐause

theǇ possessed Ŷo guidiŶg ideologǇ oƌ eǆteŶsiǀe ŵass ŵoďilizaƟoŶs aŶd tǇpiĐallǇ alloǁed

foƌ liŵited aŵouŶts of pluƌalisŵ. This fiƌst disƟŶĐƟoŶ of diffeƌeŶt foƌŵs of autoĐƌaĐies

paǀed the ǁaǇ foƌ lateƌ, ŵoƌe fiŶe-gƌaded tǇpologies ;e.g. Geddes ϭϵϵϵͿ. While the teƌŵ
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totalitaƌiaŶisŵ is ƌaƌelǇ applied iŶ ƌeĐeŶt autoĐƌaĐǇ ƌeseaƌĐh, authoƌitaƌiaŶisŵ is fƌeƋueŶtlǇ

used as aŶ uŵďƌella teƌŵ foƌ ĐuƌƌeŶt tǇpes of autoĐƌaĐies.

AutoĐraĐǇ This disseƌtaƟoŶuses autoĐƌaĐǇ, authoƌitaƌiaŶisŵ, authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵe ;ƌegiŵe is a set

of foƌŵal aŶd iŶfoƌŵal iŶsƟtuƟoŶsͿ, aŶd diĐtatoƌship iŶteƌĐhaŶgeaďlǇ aŶd folloǁsGeddes et

al.͛ s ;ϮϬϭϰ, ϯϭϳͿ defiŶiƟoŶ ǁhiĐh Đlassifies autoĐƌaĐies as suĐh if ;ϭͿ the eǆeĐuƟǀe aĐhieǀed

poǁeƌ ďǇ otheƌ ŵeaŶs thaŶ faiƌ, ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe, aŶd fƌee eleĐƟoŶs, ;ϮͿ the eǆeĐuƟǀe aĐhieǀed

poǁeƌ ďǇ faiƌ, ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe, aŶd fƌee eleĐƟoŶs ďut ĐhaŶged these ƌules aŌeƌǁaƌds oƌ ;ϯͿ the

ŵilitaƌǇ pƌeǀeŶts the ĐoŵpliaŶĐe ǁith these ƌules oƌ ĐhaŶges theŵ.

AutoĐraƟĐ stǇle of laŶguage The fouƌth studǇ iŶ this disseƌtaƟoŶ ĐoŶĐeptualizes a ŵulƟleǀel ĐoŶ-

Đept of laŶguage to aŶalǇze the ƌhetoƌiĐ stǇles of poliƟĐal leadeƌs. This fƌaŵeǁoƌk disƟŶ-

guishes ďetǁeeŶ autoĐƌaƟĐ aŶd deŵoĐƌaƟĐ stǇles of laŶguage. áŶ autoĐƌaƟĐ stǇle of laŶ-

guage Đoŵpƌises the eŵphasis of autoĐƌaƟĐ pƌoĐeduƌes ;ŵaiŶteŶaŶĐe of poǁeƌ, authoƌi-

taƌiaŶ laǁ aŶd oƌdeƌͿ aŶd illiďeƌalisŵ ;tƌadiƟoŶalisŵ, ŶaƟoŶalisŵ, pateƌŶalisŵͿ.

Closed authoritariaŶisŵ Closed autoĐƌaĐies haǀe Ŷo eleĐted legislatuƌe oƌ ƌule ǁith a siŶgle-paƌtǇ

ƌegiŵe. While the seĐoŶd studǇ iŶ this disseƌtaƟoŶ folloǁed Luedeƌs et al. s͛ ;ϮϬϭϰͿ opeƌa-

ƟoŶalizaƟoŶ, Taďle D.ϭ iŶ áppeŶdiǆ D pƌoǀides details aďout hoǁ this ƌegiŵe tǇpe is opeƌ-

aƟoŶalized iŶ a ŵoƌe ŶuaŶĐed ǁaǇ foƌ the last studǇ iŶ this disseƌtaƟoŶ.

CoŵpeƟƟǀe authoritariaŶisŵ CoŵpeƟƟǀe authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes alloǁ foƌ at least a ŵiŶiŵuŵ

aŵouŶt of ƌeal ĐoŵpeƟƟoŶ duƌiŶg ŵulƟpaƌtǇ eleĐƟoŶs. The opeƌaƟoŶalizaƟoŶ of this ƌeg-

iŵe tǇpe has ďeeŶ a pƌoĐess iŶ the ǀaƌious studies of the disseƌtaƟoŶ. While the fiƌst studǇ

dƌaǁs oŶ the ͞ŶaƟoŶal eleĐƟoŶs aĐƌoss deŵoĐƌaĐǇ aŶd autoĐƌaĐǇ͟ data set ;NELDáͿ of HǇde

aŶd MaƌiŶoǀ ;ϮϬϭϮͿ, the suďseƋueŶt studies ƌelǇ oŶ BeĐk et al. s͛ ;ϮϬϬϭͿ iŶdiĐatoƌs oŶ the

ĐoŵpeƟƟǀeŶess duƌiŶg legislaƟǀe aŶd eǆeĐuƟǀe eleĐƟoŶs. The laƩeƌ data ;last updated

iŶ ϮϬϭϮͿ pƌoǀides a ŵoƌe fiŶe-gƌaded sĐale of ;ŶoŶͿĐoŵpeƟƟǀeŶess aŶd haŶdles ďoƌdeƌ-

liŶe Đases suĐh as KazakhstaŶ iŶ ŵoƌe appƌopƌiate ǁaǇs. While NELDá Đategoƌizes ƌeĐeŶt

Kazakh eleĐƟoŶs as ďƌoadlǇ ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe, BeĐk et al. ;ϮϬϬϭͿ ƌightlǇ poiŶt to the highlǇ ŶoŶ-

ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe Ŷatuƌe of the eǆeĐuƟǀe eleĐƟoŶs iŶ NazaƌďaǇeǀ s͛ KazakhstaŶ. DiffeƌeŶt to hith-

eƌto usages of BeĐk et al. s͛ ;ϮϬϬϭͿ iŶdiĐatoƌs, the last studǇ iŶ this disseƌtaƟoŶ pƌoposes a

ŵoƌe ŶuaŶĐed diffeƌeŶƟaƟoŶ ďetǁeeŶ ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe, hegeŵoŶiĐ aŶd Đlosed ƌegiŵes ǁhiĐh

is ďased oŶ ďoth iŶdiĐatoƌs aŶd fuƌtheƌ eǆplaiŶed Taďle D.ϭ iŶ the áppeŶdiǆ.

CooptaƟoŶ I folloǁGeƌsĐheǁski s͛ ;ϮϬϭϯ, ϮϮͿ defiŶiƟoŶof ĐooptaƟoŶ as the ĐapaĐiƟes to Ɵe stƌate-

giĐ paƌtŶeƌs to the ƌegiŵe. I fuƌtheƌ disƟŶguish ďetǁeeŶ tǁo foƌŵs of ĐooptaƟoŶ: Boƌƌoǁ-

iŶg fƌoŵ “Đhŵotz ;ϮϬϭϱ, ϰϰϮͿ, I see the fiƌst foƌŵ of ĐooptaƟoŶ as ĐoŵpeŶsaƟoŶ of ǀulŶeƌa-

ďilitǇ. “Đhŵotz defiŶes this foƌŵof ĐooptaƟoŶ as the ĐapaĐitǇ of a ƌegiŵe to ĐoŵpeŶsate foƌ

diffeƌeŶt pƌessuƌe gƌoups ;ŵilitaƌǇ, Đapital, paƌƟes, laďoƌ, ethŶiĐ gƌoups, aŶd laŶdoǁŶeƌsͿ
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ďǇ offeƌiŶg ŵateƌial ďeŶefits oƌ iŶsƟtuƟoŶal iŶĐlusioŶ. Yet, Ŷot all ƌegiŵes offeƌ ƌeal Đoŵ-

peŶsaƟoŶ - soŵe ŵeƌelǇ siŵulate poliƟĐal paƌƟĐipaƟoŶ ďǇ seƫŶg up satellite paƌƟes aŶd

toǇ paƌliaŵeŶts. This siŵulaƟoŶ of pluƌalisŵ is aŶotheƌ foƌŵ of ĐooptaƟoŶ - tǇpiĐallǇ oď-

seƌǀed iŶ hegeŵoŶiĐ authoƌitaƌiaŶisŵ - ǁhiĐh giǀes the elites the feeliŶg that soŵe poǁeƌ

is alloĐated to theŵ ǁhile all poǁeƌ ƌeŵaiŶs iŶ the iŶŶeƌ ĐiƌĐles of the ƌegiŵe ;Đf. “aƌtoƌi

ϮϬϬϱ, ϮϬϱ-ϮϬϲͿ.

CriƟĐal juŶĐtures This disseƌtaƟoŶdisĐusses ĐƌiƟĐal juŶĐtuƌes iŶ the ĐoŶteǆt of iŶsƟtuƟoŶal ĐhaŶge

iŶ autoĐƌaĐies. FolloǁiŶg CapoĐĐia aŶd KeleŵeŶ ;ϮϬϬϳ, ϯϰϴͿ, I defiŶe ĐƌiƟĐal juŶĐtuƌes ͞as

ƌelaƟǀelǇ shoƌt peƌiods of Ɵŵe duƌiŶg ǁhiĐh theƌe is a suďstaŶƟallǇ heighteŶed pƌoďaďilitǇ

that ageŶt s͛ ĐhoiĐes ǁill affeĐt the outĐoŵe of iŶteƌest .͟

DeŵoĐraƟĐ stǇle of laŶguage The fouƌth studǇ iŶ this disseƌtaƟoŶ ĐoŶĐeptualizes aŵulƟleǀel ĐoŶ-

Đept of laŶguage to aŶalǇze the ƌhetoƌiĐ stǇles of poliƟĐal leadeƌs. This fƌaŵeǁoƌk disƟŶ-

guishes ďetǁeeŶ autoĐƌaƟĐ aŶd deŵoĐƌaƟĐ stǇles of laŶguage. á deŵoĐƌaƟĐ stǇle of laŶ-

guage Đoŵpƌises the eŵphasis of deŵoĐƌaƟĐ pƌoĐeduƌes ;deŵoĐƌaĐǇ, iŶsƟtuƟoŶal ƌefoƌŵsͿ

aŶd liďeƌalisŵ ;liďeƌal ǀalues, ǁoŵeŶ, ŵiŶoƌiƟesͿ.

E-goǀerŶŵeŶt GeŶeƌallǇ, e-goǀeƌŶŵeŶt is defiŶed as ͞all effoƌts of goǀeƌŶŵeŶts to use ICTs, paƌ-

ƟĐulaƌlǇ the IŶteƌŶet, iŶ oƌdeƌ to suppoƌt goǀeƌŶŵeŶt opeƌaƟoŶs, eŶgage ĐiƟzeŶs, aŶd pƌo-

ǀide goǀeƌŶŵeŶt seƌǀiĐes͟ ;LiŶde aŶd KaƌlssoŶ, ϮϬϭϯ, ϮϲϵͿ. Beside this, the fiƌst studǇ iŶ this

disseƌtaƟoŶ pƌoposes a Ŷeǁ ĐoŶĐept of e-goǀeƌŶŵeŶt iŶ autoĐƌaĐies aŶd defiŶes this ͞as all

effoƌts of the ƌegiŵe to use ICTs, espeĐiallǇ the IŶteƌŶet, iŶ oƌdeƌ to eŶhaŶĐe its legiƟŵaĐǇ.

HeƌeďǇ, the ƌegiŵe applies pƌopagaŶdisƟĐ laŶguage aŶd sǇŵďolisŵ ďut ĐaŶ also eǆhiďit

ĐiƟzeŶ-ƌespoŶsiǀeŶess ďǇ offeƌiŶg seƌǀiĐes, aĐĐess to goǀeƌŶŵeŶt-ƌelated iŶfoƌŵaƟoŶ aŶd

possiďiliƟes foƌ iŶteƌaĐƟoŶ ǁhiĐh eŶhaŶĐe the effiĐieŶĐǇ, aĐĐouŶtaďilitǇ, aŶd ŵodeƌŶitǇ of

the ƌegiŵe aŶd sƟŵulate eĐoŶoŵiĐ gƌoǁth͟ ;Đf. “tudǇ ϭ, Đhap. ϭ.ϮͿ.

E-parƟĐipaƟoŶ E-paƌƟĐipaƟoŶ is a suď-ĐoŶĐept of e-goǀeƌŶŵeŶt aŶd ͞ƌefeƌs to goǀeƌŶŵeŶt iŶi-

Ɵated effoƌts to sƟŵulate aŶd iŶĐƌease ĐiƟzeŶ paƌƟĐipaƟoŶ aŶd iŶteƌaĐƟoŶ ǁith goǀeƌŶ-

ŵeŶt authoƌiƟes ;ǁhiĐh is a fuŶdaŵeŶtal ǀalue of deŵoĐƌaƟĐ poliƟĐsͿ ǁith the suppoƌt

of ICTs͟ ;LiŶde aŶd KaƌlssoŶ, ϮϬϭϯ, ϮϲϵͿ. The fiƌst studǇ iŶ this disseƌtaƟoŶ illustƌates that

e-paƌƟĐipaƟoŶ iŶ autoĐƌaĐies is eitheƌ uŶdeƌdeǀeloped oƌ ƌelates to shaŵ oƌ ŵeƌe ƌouƟŶe

iŶteƌaĐƟoŶs.

EleĐtoral authoritariaŶisŵ EleĐtoƌal authoƌitaƌiaŶisŵ is aŶuŵďƌella teƌŵ foƌ hegeŵoŶiĐ aŶd Đoŵ-

peƟƟǀe ƌegiŵes. Both of these ƌegiŵe tǇpes hold ƌegulaƌ eleĐƟoŶs iŶ ŵulƟpaƌtǇ sǇsteŵs.

Yet, these eleĐƟoŶs aƌe geŶeƌallǇ ŶoŶ-ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe iŶ hegeŵoŶiĐ authoƌitaƌiaŶisŵ, as fuƌ-

theƌ eǆplaiŶed ďeloǁ. To disƟŶguish ďetǁeeŶ eleĐtoƌal autoĐƌaĐǇ aŶd deŵoĐƌaĐǇ, this dis-

seƌtaƟoŶ dƌaǁs oŶ Geddes et al. s͛ ;ϮϬϭϰͿ defiŶiƟoŶ of autoĐƌaĐǇ ;see aďoǀeͿ.
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HegeŵoŶiĐ authoritariaŶisŵ HegeŵoŶiĐ ƌegiŵes tǇpiĐallǇ displaǇ ŶoŶ-ĐoŵpeƟƟǀeŵulƟpaƌtǇ sǇs-

teŵs aŶd aƌe theƌeďǇ diffeƌeŶt to ĐoŵpeƟƟǀe oƌ Đlosed ƌegiŵes ;see the eǆplaŶaƟoŶs of

ďoth teƌŵs aďoǀeͿ. While the seĐoŶd studǇ folloǁed Luedeƌs et al. s͛ ;ϮϬϭϰͿ opeƌaƟoŶaliza-

ƟoŶ, Taďle D.ϭ iŶ the áppeŶdiǆ pƌoǀides details aďout hoǁ this ƌegiŵe tǇpe is opeƌaƟoŶal-

ized iŶ a ŵoƌe ŶuaŶĐed ǁaǇ foƌ the last studǇ of this disseƌtaƟoŶ. The thiƌd studǇ illustƌates

hoǁ hegeŵoŶiĐ ƌegiŵes ƌeŵaiŶ peƌsisteŶt ďǇ ĐoŵďiŶiŶg ƌepƌessioŶ of Điǀil aŶd poliƟĐal

ƌights, diffuse suppoƌt of legiƟŵaƟoŶ, aŶd ĐooptaƟoŶ as siŵulaƟŶg pluƌalisŵ as theiƌ keǇ

suƌǀiǀal stƌategǇ. I Đall this suĐĐessful ĐoŵďiŶaƟoŶ of stƌategies the hegeŵoŶiĐ ĐoŶfiguƌa-

ƟoŶ of the heǆagoŶ.

HeǆagoŶ of authoritariaŶ persisteŶĐe This disseƌtaƟoŶ ĐoŶĐeptualizes the heǆagoŶ of authoƌitaƌ-

iaŶ peƌsisteŶĐe as a fƌaŵeǁoƌk to eǆplaiŶ hoǁ authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes ŵaŶage to suƌǀiǀe.

The heǆagoŶ is ďased oŶ GeƌsĐheǁski s͛ ;ϮϬϭϯͿ thƌee pillaƌs of staďilitǇ ďut pƌoposes seǀeƌal

ŵodifiĐaƟoŶs. The heǆagoŶ is ƌooted iŶ set theoƌǇ aŶd aĐĐouŶts foƌ asǇŵŵetƌiĐ Đausal ƌe-

laƟoŶs, ĐoŶjuŶĐtuƌal ĐausaƟoŶ, aŶd eƋuifiŶalitǇ. Based oŶ this, it ĐaŶ gƌasp the Đausal Đoŵ-

pleǆitǇ of authoƌitaƌiaŶ peƌsisteŶĐe aŶd illuŵiŶates hoǁ authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes use ŵulƟple,

ŵutuallǇ ŶoŶ-eǆĐlusiǀe suƌǀiǀal stƌategies. The heǆagoŶ pƌoposes siǆ Đoƌe suƌǀiǀal stƌate-

gies of autoĐƌaƟĐ ƌule: ƌepƌessioŶ of phǇsiĐal iŶtegƌitǇ ƌights, ƌepƌessioŶ of Điǀil aŶd poliƟ-

Đal ƌights, ĐooptaƟoŶ as ĐoŵpeŶsaƟŶg ǀulŶeƌaďilitǇ oƌ as siŵulaƟŶg pluƌalisŵ, aŶd speĐifiĐ

aŶd diffuse suppoƌt of legiƟŵaƟoŶ.

IŶsƟtuƟoŶs This disseƌtaƟoŶ ƌelies oŶ a ƌatheƌ ďƌoad histoƌiĐ iŶsƟtuƟoŶalist defiŶiƟoŶ of iŶsƟtu-

ƟoŶs as ďehaǀioƌal paƩeƌŶs, foƌŵal aŶd iŶfoƌŵal pƌoĐeduƌes, ƌouƟŶes, Ŷoƌŵs, pƌiŶĐiples

aŶd ĐoŶǀeŶƟoŶs ;Hall aŶd TaǇloƌ, ϭϵϵϲ, ϲͿ.

KleptoĐraƟĐ ĐoŶfiguraƟoŶ The eŵpiƌiĐal appliĐaƟoŶ of the heǆagoŶ of authoƌitaƌiaŶ peƌsisteŶĐe

illustƌates that soŵe authoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵes ŵake use of ŵost oƌ eǀeŶ all the siǆ stƌategies

of suƌǀiǀal ;Đalled the kleptoĐƌaƟĐ ĐoŶfiguƌaƟoŶ, Đf. the ƌesults iŶ studǇ thƌeeͿ. Yet, the fiŶd-

iŶgs of the aŶalǇsis suggested that Đoŵpaƌed to the ŵoƌe paƌsiŵoŶious suƌǀiǀal stƌategies

of otheƌ peƌsisteŶt ƌegiŵes, the usage of ďoth foƌŵs of ĐooptaƟoŶ is aŶ uŶŶeĐessaƌǇ sƋuaŶ-

deƌiŶg of ƌesouƌĐes. “uĐh oǀeƌĐoŵpeŶsaƟoŶ Ŷuƌtuƌes a kleptoĐƌaƟĐ elite.

LegiƟŵaĐǇ LegiƟŵaĐǇ is the ƌesult of legiƟŵaƟoŶ, as eǆplaiŶed ďeloǁ. IŶ this seŶse, I disƟŶguish

ďetǁeeŶ Đlaiŵs to legiƟŵaĐǇ ǁhiĐh poliƟĐal leadeƌs ŵake to gaiŶ the suppoƌt of theiƌ peo-

ple ;the pƌoĐess of legiƟŵaƟoŶͿ aŶd the aĐtual aŵouŶt of legiƟŵaĐǇ ďelief aŵoŶg the

populaƟoŶ ;the ƌesultͿ. Due to the disĐussed ŵeasuƌeŵeŶt pƌoďleŵs, the studies iŶ this

disseƌtaƟoŶ foĐus oŶ Đlaiŵs to legiƟŵaĐǇ.
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LegiƟŵaƟoŶ LegiƟŵaƟoŶ is uŶdeƌstood as the pƌoĐess of jusƟfǇiŶg authoƌitǇ ǁheƌeas legiƟŵaĐǇ

ƌefeƌs to its ƌesult ;see aďoǀeͿ. I fuƌtheƌ dƌaǁ upoŶ the ŶoŶ-ŶoƌŵaƟǀe ĐoŶĐept of legiƟ-

ŵaƟoŶ ďǇ Weďeƌ ;ϮϬϬϮͿ ǁhiĐh assuŵes that soĐial aĐƟoŶ is ͞guided ďǇ the ďelief iŶ the

eǆisteŶĐe of a legiƟŵate oƌdeƌ͟ ;iďid., ϯϭͿ. ás shoǁŶ iŶ the ǀaƌious studies of this disseƌta-

ƟoŶ, this ďelief iŶ legiƟŵate authoƌitǇ is Ŷot oŶlǇ geŶeƌated ďǇ ideologiĐal iŶdoĐtƌiŶaƟoŶ

ďut also peƌfoƌŵaŶĐe depeŶdeŶt. To illustƌate the tǁo souƌĐes of legiƟŵaƟoŶ, I folloǁ Geƌ-

sĐheǁski ;ϮϬϭϯͿ aŶd use EastoŶ s͛ ;ϭϵϲϱͿ diffeƌeŶƟaƟoŶ ďetǁeeŶ speĐifiĐ ;soĐio-eĐoŶoŵiĐ

peƌfoƌŵaŶĐe, the fulfillŵeŶt of the deŵaŶds foƌ doŵesƟĐ seĐuƌitǇ, etĐ.Ϳ aŶd diffuse sup-

poƌt ;ideologies, ƌeligious, ŶaƟoŶalisƟĐ, tƌadiƟoŶal Đlaiŵs, the Đhaƌisŵa of autoĐƌaƟĐ lead-

eƌsͿ. While the seĐoŶd studǇ iŶ this disseƌtaƟoŶ ƌelies oŶ pƌoǆǇ iŶdiĐatoƌs foƌ ďoth foƌŵs

of legiƟŵaƟoŶ ;Đf. Taďle Ϯ.ϭͿ, the thiƌd studǇ suggests a ŵoƌe ǀalid opeƌaƟoŶalizaƟoŶ ;Đf.

Taďle ϯ.ϮͿ ďǇ ƌefeƌƌiŶg to ǀoŶ “oest aŶd Gƌauǀogel s͛ ;ϮϬϭϳaͿ Ŷoǀel suƌǀeǇ data.

PerforŵaŶĐe-depeŶdeŶt ĐoŶfiguraƟoŶ The eŵpiƌiĐal test of the heǆagoŶ of authoƌitaƌiaŶ peƌsis-

teŶĐe iŶ the thiƌd studǇ of this disseƌtaƟoŶ suggests that soŵe peƌsisteŶt ƌegiŵes heaǀilǇ

ƌelǇ oŶ speĐifiĐ souƌĐes of legiƟŵaƟoŶ aŶd ĐoŵďiŶe this ǁith a stƌiĐt liŵitaƟoŶ of Điǀil aŶd

poliƟĐal ƌights to eŶsuƌe theiƌ suƌǀiǀal. TǇpiĐallǇ, these aƌe ƌesouƌĐe-ƌiĐh ĐouŶtƌies ǁhiĐh

alluƌe theiƌ people ǁith a good soĐio-eĐoŶoŵiĐ peƌfoƌŵaŶĐe.

Regiŵe This disseƌtaƟoŶ ďƌoadlǇ defiŶes a ƌegiŵe as a set of foƌŵal aŶd iŶfoƌŵal iŶsƟtuƟoŶs

;“Đhedleƌ, ϮϬϭϯ, ϮϯͿ. áuthoƌitaƌiaŶ ƌegiŵe is a sǇŶoŶǇŵ to autoĐƌaĐǇ, authoƌitaƌiaŶisŵ, aŶd

diĐtatoƌship ;see aďoǀeͿ.

RepressioŶ ‘epƌessioŶ is ďƌoadlǇ defiŶed as the use of foƌĐe to ĐoŶtƌol people. I fuƌtheƌ disƟŶ-

guish ďetǁeeŶ highlǇ ǀisiďle, ǀioleŶt aĐts that taƌget a laƌge Ŷuŵďeƌ of people oƌ ǁell-

kŶoǁŶ iŶdiǀiduals aŶd less ǀisiďle foƌŵs of ĐoeƌĐioŶ suĐh as suƌǀeillaŶĐe, haƌassŵeŶt oƌ the

deŶial of eŵploǇŵeŶt aŶd eduĐaƟoŶ ;LeǀitskǇ aŶd WaǇ, ϮϬϭϬ, ϱϳ, aŶd GeƌsĐheǁski ϮϬϭϯ,

ϮϭͿ. BoƌƌoǁiŶg the Ŷaŵes foƌ ďoth foƌŵs of ƌepƌessioŶ fƌoŵ the CI‘I HuŵaŶ ‘ights Data

PƌojeĐt ;CiŶgƌaŶelli aŶd ‘iĐhaƌds, ϮϬϭϯͿ, I Đall the fiƌst foƌŵ ƌepƌessioŶ of phǇsiĐal iŶtegƌitǇ

ƌights aŶd the seĐoŶd ƌepƌessioŶ of Điǀil aŶd poliƟĐal ƌights.

Rigid ĐoŶfiguraƟoŶ The eŵpiƌiĐal appliĐaƟoŶ of the heǆagoŶ of authoƌitaƌiaŶ peƌsisteŶĐe iŶ the

thiƌd studǇ of this disseƌtaƟoŶ shoǁs that oŶe defiŶiŶg featuƌe of the so-Đalled ƌigid ĐoŶfig-

uƌaƟoŶ is that the ƌegiŵes ǁhiĐh displaǇ this ĐoŶfiguƌaƟoŶ ŵake heaǀilǇ use of ďoth foƌŵs

of ƌepƌessioŶ ;Đf. also the fiŶdiŶgs of the seĐoŶd studǇͿ. The Ŷaŵe foƌ this ĐoŶfiguƌaƟoŶ

is ďased oŶ the assuŵpƟoŶ that those ƌegiŵes ǁhiĐh aƌe seǀeƌe offeŶdeƌs of phǇsiĐal iŶ-

tegƌitǇ ƌights aƌe less fleǆiďle siŶĐe theiƌ legiƟŵaĐǇ is ĐoŶstaŶtlǇ at stake ;GeƌsĐheǁski, ϮϬϭϯ,

ϮϴͿ. IŶ addiƟoŶ, the appliĐaƟoŶ of heaǀǇ ĐoeƌĐioŶ is ĐostlǇ ǁhiĐh fuƌtheƌ liŵits the sĐope

of aĐƟoŶ foƌ those ƌegiŵes.
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Three pillars of autoĐraƟĐ staďilitǇ GeƌsĐheǁski s͛ ;ϮϬϭϯͿ fƌaŵeǁoƌk of the thƌee pillaƌs is ďased

oŶ the assuŵpƟoŶ that aŶǇ tǇpe of autoĐƌaƟĐ ƌegiŵe ƌelies oŶ ƌepƌessioŶ, ĐooptaƟoŶ, aŶd

legiƟŵaƟoŶ to staďilize its ƌule. What diffeƌs ďetǁeeŶ the ǀaƌious tǇpes of autoĐƌaĐǇ is the

degƌee of iŶsƟtuƟoŶaliziŶg these thƌee fuŶdaŵeŶtal pƌiŶĐiples of autoĐƌaƟĐ ƌule. The thƌee

pillaƌs aƌe ĐoŶĐeptualized as haǀiŶg tǁodiŵeŶsioŶs eaĐh: high aŶd loǁ-iŶteŶsitǇ ƌepƌessioŶ,

foƌŵal aŶd iŶfoƌŵal ĐooptaƟoŶ, speĐifiĐ aŶd diffuse suppoƌt of legiƟŵaƟoŶ. GeƌsĐheǁski

fuƌtheƌ hǇpothesizes that out of all logiĐallǇ possiďle ĐoŶfiguƌaƟoŶs of the ;ŶoŶͿuse of these

diŵeŶsioŶs, oŶlǇ tǁo sƟpulate autoĐƌaƟĐ staďilitǇ - the ͞tǁo ǁoƌlds of autoĐƌaĐies͟ ;Geƌ-

sĐheǁski, ϮϬϭϯ, Ϯϵ-ϯϬͿ. While the seĐoŶd studǇ of this disseƌtaƟoŶ eŵpiƌiĐallǇ tests the

ŵodel of the thƌee pillaƌs aŶd the ͞tǁo ǁoƌlds͟ iŶ the ĐoŶteǆt of eleĐtoƌal ƌegiŵes, the

thiƌd studǇ fuƌtheƌ disĐusses the fƌaŵeǁoƌk aŶd pƌoposes seǀeƌal ŵodifiĐaƟoŶs. Based oŶ

these ĐhaŶges, I ĐoŶĐeptualize the heǆagoŶ of authoƌitaƌiaŶ peƌsisteŶĐe.

TotalitariaŶisŵ BǇ aŶalǇziŶg Bolsheǀist ‘ussia, FasĐist ItalǇ, aŶd Nazi GeƌŵaŶǇ, áƌeŶdt ;ϭϵϱϭͿ aŶd

also FƌiedƌiĐh aŶd BƌzeziŶski ;ϭϵϲϱͿ pƌoǀided detailed desĐƌipƟoŶs of ǁhat theǇ Đalled the

pheŶoŵeŶoŶ of totalitaƌiaŶisŵ. FƌiedƌiĐh aŶd BƌzeziŶski s͛ defiŶiƟoŶ of the teƌŵ Đoŵpƌises

siǆ tƌaits, shoƌtlǇ suŵŵaƌized as possessiŶg aŶ elaďoƌate ideologǇ, a siŶgle ŵass paƌtǇ, a

sǇsteŵ of teƌƌoƌ, a teĐhŶologiĐallǇ ĐoŶdiƟoŶed, Ŷeaƌ-Đoŵplete ŵoŶopolǇ of ĐoŶtƌol oǀeƌ

the eŶƟƌe eĐoŶoŵǇ, the ŵedia aŶd the ŵilitaƌǇ ;iďid., ϮϮͿ. These eaƌlǇ ǁoƌks of ŵodeƌŶ au-

toĐƌaĐǇ ƌeseaƌĐh pƌoǀided ĐƌuĐial kŶoǁledge aďout the ŵeĐhaŶisŵs of totalitaƌiaŶ sǇsteŵs.

Yet, the ĐoŶĐept itself ǁas heaǀilǇ ƋuesƟoŶed duƌiŶg the eaƌlǇ ϭϵϳϬs ďeĐause of its liŶkages

to the poleŵiĐs of the Cold Waƌ. BeĐause of that aŶd also due to the ŶeǁlǇ eŵeƌged foƌŵs

of authoƌitaƌiaŶisŵ ;see aďoǀeͿ the teƌŵ totalitaƌiaŶisŵ is ƌaƌelǇ used iŶ ĐuƌƌeŶt autoĐƌaĐǇ

ƌeseaƌĐh.
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