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Abstract

This dissertation investigates into strategies of autocratic power maintenance. The
cumulative thesis consists of four studies which conjointly examine why and how
authoritarian regimes manage to survive. The first study inquires how different
authoritarian regimes make use of the Internet to legitimate their rule. By propos-
ing a new concept of e-government in autocracies, the qualitative analysis shows
that while the non-competitive regimes of Turkmenistan and Uzbekistan use their
official websites primarily to impress an international audience, the platforms of
the competitive regimes of Kazakhstan and Russia reveal a surprising citizen re-
sponsiveness. The second study, co-authored with Carsten Q. Schneider, empiri-
cally tests Gerschewski’s (2013) three pillars which suggest that autocratic stabil-
ity is stipulated by various forms of repression, cooptation, and legitimation. The
fuzzy-set Qualitative Comparative Analysis illustrates that it is indeed not one of
these aspects in isolation but rather their combined effects which keep electoral
regimes stable. The third study continues the inquiry about authoritarian persis-
tence in autocracies in general. It conceptualizes the theoretical framework of the
hexagon - a modified version of the three pillars which is rooted in set theory - and
points to five combinations of the various strategies of repression, cooptation, and
legitimation which authoritarian regimes use to remain in power. The last study
applies quantitative and qualitative text analysis to examine the rhetoric strate-
gies of autocrats. The study reveals that hegemonic regimes attempt to speak
like democrats to simulate pluralism and thereby strengthen their rule. Overall,
this dissertation provides a deeper understanding of authoritarian claims to legit-
imacy. Furthermore, the results of the various analyses collectively contribute to

novel and multifaceted perspectives on authoritarian persistence.
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Introduction

And these people call me a dictator.

They should look up what dictator means!

Recep Tayyip Erdogan (ZEIT, 2017)

The increasingly authoritarian personality of Recep Tayyip Erdogan becomes
rather obvious when reading the recent interview of the German newspaper ZEIT
with the Turkish president.! His request for a definite meaning of what “dictator”
actually means nevertheless touches upon crucial problems in modern autocracy
research. In the age of backsliding democracies and authoritarian diffusion (e.g.
Greskovits, 2015; Bader, 2014), the varying notions of dictators and their styles of
ruling pose new challenges to the field.

Today’s dictators are different to the totalitarian rulers of the first half of the
20th century. Based on the dreadful experiences with Hitler, Stalin and Mussolini,
absolute power and complete control seemed to be typical characteristics of au-
tocrats. Yet, in light of globalization, the Internet and an increasing interconnect-
edness, the dictators of today have less absolute power and face more constraints
in form of informational and institutional uncertainties (Schedler, 2013).

As responses to these uncertainties of authoritarian rule, autocrats apply new
tools and strategies to ensure their survival. They use and abuse the Internet in or-
der to prevent and detect threats to their rule. Satellite parties and severe manip-

ulations of the electoral system enable them to remain in power despite allowing

For the English version of the interview, see ZEIT (2017).



CEU eTD Collection

Introduction 2

for regular elections. The cunning use of other seemingly democratic institutions,
sophisticated communication strategies and personality cults help them to gain
legitimacy and popularity. While hard repression and strict limitations of civil lib-
erties are still commonly applied, today’s autocratic rulers do not want to be per-
ceived as isolated and ruthless dictators. Contrarily, they seek (economic) cooper-
ation, join regional organizations or set up highly professional websites to prop-
agate openness and modernity in the international arena. Furthermore, they in-
vest in costly but prestigious mega events such as this year’s EXPO in Kazakhstan’s
capital Astana or next year’s football World Cup in Russia. Generally, they deny
the autocratic nature of their rule and some of them even attempt to speak like
democrats in order to simulate a pluralistic style of leadership.

The motivation for this cumulative dissertation is the investigation into these
novel practices and techniques of autocratic power maintenance. What holds the
four articles together is a theory-guided inquiry of why and how authoritarian
regimes® manage to survive. By looking into different strategies of stabilizing and
legitimating authoritarian rule, the four studies collectively contribute to illumi-
nate the multifaceted phenomenon of authoritarian persistence.

The introduction is structured as follows: The next section provides a general
literature review, points to research gaps and highlights the contribution of the
four studies. Subsequently, | discuss the nascent strand of literature on legitimat-
ing authoritarianism in more details. Based on this, | outline the overarching theo-
retical framework for the analysis of authoritarian persistence. After the theoret-
ical section, | explain my choice of methods, followed by a detailed structure of

the dissertation which also summarizes the main findings of each article.

Research Focus and Contribution

For over a decade, research on autocracies has been one of the most rapidly grow-

ing areas in comparative politics and political economy (Croissant and Wurster,

2] use autocracy, dictatorship and authoritarian regime interchangeably. The glossary explains
these and other key terms in this dissertation and provides definitions used throughout the work.
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2013). Gerschewski (2013, 15-16) calls this period of productive research the “third
wave of modern autocracy research.” Following his schema, the first wave of mod-
ern autocracy research is characterized by the pioneer works of Arendt (1951) or
Friedrich and Brzezinski (1965) and their in-depth studies of the totalitarian sys-
tems of Bolshevist Russia, Fascist Italy and National Socialist Germany. By arguing
that totalitarianism is a case sui generis, these contributions offer detailed and de-
scriptive accounts of ideology and terror. The second wave was initiated by Linz
(2000, orig. 1975) and his seminal distinction between authoritarian and totali-
tarian regimes. Several studies on the socio-economic specifics of authoritarian
regimes were generated during this time (e.g. Collier and Cardoso 1979, O’Donnell
1988). Yet, the interest in the field was increasingly replaced by discussions about
the many democratic transitions in Latin America, Asia, and also Eastern Europe
towards the end of the 20th century (Huntington, 1991).

After the collapse of the Soviet Union, expectations and hopes for democrati-
zation in the newly independent states were high. Optimists declared it as a rule
that post-communist transitions would lead on a single-track to democracy, ensur-
ing peace and stability (Nodia, 2000, 271). Promoting democracy became popular
in the fields of international cooperation and financially strong programs were
launched by Western countries (Freise, 2004). However, several of the former So-
viet regions were devastated by nationalistic conflicts within and between tran-
sitional states, and bloody fights for territory and power ensued (Mansfield and
Snyder, 2002). Soon, the positive assumptions were discarded and contributions
on “illiberal democracies” (Zakaria, 1997), “competitive authoritarianism” (Levit-
sky and Way, 2002) or “defective democracies” (Merkel, 2004) damped the pre-
viously optimistic expectations, giving way to a more realistic picture of the new
states’ formations. Frequently, regime transition did not mean a process of de-
mocratization but rather a transition from (communist) authoritarian rule to other
types of autocracy. Several of these regimes have been remarkably persistent for
nearly three decades. The varying experiences and failures of democratization in

the post-Soviet space as well as in other regions of the world revived the field of



CEU eTD Collection

Introduction 4

autocracy research. The “bias in favor of democracy” (Levitsky and Way, 2002) was
gradually surmounted by the third wave of autocracy research.

The numerous contributions of the third wave of autocracy research engage
with the new forms of authoritarianism in a globalized, post-cold war world. A
range of qualitative studies offer detailed and contextualized analyses of the mech-
anisms of autocratic rule in one or a few cases (e.g. Brownlee, 2007; Slater, 2010b;
Hemment, 2015; Lee, 2015). They further reveal crucial aspects of particular types
of autocracies and illustrate, for example, how electoral regimes make use of bal-
lots to prolong their rule (Schedler, 2006; Magaloni, 2006; Levitsky and Way, 2010;
Morgenbesser, 2016).

The novel patterns of autocratic rule are also scrutinized in quantitative studies
which demonstrate that the seemingly democratic institutions in modern autocra-
cies are the result of strategic choices and not just window dressing. Thus, author-
itarian rulers exploit elections, legislatures, parties and constitutions to facilitate
elite cohesion and handle the double challenge of sharing power while control-
ling the masses (Gandhi and Przeworski, 2007; Gandhi, 2008; Svolik, 2012; Boix
and Svolik, 2013; Ginsburg and Simpser, 2014). Based on the assumption that au-
thoritarian institutions matter, several new data sets on autocratic regime types
have been proposed (Geddes, 1999; Cheibub et al., 2010; Hadenius and Teorell,
2007; Wahman et al., 2013; Geddes et al., 2014). By looking at the most promi-
nent institutional characteristic of a regime, these varying categorizations of con-
temporary autocracies in monarchies, personalist, military or party-based regimes
counter their simplified classification as merely non-democratic. The novel data
sets have been applied in a plethora of quantitative comparisons and triggered a
vigorous debate on the performance and persistence of different types of auto-
cratic regimes (e.g. Wilson and Piazza, 2013; Miller, 2015; Roberts, 2015b; Kailitz
and Stockemer, 2017; Bak and Moon, 2016).

The theoretical reflections and empirical analyses in this dissertation bene-
fit from these fruitful insights about modern authoritarianism but also critically

engage with their limitations. Essentially, the dissertation identifies three major
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shortcomings in current autocracy research. In the following, | further explain
these shortcomings and illustrate how each of the studies individually and all of
them collectively contribute to fill these research gaps.

First, and as pointed out by other scholars in the field (Gerschewski, 2013;
Kailitz, 2013), many studies of autocratic survival disregard the relevance of legit-
imation. The above outlined “institutional turn in comparative authoritarianism”
(Pepinsky, 2014) illustrate that autocrats do not solely rely on repression, but also
institutionalize clever ways of cooptation to ensure elite cohesion and coopera-
tion. Yet, as outlined in more details in the next section, there is a still young but
currently growing strand of literature which shows how authoritarian regimes ad-
ditionally depend on their leaders’ claim to legitimacy. The four studies of my dis-
sertation significantly contribute to this nascent research. The first study illustrates
how some autocracies make use of the Internet by setting up highly professional
e-government websites to appear as modern and open states and thereby gain na-
tional and international legitimacy. The second and third study demonstrate how
different strategies of legitimation contribute to the survival of electoral regimes
and autocracies in general. The last study shows how the leaders of hegemonic
regimes strategically use a democratic style of language to fake a participatory
style of government and boost their legitimacy.

Second, while recent autocracy research has generated a range of valuable
studies which illustrate how one institutional setting such as the electoral system
or the military can impact autocratic survival, there is a lack of approaches which
look at the combined effects of several institutions on authoritarian persistence.
By proposing the three pillars of stability - repression, cooptation, and legitimation
- Gerschewski (2013) offers a first theoretical framework to illuminate the institu-
tional interplay of autocratic rule. The second study of this dissertation empirically
tests this model and shows that it is indeed the combinations of the pillars which
explain the survival of electoral regimes. By transforming the three pillars of sta-
bility into the hexagon of authoritarian persistence, the dissertation further devel-

ops the theory of autocratic survival. The third study applies this new framework
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in autocracies in general and illustrates how persistent autocratic regimes of any
type combine the various institutions of repression, cooptation, and legitimation
as their strategies of survival.

Third, the above outlined functional perspectives of authoritarian institutions
as merely strategic tools do not account for the highly ambiguous institutional set-
tings in autocratic regimes. Opposing this rather limited view on authoritarian in-
stitutions, Schedler’s (2013) theory of uncertainty in authoritarian regimes argues
that all autocracies suffer from problems of informational as well as institutional
uncertainties. This is why authoritarian elections can turn out to be much more
than just simple strategic tools of authoritarian leaders. Particularly in the case of
multiparty elections, the role of institutions is ambiguous and the inner logic of
authoritarian politics is influenced by the struggle of competing actors within and
over uncertainty. Following Schedler (2013), the third study of this dissertation
looks at how some authoritarian regimes manage to endure despite rather un-
stable conditions and increased uncertainties. Beyond that, the overarching the-
oretical framework of this dissertation is based on the assumption of ambiguity
in authoritarian institutions and thereby contributes to a more fine-graded per-
spective on authoritarian persistence, as illustrated in this introduction’s section

on the model of the hexagon.

The Renaissance of Legitimation in Autocracy Research

The question of legitimate authority has a long history in the social sciences. Max
Weber’s account of legitimacy in his extensive volume “Economy and Society” is
still highly influential in this regard. As per Weber (2002, orig. 1922, Part 1, Chap-
ter 3), legitimate authority emerges from a shared acceptance for action. He intro-
duces three ideal types of legitimate authority: First, legal authority which rests
on the belief in the legality of rules and commands. Second, traditional author-
ity which is bound to the belief in the sanctity of traditions. Third, charismatic

authority which refers to special qualities and appeal of an individual. Distinctive
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legitimating formulas enable submission to these three types of authority which
reflect the organizational structures of (1) bureaucracy, (2) patrimonialism, and (3)
personal followings. Starting with Weber’s tripartite notion of legitimate author-
ity, the concept of legitimacy was further developed and enhanced - especially
in the context of democratic systems. Beetham (1991), as one notable example,
proposes a more broad and also normative theory about legitimate authority. Yet,
from normative points of view, a legitimate form of authoritarian rule can be eas-
ily dismissed as an oxymoron. Thus, it is the non-normative nature of Weber’s
concept which makes it applicable to autocratic settings.

In modern autocracy research, it was particularly during the above mentioned
first wave that the relationship between the rulers and the ruled was in focus.
Arendt (1951), for example, provides a comprehensive study of the unconditional
loyalty of the masses and the popular support in totalitarian regimes. Also Friedrich
and Brzezinski’s (1965) work describes in great detail how these regimes gained le-
gitimacy by constructing and propagating a totalitarian ideology. Yet, due to their
linkages to the polemics of the Cold War, these concepts of totalitarianism were
increasingly questioned (e.g. during the so-called historian’s dispute, initiated by
Nolte, 1986, and Habermas, 1986). In addition, Linz’s (2000) concept of authori-
tarianism described newly observed forms of autocratic systems which had nei-
ther an elaborated and guiding ideology nor intensive mass mobilization. This fur-
ther turned the attention of researchers to the authoritarian rulers’ sophisticated
methods of co-opting elites rather than to their relationship with the population
at large. As a result, the study of autocracy gradually lost sight of the question of
how autocratic rulers gain legitimacy (Gerschewski, 2013, 18).

Gerschewski’s (2013) model of the three pillars of autocratic stability, which
proposes repression, cooptation, and legitimation as the fundamental principles
of lasting autocratic rule, reincorporated the study of authoritarian legitimating
patterns in autocracy research. His groundbreaking article was followed by a grow-
ing number of contributions which engage with the relevance of legitimation for

autocratic survival. This section summarizes some of the conceptual and empiri-
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cal works of this burgeoning strand of literature, illustrates how each study in this
dissertation further contributes to the field, and points to several desiderata for
future research.

As a starting point for conceptualizing autocratic legitimation, the model of
the three pillars suggest a rather broad concept which is based on Weber’s per-
spective on legitimation as an empirical process of institutionalized persuasion.
Gerschewski (2013, 18) further borrows from Easton’s (1965) system theory and
distinguishes between specific and diffuse support to measure a regime’s sources
of gaining legitimacy. The concept of diffuse support accounts for “classic” pat-
terns of legitimation such as formulating and propagating an ideology, referring
to religion or tradition, or relying on the charismatic personality of the ruler to
make the population belief in the legitimate authority of the regime. Specific sup-
port allows to include also the performance-dependent techniques of legitimation
which have been increasingly observed in modern authoritarianism, e.g. providing
the population with socio-economic benefits or supplying domestic security and
stability (Gerschewski, 2013, 18).

Dukalskis and Gerschewski (2017) take this two-fold concept of legitimation a
step further and propose to study autocratic legitimation by looking at four mecha-
nisms, namely indoctrination, performance, passivity, and democratic-procedural.
These four mechanisms are used by autocratic regimes in varying degrees. As the
historic outline of Dukalskis and Gerschewski (2017, 3-9) shows, ideological indoc-
trination was particularly emphasized in the totalitarian regimes of the early 20th
century and - with few exceptions such as North Korea and Niyazov’s Turkmen-
istan - is less used in current autocracies. In contrast to this, the newly emerging
forms of authoritarianism during the 1970s in Latin America and beyond were
characterized by pushing economic performance while fostering passivity and po-
litical indifference among the population. As it is also illustrated in the first and last
study of this dissertation, using seemingly democratic techniques and institutions
such as parties, elections, constitutions, e-government tools and a liberal style of
language is what Dukalskis and Gerschewski (2017) call the democratic-procedural

legitimation mechanism and prominent in today’s authoritarian regimes.
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While these and other conceptualizations (von Haldenwang, 2017; Kneuer,
2017) theoretically advance the blossoming research area on autocratic legitima-
tion, their actual measurement poses a remaining challenge to the field. Generally,
autocracy research suffers from problems of poor data availability, preference fal-
sification, and reliability (Roller, 2013). Particularly the collection of data during
field work goes along with several obstacles and risks (Gentile, 2013). For measur-
ing autocratic legitimation in the Weberian tradition as the population’s belief in
the rightful authority of an autocratic regimes, an additional obstacle is that the re-
sults of conducting interviews and surveys are scientifically problematic since the
respondents have plausible reasons to hide their true beliefs - especially in those
autocracies which apply severe repression. Yet, despite these difficulties, some
constructive research suggestions have been made (e.g. von Haldenwang, 2017)
and a range of empirical contributions have recently emerged.

A large number of these novel contributions qualitatively assess the differ-
ent patterns of legitimating authoritarian rule in one or a few cases (among oth-
ers: Pruzan-Jgrgensen, 2010; Kudaibergenova, 2015; Omelicheva, 2016; Lorch and
Bunk, 2017; Maerz, 2017). In his comprehensive volume, Dukalskis (2017) illumi-
nates how the authoritarian regimes of North Korea, Burma, and China control
political discourse and use the public sphere for their legitimation messages to
strengthen their rule. By looking at Central Asian forms of authoritarianism, Polese
etal. (2017) investigate how the current Turkmen regime under Gurbanguly Berdy-
muhamedov effectively adjust the strategies of legitimation after the death of the
former president Saparmurat Niyazov to prevent legitimacy crises and remain in
power. Fauve (2015) studies the creation of Astana as the new capital and sym-
bol of Kazakhstan and thereby illustrates the impressive efforts the Kazakh regime
invests into nation branding as one tool of gaining legitimacy. The first study in
this dissertation adds to these analyses of legitimating authoritarianism in Central
Asia. By showing how Turkmenistan, Uzbekistan, Kazakhstan, and Russia make use
of the Internet to legitimate their rule, the study points to notable differences be-

tween the “electronic faces” of these regimes.
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These and other qualitative case studies on autocratic legitimation fruitfully ad-
vance our knowledge about the varying methods and techniques autocrats use to
justify their authority. As significant contributions to this new field of research, the
results of the second and third study in this dissertation clearly illustrate that such
legitimation mechanisms are not epiphenomenal but indeed relevant aspects of
stabilizing authoritarian rule in electoral regimes (second study) and autocracies
in general (third study). Nevertheless, there is the need to further analyze the pro-
cesses and effects of autocratic legitimation. Due to the mentioned difficulties of
assessing whether and how much the population deems the regime to be legiti-
mate, most of the current studies measure legitimation by looking at the ruler’s
claims to legitimacy. However, a pressing question in this regard is how effective
these claims to legitimacy are. Thus, one crucial task for future research is to find
more reliable ways of assessing the actual amount of legitimacy belief in the popu-
lation. First steps in this directions are Mazepus’s (2017) or Thyen’s (2017) survey
findings in (temporarily) more open forms of authoritarianism. Yet, there is the
need for further in-depth research and innovative methods to scrutinize the per-
ceived legitimacy in authoritarian regimes.

The existing measurement problems make the quantification of autocratic le-
gitimation particularly tricky. While there are first quantitative approaches to eval-
uate the impact of legitimation on performance and persistence (Lueders and
Croissant, 2015; Cassani, 2017; Kailitz et al., 2017), a common problem of such
large-N studies is the operationalization of legitimation. The expert survey of von
Soest and Grauvogel (2017a) offers data on legitimacy claims in a number of con-
temporary authoritarian regimes. Yet, as discussed in more detail in the third study
of this dissertation, this data lacks time-sensitivity and is limited in scope which
further highlights the need for more fine-graded and comprehensive data sets. By
making use of quantitative text analysis and assessing 2,074 speeches from polit-
ical leaders in 22 countries, the fourth study in this dissertation is an exploratory
analysis which points to the potentials of transforming the mushrooming texts pro-

vided on the official websites of autocratic regimes into valid legitimation data.
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The Hexagon of Authoritarian Persistence

Repression, Cooptation, and Legitimation

The four studies of this cumulative dissertation illuminate different aspects of how
and why authoritarian regimes manage to survive. As a general theoretical frame-
work for the analysis of enduring authoritarianism | conceptualize the so-called
“hexagon of authoritarian persistence.” The hexagon builds on key aspects of Ger-
schewski’s (2013) three pillars of stability but suggests also several important mod-
ifications. The empirical test of the three pillars in the second study of this disser-
tation illustrates that the model has explanatory power in the context of electoral
regimes. Yet, in order to analyze the varying forms of repression, cooptation and
legitimation in autocracies in general, this dissertation further develops the theory
of autocratic survival. In contrast to the three pillars, the model of the hexagon is
able to reflect the diverse institutional configurations in persistent autocracies of
any type and accounts also for their ambiguity, as | argue in the following.

The central argument of the model of the three pillars is that any type of auto-
cratic regime relies on legitimation, repression, and cooptation. What differs be-
tween autocracies is the degree of institutionalizing these three pillars. Gerschew-
ski (2013) conceptualizes the three pillars as having two dimensions each: specific
and diffuse support of legitimation, high and low-intensity repression, formal and
informal cooptation. While he explains the varying institutionalization by referring
to exogenous, endogenous and reciprocal reinforcement effects among the pillars,
the relationship between the different dimensions in each pillar is not discussed.
For his theory of the two worlds of autocracies as the only two stable configura-
tions of the pillars, he assumes all dimensions except for high and low-intensity
repression to be mutually exclusive (Gerschewski, 2013, 29).

In opposition to this, | suggest to look at the dimensions not as mutually ex-
clusive specifications of repression, cooptation, and legitimation but as individual
features of authoritarian persistence, visualized with the shape of a hexagon, as

shown in Figure 1.
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Figure 1: From Gerschewski’s Three Pillars to the Hexagon of Authoritarian Persistence

Similar to the three pillars (Gerschewski, 2013, 20), the hexagon of authori-
tarian persistence draws upon the non-normative concept of legitimation by We-
ber (2002). Particularly in modern authoritarianism, this belief of legitimacy is
not only generated by ideological indoctrination but also performance dependent
(Dukalskis and Gerschewski, 2017; Polese et al., 2017). To illustrate the two sources
of legitimation, | follow Gerschewski and use Easton’s (1965) differentiation be-
tween specific support (socio-economic performance, the fulfillment of the de-
mands for domestic security, etc.) and diffuse support (ideologies, religious, na-
tionalistic, traditional claims, the charisma of autocratic leaders). It is particularly
the first and the last study in this dissertation which shed light on various forms
of specific and diffuse support by analyzing how autocrats use the Internet and
e-government platforms or a particular style of language to legitimize their rule.

For the concept of repression, Gerschewski (2013, 21) distinguishes between
highly visible, violent acts that target a large number of people or well-known
individuals and less visible forms of coercion such as surveillance, harassment or
the denial of employment and education (Levitsky and Way, 2010, 57). | adopt
these two forms of coercion, yet, | change the slightly misleading names since the
labels high-intensity and low-intensity suggest that these are the end points of the
same underlying concept. Borrowing the names for both forms of repression from
the CIRI Human Rights Data Project (Cingranelli and Richards, 2013), | call the first
form repression of physical integrity rights and the second repression of civil and

political rights.
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One crucial change when transforming the three pillars into the hexagon con-
cerns the two dimensions of cooptation. While it is theoretically compelling to
conceptualize them as formal and informal ways of tying strategic partners to the
regime, | hold that such a clear-cut separation is empirically not feasible since for-
mal and informal institutions® of cooptation are often inseparably fused (lsaacs,
2014). Furthermore, finding valid indicators for measuring informal institutions
is a highly challenging task, particularly for a large number of cases (Helmke and
Levitsky, 2004). Therefore, | propose two different perspectives on cooptation. Fol-
lowing Schmotz (2015, 442), | conceptualize the first form of cooptation as com-
pensation of vulnerability. The multi-level concept of Schmotz defines cooptation
as the capacity of a regime to compensate for various pressure groups (military,
capital, parties, labor, ethnic groups, and landowners) by offering material bene-
fits or institutional inclusion. The second form is cooptation as simulating plural-
ism, typically done by establishing fake multiparty systems and pretending com-
petitiveness. The name is inspired by the explanations of Sartori (2005, 205-206)
on hegemonic party systems in which he illustrates that this tactical simulation of
pluralism in form of toy parliaments and rubber stamp politics is a cunning strat-
egy of cooptation since it gives the elites the feeling that some power is allocated
to them while all power remains in the inner circles of the regime. The third and
fourth study in this dissertation further engage with this strategy of cooptation
and illustrate how some types of autocracies, the so-called hegemonic regimes,
effectively use it in combination with repression of physical integrity rights and
diffuse support of legitimation to prolong their rule.

Another modification refers to theoretical reflections about the interplay of
the institutions of repression, cooptation and legitimation. Gerschewski (2013)
proposes institutional complementarity between the three pillars, a concept which
is adopted from the varieties of capitalism literature and was developed on the ba-

sis of recurring institutional patterns in liberal or coordinated market economies

3Similar to the three pillars (Gerschewski, 2013, 25), the hexagon relies on a rather broad his-
toric institutionalist definition of institutions as behavioral patterns, formal and informal proce-
dures, routines, norms, principles and conventions (Hall and Taylor 1996, 6).
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(Deeg, 2007; Hall and Soskice, 2001). Gerschewski (2013, 29) borrows Deeg’s (2007)
claim that complementarity between institutions presumes only a limited amount

of successful institutional combinations. Based on Deeg’s theory of institutional

clustering as reappearing configurations across a large set of cases, Gerschewski

(2013, 30) expects stable autocracies to cluster around two stable configurations

- the two worlds of autocracies.

As opposed to this, | argue that the concept of institutional complementarity
cannot be simply transferred to the institutional settings of autocracies. Authori-
tarianism is characterized by a highly asymmetric but constant struggle between
pro-regime and anti-regime actors over the power to shape the institutional set-
tings. Ambiguity is an immanent feature of the relationship between authoritarian
institutions (Schedler, 2013). Authoritarian regimes such as Tajikistan* endure de-
spite unstable conditions, pointing to crucial differences between the three pillars’
stability and the hexagon’s persistence. After having managed the stabilization
processes, Gerschewski (2013, 23) suggests that stable autocratic regimes rest
on the three pillars of stability. Yet, the hexagon is not based on this distinction
between process and result since it defines persistence as a regime’s endurance
over time - occasionally under conditions which seem to be rather unstable. In
line with Schedler (2013, 12), | hold that autocratic rulers can never “sit back and
relax” but need to adapt to new challenges and situations. Therefore, | assume
varying institutional relations - be it conflictive, neutral or indeed complementary
- between all the six features of the hexagon. Based on this, the third study of this
dissertation finds more than two configurations of the hexagon which generate

authoritarian persistence.®

“Repeated uprisings in Gorno-Badakhshan keep challenging president Rahmon’s rule. The re-
mote and autonomous region of Tajikistan’s East was a bastion for the opposition already during
the Civil War (1992-1997) and remained a risk factor for the regime ever since.

5The third study also explains how the hexagon is rooted in set theory.
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Outlook: Institutional Change in Persistent Autocracies

Authoritarian regimes have varying abilities to change and adapt to new circum-
stances. The concept of the hexagon accounts for different forms of institutional
change in authoritarian settings. These forms include sudden ruptures which might
even lead to regime change or incremental transformations and steady shifts over
longer periods of time which can help to further strengthen the regime.

The three common theoretical strands of the new institutionalism (rational
choice, historical and sociological institutionalism, Hall and Taylor, 1996) face prob-
lems in explaining institutional change. While most contributions focus on explain-
ing institutional stability, change - if at all - is mainly explained as a result of exoge-
nous ruptures (Mahoney and Thelen, 2010, 4-5). This is also true for Gerschewski’s
(2013) framework of the three pillars of autocratic stability: Following the con-
cept of critical junctures in historical institutionalism, Gerschewski et al. (2012, 13)
show that such junctures start threatening the stability of a regime if one pillar is
facing serious problems which the other pillars cannot compensate. Although this
accounts for consequences of exogenous shocks on autocratic stability, endoge-
nously caused step-by-step transformations and their effects on the stabilization
processes are not taken into consideration.

Reflecting on the issues of explaining institutional change, the literature on
historical institutionalism offers first attempts to incorporate incremental institu-
tional changes into the analysis (Capoccia 2016). Streeck and Thelen (2005) put
forward five different modes of gradual institutional change, called displacement,
layering, drift, conversion and exhaustion. Based on the view that “change and sta-
bility are in fact inextricably linked”, Mahoney and Thelen (2010, 9) further elabo-
rate this theory on steady shifts in institutions. However, these and other contri-
butions are the result of analyzing institutional change in the capitalist systems of
liberal democracies and are only to a limited extend applicable to the context of
authoritarian institutions.

Research on gradual institutional change in authoritarian settings has been

scarce. As one of the few exceptions, Tsai (2006) examines how changing infor-
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mal institutions gradually change formal institutions by looking into the case of
China. Notable is also the contribution of Slater (2010a) who analyzes how incre-
mental institutional change in Indonesia led to significant changes in the structure
of the regime. By closely examining Suharto’s strategies of institutional shaping,
Slater (2010a, 138) reveals that the regime gradually transformed from a military-
dominated regime to a highly personalist one.

The hexagon of authoritarian persistence provides a theoretical framework to
study change in authoritarian institutions and its effects on regime survival. Similar
to the model of the three pillars, the hexagon adopts the historical institutionalist
concept of critical junctures to account for sudden events which create branching
points from which historical development can move onto a new path (Hall and
Taylor, 1996, 10). | follow the definition of Capoccia and Kelemen (2007, 348) of
critical junctures “as relatively short periods of time during which there is a sub-
stantially heightened probability that agents’ choices will affect the outcome of
interest.” Thus, a critical juncture affecting one or several institutions of a regime
can have a de-stabilizing impact - yet, there is also the possibility that the institu-
tional setting of the regime manages to compensate for this shaky moment.

Beside critical junctures as a possible source of abrupt institutional change, the
hexagon is based on the assumption that there are constant adaptation processes
and subtle changes occurring within and between the institutional settings of au-
thoritarian regimes. Gerschewski (2013, 23-25) already hints at these processes by
suggesting not only exogenous but also endogenous and reciprocal mechanisms
in and between the three pillars. But this theory is not taken to its end since Ger-
schewski assumes them to be automatically in a complementarity relationship
with each other in stable authoritarian regimes. This explanation of autocratic sta-
bility comes close to the theoretically appealing concept of self-enforcing path
dependency which is only interruptible by critical junctures. However, as Capoc-
cia and Kelemen (2007, 368) point out, such institutional settings are empirically
rather rare phenomena. In contrast to this, | argue that the above illustrated vary-
ing institutional relations and general institutional uncertainty in authoritarian

regimes encourage gradual institutional change.
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The first impulses for gradual change occur within institutions as the result of
actors bringing in new ideas. There is a burgeoning strand of literature in autocracy
research which engages with these diffusion effects, authoritarian learning and
other international aspects of authoritarianism (Tansey, 2016; Lankina et al., 2016;
Bank and Josua, 2017). Yet, such innovations and external influences are most fre-
quently faced with institutional inertia (Carstensen, 2011; Kornprobst and Senn,
2017). Particularly in authoritarian contexts, the resistance to change is high due
to the ambiguity of institutions and asymmetric power relations. Instead of sud-
den changes, there are incremental adaptation processes, followed by a gradual
change of the institutional setting at large. Over time, these gradual institutional
changes can lead to significant transformations (Mahoney and Thelen, 2010, 3).
Figure 2 illustrates such extreme developments in each of the institutional settings

of the hexagon.
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Figure 2: Extreme Developments of the Hexagon
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Intensively oppressing civil and political rights results in a surveillance state.
Regimes which apply extremely high amounts of hard repression end up in inter-
national isolation, etc. Yet, as argued above, it is not the extreme development
of merely one institutional setting which fosters authoritarian persistence. While
one of these extreme institutionalizations might become a prominent character-
istic of a regime, the second and third study in this dissertation empirically show
that it is the combination of the different forms of repression, cooptation, and
legitimation which keep authoritarian regimes persistent. As further illustrated
in the third study, hegemonic regimes typically simulate pluralism by setting up
non-competitive multiparty systems. However, these rubber stamp politics alone
do not make them resilient. Their core survival strategy is rather to combine this
form of cooptation with an intense repression of civil and political rights and high
amounts of diffuse support of legitimation. The fourth study illuminates, for exam-
ple, how the leaders of hegemonic regimes make use of a surprisingly democratic
style of language to gain legitimacy and rhetorically support the fagade of plural-
ism in the highly authoritarian surroundings of their countries.

This dissertation conceptualizes authoritarian persistence as a regime’s contin-
uance over time. As it has been argued above, this continuance does not automat-
ically imply constant stability and can also be characterized by unstable conditions
and gradual changes. The empirical analyses in this dissertation illustrate the mul-
tifaceted nature of authoritarian persistence and point to several configurations
of the hexagon which stipulate autocratic survival. However, the analyses do not
yet grasp the actual process of gradual change in persistent authoritarian regimes.
Due to data constraints and methodological limitations, they merely reflect the
result of the interplay of several extremely developed institutions as successful
authoritarian survival strategies. Further and more detailed analyses about the
adaptation mechanisms in persistent autocracies are needed. As an outlook for
future research, the conceptualization of the framework of the hexagon in this

section provides the theoretical ground for such analyses.
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Methods and Structure of the Dissertation

One strength of this cumulative dissertation is its multimethod approach. By ap-
plying qualitative techniques, set methods and quantitative text analysis, the four
studies provide crucial insights into authoritarianism from very different angles.
The diversity of methods also helps to cross-validate the results and, more gen-
erally, contributes to plurality in the field. In addition, it is noteworthy to point
out that three out of the four studies make use of highly innovative and cutting-
edge techniques of set methods and quantitative text analysis. The second study
includes a set-theoretic evaluation of theory (Schneider and Wagemann, 2012,
Chapter 11.3). The third study develops new ways of illustrating QCA results. It
also applies Schneider and Rohlfing’s (2013) categorization in typical, most typical,
uniquely covered, and deviant cases. Based on this, it makes detailed suggestions
for fruitful post-QCA case studies. As one of the first contributions which apply
guantitative text mining methods for a larger number of authoritarian regimes,
the last study develops a sophisticated dictionary and transforms the text of 2,074
political speeches into data by using a logit scaling model (Lowe et al., 2011).

The choice of method in each single study was strongly guided by the respec-
tive research question. The first study analyzes how different types of authoritar-
ian regimes use e-government platforms to legitimate their rule. The phenomenon
of autocracies setting up professional websites to propagate efficiency and moder-
nity is relatively new and has hardly been researched so far. While the UN E-govern-
ment survey (UNPACS, 2014) offers first data on the worldwide development of
the countries’ official websites, this index does not account for the crucial dif-
ferences between autocratic and democratic forms of government to make use
of these websites. Qualitatively assessing and comparing the e-government plat-
forms of a limited number of cases facilitates in-depth understandings of the differ-
ent mechanisms in authoritarian regimes before further generalizations are made.
The second and third study provide detailed explanations of why a set-theoretic
approach is most suitable for applying the model of the three pillars and the hexa-

gon of authoritarian persistence. Because both models are based on the assump-
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tion that it is not repression, cooptation or legitimation alone but rather the com-
bined impact of different forms of repression, cooptation, and legitimation which
enables autocratic survival, empirical assessments need to account for these re-
ciprocal effects. The fuzzy-set Qualitative Comparative Analyses of the survival
of electoral regimes (second study) and autocracies in general (third study) are
able to grasp this causal complexity. The fourth study benefits from new quanti-
tative text mining methods and tools which allow to analyze the rapidly growing
amounts of texts and speeches which autocrats make available on their official
websites. Based on this methodological approach, the results of this study high-
light how autocrats of different regime types make strategic use of a democratic
or autocratic style of language.

Figure 3 illustrates the structure of this dissertation and demonstrates how the
four studies are theoretically interlinked. The first study focuses on single aspects
of autocratic legitimation by analyzing a small number of cases. The second and
third study refer to larger amounts of cases and look at how autocratic regimes
combine various forms of legitimation with repression and cooptation to ensure
their survival. In this sense, itis the third study which constitutes the core of the dis-
sertation because it offers the most comprehensive and generalizable perspective
on the various survival strategies of authoritarian regimes. As the ellipse in Figure
3 shows, the last study moves from this general level back to more specific aspects
of cooptation and legitimation. While the quantitative part of the last study still
refers to 22 cases, the qualitative part focuses only on three authoritarian regimes.
As a whole, all the four studies equally contribute to illuminate the many faces of
authoritarian persistence.

Beside the theoretical linkages, Figure 3 summarizes the entire research cycle
of this dissertation and indicates the methodological choice and empirical scope
of each study, as explained above. Similar to Schneider and Rohlfing (2013), | di-
vide this cycle in a pre-QCA, QCA, and post-QCA phase. The in-depth analyses
during the pre-QCA phase of how autocrats use the Internet to legitimate their

rule served in many ways as the basis for the subsequent research and was par-
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ticularly useful for the choice and calibration of the conditions in the subsequent
QCA studies (Schneider and Rohlfing, 2013, 561). Conceptually, it helped me to
better understand the novel ways today’s autocrats use to gain legitimacy. It also
highlighted the importance of including the different forms of specific and diffuse
support of legitimation as conditions for the fsQCA in the second and third study.
Empirically, this exploration enhanced my “external” knowledge about legitima-
tion as a fruitful basis for valid calibrations (Ragin, 73, 2008 and Schneider and
Wagemann, 32, 2012).

The quantitative and qualitative text analyses in the post-QCA phase of this
dissertation follow some of the research suggestions in the third study which are
based on the QCA results. Inspired by the interest in persistent “hegemonic” au-
tocracies as those regimes which combine diffuse legitimation, repression of civil
and political rights, and cooptation as simulating pluralism as their survival strat-
egy (see the QCA solution paths illustrated in Table 3.6), the last study analyzes
the cooptation and legitimation techniques of these regimes in more details. The
guantitative part compares the official rhetoric of hegemonic regimes with the lan-
guage styles used in other regime types. The qualitative part of the fourth study
analyzes Uzbekistan as the most typical case of the hegemonic configuration. How-
ever, while this last study in the dissertation further illuminates the survival mech-
anisms of these regimes, it is merely a first step in the comprehensive post-QCA
case study scheme as proposed by Schneider and Rohlfing (2013). The discussion
of the findings in the third study of this dissertation further explains how future

research could continue these post-QCA explorations.

Summary and Main Findings of the Four Studies

The first study is a reprint from Government Information Quarterly, Vol 33/4,
Seraphine F. Maerz, “The Electronic Face of Authoritarianism: E-Government as a
Tool for Gaining Legitimacy in Competitive and Non-Competitive Regimes,” 727-

735, Copyright (2016), with permission from Elsevier.
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The first study in this dissertation investigates into e-government in autocra-
cies as a seemingly democratic pattern of legitimation which became increasingly
popular during the last decade. The most current data of the UN e-government sur-
vey (2014) show that several autocracies massively expand their online facilities.
Recent studies question the widespread assumptions that such initiatives improve
transparency and foster democratization. They propose the hypothesis that au-
thoritarian regimes set up e-government as a response to globalization pressures
and to demonstrate modernity and legitimacy to the international community.
However, this first study of the dissertation argues that the hypothesis does not
account for the variations of e-government across different types of authoritarian
regimes and suggests a refinement. The qualitative assessment of four post-Soviet
authoritarian regimes points to crucial differences of how e-government is used
to legitimate authoritarianism. While the non-competitive regimes of Turkmen-
istan and Uzbekistan create their web presences primarily for an international au-
dience, the study finds a surprising citizen-responsiveness on the websites of the
competitive regimes of Kazakhstan and Russia. This study proposes a new concept
of e-government in autocracies and illustrates that some type of competitive au-
thoritarian regimes use their websites not only for gaining external legitimacy but
also as an efficient tool for obtaining the support of their people by offering online

services and simulating transparency and participation.

The second study is a reprint from “Zeitschrift fiir vergleichende Politikwis-
senschaft” (Comparative Governance and Politics), Vol 11/2, Carsten Q. Schn-
eider, Seraphine F. Maerz, “Legitimation, Cooptation, and Repression and the
Survival of Electoral Autocracies,” 213-235, Copyright (2017), with permission

from Springer.

The second study in this dissertation analyzes the survival of electoral autocra-
cies. Conceptualizing the “three pillars of stability”, Gerschewski (2013) proposes
legitimation, cooptation and repression as the fundamental principles of lasting

autocratic rule. Recent studies put this so-called WZB model to an empirical test
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and probe the effects these three factors have on regime survival in light of auto-
cratic elections (Lueders et al., 2014). Their finding that the WZB model has only
limited explanatory power in competitive autocracies has sparked a broader de-
bate about the empirical application of the model as such (Kailitz and Tanneberg,
2015; Lueders and Croissant, 2015). The third study of this dissertation, co-authored
with Carsten Q. Schneider, contributes to this debate in several ways: (1) rather
than analyzing each pillar’s effect in isolation, we investigate their combined ef-
fects; (2) rather than assuming causal symmetry, we expect to find different expla-
nations for autocratic stability and breakdown, respectively; (3) by focusing on con-
figurations of pillars, we are in the position to identify distinct types - or “worlds”
(Gerschewski, 2013) - of (un)stable autocracies. Using the data from Lueders et al.
(2014) on elections in hegemonic and competitive authoritarian regimes between
1990 and 2009, we apply fuzzy-set Qualitative Comparative Analysis to empirically
investigate which, if any, combination of the dimensions of legitimation, coopta-
tion, and repression lead to the survival of autocratic regimes and which ones to
their breakdown. Our findings suggest that single pillars in isolation are causally
irrelevant; that the WZB model is, indeed, capable of identifying stable autocracy
types but it does not perform well in identifying the reasons why autocracies break
down; and that the two viable types of autocracies identified by us are meaning-

fully distinguished by their different legitimation strategies.

The third study is currently under review for publication. The full title of the
manuscript is “The Many Faces of Authoritarian Persistence. A Set-Theoretic Per-

spective on the Survival Strategies of Authoritarian Regimes.”

The third study in this dissertation examines how authoritarian regimes com-
bine various strategies of repression, cooptation, and legitimation to remain in
power. In several ways, this study is a continuation of the second study in this dis-
sertation. Thus, it refers not only to electoral regimes but autocracies in general. In
addition, its theoretical framework - the hexagon of authoritarian persistence - is

partly based on Gerschewski’s (2013) three pillars but further develops the theory
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of autocratic survival. The contribution of the study is two-fold: First, | conceptual-
ize the hexagon of authoritarian persistence as a framework to explain how author-
itarian regimes manage to survive. In contrast to the model of the three pillars, the
hexagon can grasp the causal complexity of autocratic survival because it is rooted
in set theory and accounts for asymmetric causal relations, conjunctural causa-
tion, and equifinality. Based on this, it illuminates how authoritarian regimes use
multiple, mutually non-exclusive survival strategies. The second contribution is an
empirical exploration which applies the hexagon and provides a case-orientated
analysis of 62 persistent and non-persistent authoritarian regimes (1991-2010). By
using fuzzy-set Qualitative Comparative Analysis, the findings of this assessment
illustrate five configurations of the hexagon as those combinations of strategies

which facilitate authoritarian survival.

The fourth study was prepared for the APSA Annual Meeting 2017 in San
Francisco and has been submitted to a peer-reviewed journal. The full title is
“Simulating Pluralism: The Language of Democracy in Hegemonic Authoritarian-
ism.”

The last study of this dissertation analyzes the language authoritarian leaders
use to legitimate their rule. It examines the official speeches of autocrats in hege-
monic regimes and compares them to the rhetoric styles of leaders in closed or
competitive regimes and democracies. While recent autocracy research has drawn
most attention to the phenomenon of competitive authoritarianism, the survival
strategies of hegemonic regimes are less explored. Thus, the study focuses on the
simulation of pluralism as a key feature of hegemonic regimes. By installing non-
competitive multiparty systems which merely pretend pluralism, these regimes
maintain a strong grip on power. The study finds that the leaders of hegemonic
regimes use a surprisingly democratic style of language to sustain this facade of
pluralism. The dictionary-based quantitative text analysis of 2,074 speeches of cur-
rent leaders in 22 countries illustrates that compared to other autocracies, hege-

monic regimes over-emphasize the (non-existing) democratic procedures in their
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country to fake a participatory form of government and gain national and inter-
national legitimacy. The subsequent case studies of Uzbekistan, Saudi Arabia, and
Russia further reveal the differences in context and motives for autocrats in hege-
monic, closed, and competitive regimes to use autocratic or democratic styles of

language.

The four studies of this cumulative dissertation are succeeded by some con-
cluding remarks which offer a final summary of the dissertation’s major contribu-
tions, point to some of its constraints, and engage with alternative explanations. In
addition, the conclusion discusses broader implications of the four studies’ find-
ings about authoritarian persistence and suggests several avenues for future re-

search.®

5The concluding remarks are followed by a glossary which provides definitions for a range of key
terms used in this dissertation. The glossary also clarifies that for several terms, the operational-
ization was improved throughout the dissertation because indicators were fruitfully combined or
used in a new way and novel data became available.
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The Electronic Face of Authoritarianism

This study is a reprint from Government Information Quarterly, Vol 33/4, Sera-
phine F. Maerz, “The Electronic Face of Authoritarianism: E-Government as a Tool
for Gaining Legitimacy in Competitive and Non-Competitive Regimes,” 727-735,
Copyright (2016), with permission from Elsevier.!

1.1 The Rise of E-Government in Autocracies

One theoretical merit of the currently reviving field of autocracy research is the re-
integration of legitimation as a crucial factor of autocratic persistence (Gerschew-
ski, 2013). A range of new contributions engage with the different patterns of le-
gitimating authoritarianism (Ahrens et al., 2015; Hoffmann, 2015; Beichelt, 2014;
Grauvogel and von Soest, 2014) and suggest novel cross-national typologies on
autocratic legitimation (Kailitz, 2013).2 This analysis adds to this nascent strand of
literature and examines how e-government is used as a tool for gaining legitimacy
in competitive and non-competitive authoritarian regimes.

Since the early times of the Internet, an ever increasing number of govern-

ments has seized the opportunity of improving the efficiency and transparency of

TAs per this agreement, no modification of the originally published text have been made.

2Autocracy is used here as an umbrella term for all non-democratic regimes, comprising both
the distinctions between authoritarian and (post-)totalitarian made by Linz (2000) and other recent
classifications (Geddes et al., 2014). A regime is a set of formal and informal institutions (Schedler,
2013, 23) and legitimation is understood as the process of legitimating whereas legitimacy refers
to its result (Beichelt, 2014).
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their administrations by setting up e-government platforms. Benefiting from the
rapid diffusion of the new information and communication technologies (ICTs),
they created an “electronic face of government.”® which would help them to en-
gage citizens, provide services and thereby enhance their legitimacy (Chadwick,
2001, 425) Such efforts of promoting citizen participation and interaction are gen-
erally perceived as fundamental elements of democratic politics and until recently,
e-government has been prevalently associated with democracies. However, as
shown by the UN E-Government Development Index for the last decade, the wave
of e-government in democracies has been promptly followed by a second wave
of online initiatives in autocracies. In fact, setting up official websites and invest-
ing in e-government and e-participation became very fashionable in authoritarian
regimes and by now, some of their e-participation platforms even outrun those of
Western liberal democracies (UNPACS, 2014).

Recent contributions on the political impact of ICTs address the massive growth
of e-government in autocracies and challenge the widespread assumptions that
such initiatives improve transparency and the prospects for democratization. In-
depth case studies show that e-government is not a one-way road to e-democracy
(Kardan and Sadeghiani, 2011) and illustrate how authoritarian rulers use ICTs to
consolidate and promote their regime (Johnson et al., 2010; Gobel, 2013).

Other research conduct large-N comparisons and reveal a correlation between
the establishment of e-participation platforms in autocracies and a decrease of
Internet freedom (Linde and Karlsson, 2013) or generally inquire about the differ-
ent political determinants of e-government in democracies and autocracies (Stier,
2015b). Astrom et al. (2012) particularly focus on the rise of e-participation in au-
tocracies. By examining domestic and international factors, their findings indicate
that economic globalization and technological development are the strongest driv-
ing forces for the extensive growth - regardless of the country’s level of democ-
ratization. They argue that in contrast to the domestically driven e-participation

initiatives in democracies, authoritarian regimes respond to global pressures and

3The title of this article is partly inspired by Chadwick (2001).
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set up e-participation platforms to demonstrate modernity and legitimacy to the
international environment.

In light of the current advances in the field of autocracy research, this “legitima-
tion hypothesis” of Astrom et al. (2012, 144) is highly compelling and their study
provide important insights into e-government in autocracies. However, this article
argues that it suffers from a crucial shortcoming: By not distinguishing between
different types of authoritarian regimes and merely applying a measurement of
degree, the proposed generalizations about the driving forces for setting up e-
participation facilities in autocracies are flawed. In drawing a clear line between
competitive and non-competitive authoritarian regimes and illustrating how the
patterns of using e-government and e-participation as a tool for gaining legitimacy
can differ in both regime types, this article offers a more nuanced perspective on
the electronic face of authoritarianism and suggests a refinement of their legitima-
tion hypothesis: The article finds that the examined non-competitive regimes do
set up their e-government platforms first and foremost as a response to external
legitimation pressures. Yet, the modern and technically sophisticated websites of
some competitive authoritarian regimes mainly aim for internal legitimacy by sim-
ulating transparency and participation and offering a significant amount of “real”
services to their citizens.

The article proceeds as follows: After conceptualizing e-government and e-
participation in authoritarian settings (2) and explaining the methodological ap-
proach (3), the core part of the article (4) outlines and discusses the results of the
analysis. The concluding part (5) summarizes the article and offers a brief agenda

for future research.

1.2 Conceptualizing E-Government in Autocracies

The burgeoning literature on e-government and e-participation suggests a ple-
thora of definitions for both terms. Linde and Karlsson define e-government as “all

efforts of governments to use ICTs, particularly the Internet, in order to support
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government operations, engage citizens, and provide government services.” They
specify e-participation as a kind of sub-concept of e-government which “refers to
government initiated efforts to stimulate and increase citizen participation and
interaction with government authorities (which is a fundamental value of demo-
cratic politics) with the support of ICTs.” (Linde and Karlsson, 2013, 269).

These and other definitions exhibit a bias in favor of democracy and do not re-
flect the above mentioned insights into the specific nature of e-government in au-
tocracies. Therefore, this article suggests an adjusted definition of e-government
and e-participation which particularly refers to authoritarian contexts and accounts
for its purpose of legitimating authoritarian rule, as pointed out by Astrém et al.
(2012) and Johnson et al. (2010). While the definition relies on their observa-
tions as well as on some aspects of Linde and Karlsson (2013), it also borrows
from Stier (2015b, 270-271) who puts an emphasis on the economic dimension of
e-government. Thus, the concept of e-government in autocracies is understood
here as all efforts of the regime to use ICTs, especially the Internet, in order to
enhance its legitimacy. Hereby, the regime applies propagandistic language and
symbolism but can also exhibit citizen-responsiveness by offering services, access
to government-related information and possibilities for interaction which enhance
the efficiency, accountability and modernity of the regime and stimulate economic
growth. E-participation in autocracies is seen as a sub-category of e-governmentin
autocracies which offers political inclusion. E-participation in autocracies is gener-
ally expected to be either underdeveloped or as relating to sham or mere routine

interactions.

1.3 Methodology and Operationalization

The post-Soviet region reveals one of the most significant growth rates of e-govern-
ment and e-participation in autocracies during the last decade (UNPACS, 2014;
Astrém et al., 2012). The case selection for this analysis is partly guided by the rise

of e-participation as indicated in the last column of Table 1.1. Thus, out of all post-
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Soviet competitive authoritarian regimes, Kazakhstan and Russia display the high-
est numbers of rank change while Uzbekistan and Turkmenistan are the only post-
Soviet non-competitive authoritarian regimes.* The UN index of e-government
and e-participation does not account for the conceptual differences of the terms
in democratic and authoritarian settings as suggested in this article and the rank-

ing in Table 1.1 should not be misunderstood in terms of democratization levels

or trends.
Country Rank 2003 Rank 2014 Rank Change
Netherlands 8 1 7
France 8 4 4
United Kingdom 1 4 -3
Italy 17 19 -2
Spain 56 19 37
Kazakhstan 69 22 47
Finland 20 24 -4
Germany 15 24 -9
Norway 32 30 2
Russian Federation 91 30 61
Ireland 12 33 -21
Portugal 20 33 -13
Austria 61 40 21
Belgium 37 40 -3
Sweden 12 45 -33
Denmark 20 54 -34
Luxembourg 37 54 -17
Uzbekistan 151 71 80
Azerbaijan 123 77 46
Kyrgyzstan 102 81 21
Switzerland 17 91 -74
Belarus 102 92 10
Tajikistan 151 158 -7
Turkmenistan 123 158 -35

Table 1.1: The Growth of E-Participation in Post-Soviet Authoritarian Regimes Compared
to Western European Democracies, e-participation index (UNPACS, 2014). The selected
cases for the analysis are in bold.

“As opposed to the other three cases, Turkmenistan shows a negative development regard-
ing rank changes. It is nevertheless considered as a case since the analysis inquires about how e-
government is used for legitimating competitive and non-competitive authoritarian regimes rather
than generally explaining the recent growth of e-government in autocracies.
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In their study of e-government websites in Central Asia, Johnson et al. (2010,
21) also warn of misinterpreting e-participation initiatives in authoritarian regimes
and their manipulation of e-government facilities at large as any sign of democra-
tization.

In order to examine the e-government websites of the four cases, the article
applies qualitative content analysis and formulates three analytical categories: (1)
Audience, Style and Purpose, (2) Information and Transparency, (3) Service, In-
teraction and Participation. Each category comprises a range of questions which
guided the analysis of the cases and facilitated their comparison.®> The analysis
sought to select a similar set of official websites in all cases which typically included
a country’s government portal, its e-government platform(s), the president’s web-
sites and occasionally also the capital’s official website. The first page of the web-
sites was generally most relevant for answering the questions in category one.
However, for the other two categories, most websites were analyzed up to three
or more levels deeper.

Overall, this proceeding broadly follows Johnson and Kolko’s (2010) fruitful
suggestions regarding methods and operationalization - yet, their categories and
guestions were mostly reformulated and adapted to the specific interest of this ar-
ticle in how authoritarian regimes use e-government as a tool for legitimizing their
rule. Furthermore, in contrast to Johnson and Kolko’s long-term observation (2004-
2008), this article refers only to the captures of official websites in December 2015.
Johnson and Kolko illustrate the major characteristics of e-government in autoc-
racies by examining the development of national- and city-level e-government
websites in Kyrgyzstan, Kazakhstan and Uzbekistan. Their findings on how some
type of authoritarian regimes make use of ICTs to respond to international le-
gitimation pressures are in line with the mentioned legitimation hypothesis of
Astrom et al. (2012) and their thorough analysis can be considered as a seminal
work on e-government in authoritarian regimes. Yet, their period of examination

lasts only until 2008 and therefore does not account for the recent explosion of e-

5See Appendix A for the guiding questions used in each category.
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government initiatives in post-Soviet regimes (UNPACS, 2014). In addition, it does
not grasp the changing patterns of legitimation to be observed in some types of
authoritarian regimes which became known as competitive or electoral regimes
(Levitsky and Way, 2010; Schedler, 2006). Therefore, this article recognizes the
need for updating their results and offers a more current and nuanced analysis
of e-government in authoritarian regimes by accounting for recent developments
and distinguishing between competitive and non-competitive regimes.

This article follows Levitsky and Way’s (2010) definition of competitive author-
itarian regimes.® For operationalizing the concept of competitiveness, the analy-
sis applies Hyde and Marinov’s data set which examines national elections across
democracy and autocracy (NELDA). By defining minimal conditions for electoral
competition,” the data set draws a clear borderline between competitive and non-
competitive regimes and thereby sidesteps many of the measurement problems
detected in the literature on competitive regimes (Hyde and Marinov, 2012). The
threshold between competitive authoritarian regimes and democracies is deter-
mined by the minimal and procedural definition of democracy applied in the data
set of Geddes et al. (2014). These two data sets used for categorizing Russia and
Kazakhstan as competitive and Turkmenistan and Uzbekistan as non-competitive
regimes cover only the years until 2010 (Geddes et al.) and 2012 (NELDA). Yet, this
classification is still valid in 2015 since these regimes did not undergo any signifi-
cant changes (Anceschi, 2015) or, if there were some shifts toward a more authori-
tarian rule such as in the case of Russia, the regime is still perceived as competitive

in the current literature (von Soest, 2015).

8Levitsky and Way (2010, 5) define competitive authoritarianism as “civilian regimes in which
formal democratic institutions exist and are widely used as the primary means of gaining power,
but in which incumbents’ abuse of the state places them at a significant advantage vis-a-vis their
opponents. Such regimes are competitive, in that opposition parties use democratic institutions
to contest seriously for power, but they are not democratic, as the playing field is heavily skewed
in favor of incumbents. Competition is thus real but unfair.”

"This minimal definition of competitiveness is guided by three questions: Was opposition al-
lowed? Was more than one party legal? Was there a choice of candidates on the ballot? (Hyde
and Marinov, 2012, 194).
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1.4 Results and Discussion

This section is divided into two parts: The first outlines major findings for each of
the four cases and occasionally juxtaposes country pairs. The second part further
compares these findings on a cross-country basis, generally discusses their scope

of relevance and engages with alternative explanations.

1.4.1 E-Government in Non-Competitive Regimes
Turkmenistan

Although the highly authoritarian and still rather isolated® country of Turkmen-
istan is not performing well in terms of its UN e-government rating (UNPACS, 2014),
the regime does invest in its online appearance and is currently maintaining sev-
eral official websites, which are regularly updated. This article examines “Turkmen-
istan - the Golden Age” (TUR, 2015) as the country’s web presence which comes
closest to the concept of e-government in autocracies and additionally studies the
websites of the Turkmen News Agency (TDH, 2015) and the Ministry of Foreign Af-
fairs (MFA, 2015). Furthermore, the website of Turkmenistan’s capital (Ashgabat,
2015) was included in the analysis.®

Many of Johnson and Kolko’s (2010) findings about the early usage of ICTs in
Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan and Uzbekistan during 2004-2008 are similar to this arti-
cle’s observations on how the Turkmen regime uses the Internet. Thus, all official
websites lag behind in terms of professionalism and technical sophistication. None
of them provides any interactive function which goes beyond the search function.
The layout of the websites is poorly done, information is not well arranged and
in many cases, announced sections turn out to be empty. The principal language
of all websites is Russian - yet, Turkmen and English translations are available and

more or less up-to-date with the Russian content, although the English version is

8Since the death of Turkmenistan’s former president Niyazov in 2006, the current president
Berdymukhammedov has been only gradually abandoning the isolationist thrust of his predecessor
(Anceschi, 2010).

°In order to prevent asymmetric data bodies, the analysis considered the website of a country’s
capital as an additional source when e-government was comparatively less developed.



CEU eTD Collection

1. The Electronic Face of Authoritarianism 35

often of poor quality. Generally, the websites provide only a minimum amount
of information about the government and make heavy use of propagandistic lan-
guage, praising the achievements of the regime and its president. The ideological
texts promoting the apparent modernity of the country and its “peaceful neutral-
ity” are richly decorated with national symbols and pictures of nationalistic, folk-
loric festivities or international events, showing the Turkmen president meeting
representatives from other countries. The mission statements clearly address an
international audience. The flag counter on the government’s website also shows
that most of its visitors do indeed come from Russia (TUR, 2015).

Overall, it is rather obvious that none of these websites offer any significant
service to Turkmen citizens and that they are clearly different from the notion of
e-government in democratic settings or from the recent realizations of the concept
in some competitive regimes. The comparatively low percentage of the Turkmen
people having access to the Internet (9,6 percent in 2013, cf. Figure 1.1 in this ar-
ticle) further strengthens this assumption and shows that Turkmenistan’s usage
of the new ICTs is a typical case of the “legitimation hypothesis” as proposed by
Astrom et al. (2012): The non-competitive authoritarian regime sets up official
websites as a response to globalization pressures and aims at increasing its legiti-
macy in the international community by creating an electronic face of the regime
which is supposed to reflect “responsiveness, impartiality, frankness and quality”

(TUR, 2015) - yet, the websites reveal to be mere Potemkin portals.
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Figure 1.1: Percentage of Individuals Using the Internet, ITU (2015).
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Uzbekistan

Of all the four examined cases, Uzbekistan’s e-government environment turns out
to be the most vibrant and puzzling case. Generally, the non-competitive author-
itarian regime is known for its static, paternalistic and centralized organization
of political and socio-economic life (Frye, 2010). This is why the diversity of the
regime’s official web presences is rather surprising: The analysis of the Uzbek e-
government platform (UZ, 2015), its Single Portal for Interactive State Services
(SPISS, 2015), a beta-version of a new portal to be launched soon (UZbeta, 2015),
the website of the president’s press service (Karimov, 2015) and the online envi-
ronment of the capital (Tashkent, 2015) revealed that the official sites highly differ
in terms of content, degree of informatization, quality, professionalism and style.

Long-running Uzbek president Islam Karimov repeatedly demonstrated his str-
ong grip to power throughout the last two decades and enforced a very personalis-
tic rule of the regime (Ambrosio, 2015). However, the simplistic, not very modern
and slowly working website of the president’s press service is rather underwhelm-
ing, particularly when compared to the impressive web presences of the Kazakh
or Russian president. Yet, also in light of Uzbekistan’s other official websites, these
poorly maintained pages stick out as old-fashioned. Similar to the Turkmen web-
sites, they do not offer any interactive functions, make use of propagandistic lan-
guage and provide merely selected information about the current activities and
achievements of president Karimov, described here as “the hero of Uzbekistan”
(Karimov, 2015). Noteworthy is also that this website is not serviced by any of the
local IT companies overseeing the operations of Uzbekistan’s other official web
presences and strangely, the website is not even linked to these sites. One can
only assume that this might be a vague indicator of the regime’s early arrange-
ments for a post-Karimov survival.

Contrarily to this, the Uzbek e-government platform is heavily linked to the cor-
responding interactive portal as well as to the so-called open-data platform and
a range of other official and semi-official websites (UZ, 2015). At first glance, the

Uzbek e-government environment appears remarkably professional and service-
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orientated. The government website is regularly updated in four different lan-
guages (Uzbek, Russian, Karakalpak and English) and offers two Uzbek versions
(Cyrillic or Latin alphabet). The interactive portal claims to provide basic admin-
istrative and consular services and prominently announces the option of submit-
ting “appeals to state authority” (SPISS, 2015). The government platform is an un-
expectedly rich source of information which posts job vacancies and links to the
regime’s social media accounts or a forum (all in Russian). Comprehensive tech-
nical assistance and detailed contact information further increase the services
of these websites which were mostly set up in 2015 - a year which saw many
new laws and regulations on e-government in Uzbekistan (Lex.uz, 2015). Consid-
ering these and other recent changes, it seems that the Uzbek regime follows the
trend of being responsive and offering “real” services and even the prospect of
e-participation to its citizens as to be observed in Kazakhstan or Russia.

At the second glance, however, the Uzbek e-government websites reveal to be
hollow imitations of the online platforms set up by its northern neighbors. As per a
report published on the beta-version of the new platform to be launched in 2016,
the development of e-government in Uzbekistan is guided by the criteria of the
UN e-government index and aims at gaining a high score during the assessment in
2016: “To improve Uzbekistan’s rating by the 2016, first thing is to compile list of
6 state organs services which are assessed by UN [sic!]. (...) The next is perfecting
and modernizing the state organs’ web sites based on the assessing criteria and re-
guirements made by UN.” (UZbeta Report, 2015). Indeed, many of the websites’
sections do make the impression of being set up to promptly convince the UN
committee and impress an international audience rather than offering de facto
services to the Uzbek population. The beta-version of the new platform drops a

”n u

variety of buzzwords such as “transparent dialogue,” “efficiency” or “full informa-
tion” and remarkably states that “the first objective of Uzbekistan’s foreign pol-
icy is building a democratic society” (UZbeta, 2015). Although these and other
keywords and phrases are not so prominently used on the current websites, the

interactive portal announces functions such as the evaluation and discussion of
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“pending legislation.” Yet, hardly any of the 408 uploaded legislative texts'® since
January 2015 had been commented on by more than a handful of users - in fact,
most “drafts” received 0 comments throughout the two-week period of open dis-
cussion (SPISS, 2015). The hurdle of the registration process, which requires de-
tailed personal information of potential users or the terms of use of the interac-
tive portal which threaten with legal consequences in case of false denunciations,
might cause this lack of participation. Yet, another reason could also be that these
and other functions are not set up to reach out to Uzbek citizens but rather follow
the guidelines of the UN e-government development committee.

The statistics and counting functions given on the websites further support the
assumption about the actual audience of the platform: The current interactive por-
tal, launched in 2013, has an average number of 70 000 visitors each month (SPISS,
2015). Given that nearly 40 percent of Uzbekistan’s 30 million inhabitants have ac-
cess to the Internet (see Figure 1.1 in this article), this is a rather small amount of
users and indicates that the regime’s e-government facilities are not broadly used
by the Uzbek population. Furthermore, on close inspection, the informatization of
the government portal is either comparatively narrow or simply implausible. The
section “government” contains abstract text-book like descriptions of various offi-
cial posts rather than giving concrete details about any of the persons in office. Yet,
strangely, the section on state bodies provides a name index on several hundred
officials and business men, indicates their detailed contact information and even
specifies day and hour of reception (UZ, 2015). Offering to the entire Uzbek popula-
tion the option to visit the office hours of Azimov Rustam Sodikovich, Uzbekistan’s
First Deputy Prime Minister and Minister of Finance, might evoke the spirit of di-
alogue and democracy in some people’s mind - yet, indicating public office hours
of a comparably high-ranking official on the e-government sites of a democratic
country with a similar amount of population would surely provoke highly chaotic
situations in the government’s buildings. Other dubious information concern the

results of online surveys published on the interactive platforms. In one of these

°The legislative texts are only uploaded in Russian, not in Uzbek or Karakalpak.
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surveys, users “voted” for their favorite service used on the platform. Refilling a
Visa card via the platform’s payment system is currently the top service, chosen
by just a little more than 5 000 people (SPISS, 2015).

In summary, these and other examples of the official Uzbek websites show
that the regime has a rather ambivalent web presence. The mixed appearance
is further increased by the different IT companies maintaining the sites. Further-
more, most of the platforms are obviously work in progress. Although the newly
established Ministry for Development of Information Technologies and Commu-
nications (MITC, 2015) seems to be in charge of the current redevelopments and
modernization, the organization of the regime’s Internet presence appears scat-
tered and not very well coordinated. The user statistics clearly illustrate that the
Uzbek e-government portals are not widely used yet - however, this can change in
the near future. It remains to be seen whether and how the regime will enhance
its online services and how it will use the facilities in the country for its advantage.
Yet, for now the platforms do not qualify as mostly citizen-orientated services but
rather as a tool for gaining international recognition by pretending to have a re-

sponsive and transparent style of e-government.

1.4.2 E-Government in Competitive Regimes
Kazakhstan

The similarities and differences between the Uzbek and Kazakh pathways since the
countries’ independence have been frequently pointed out (Ahrens et al., 2015;
McGlinchey, 2011; Rustemova, 2011; Adams and Rustemova, 2009; Jones Luong
and Weinthal, 2002). Factors such as the Soviet and other historic legacies, natu-
ral resources, the organization of the economy, leadership style, informal politics
and different patterns of legitimation are also reflected in the appearance of both
regimes’ official websites. Since this article explores e-government in competitive
and non-competitive regimes, it is particularly interested in comparing the web
presences of the neighboring countries which reveal many parallels but are two

authoritarian regimes of a different kind.
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When looking at the welcome page of both countries’ government portal (UZ,
2015; KZ, 2015), one aspect is immediately eye-catching: Instead of prominently
displaying pictures of the president as done on the Uzbek portal, the Kazakh page
- offered in Kazakh, Russian or English - shows a discrete photo gallery of its prime
minister, Karim Massimov, meeting international representatives. While it is diffi-
cult to find even the name of the current prime minister on the Uzbek pages, the
Kazakh version provides a “government” section which contains names, a picture
and a short biography of all ministers. A central topic on the Kazakh page is the
propagation of the ideological state program “Kazakhstan 2050.”" Yet, generally,
the style of the Kazakh page is simple and modern, information is well-arranged
and the site is not as overloaded as its Uzbek counterpart. In other words, interac-
tive functions are not flamboyantly announced but simply offered: The link “blogs
of government” directs to a separate page on which users can address questions
and appeals to high-ranking officials. The page counts over 300 000 received in-
quiries and in contrast to the Uzbek version, all posts are re-callable and also avail-
able for non-registered users. While some of the questions seem to remain unac-
knowledged, others are personally answered by the respective officials with more
or less details.

The e-government platforms of Uzbekistan and Kazakhstan seem very similar
when compared in terms of layout and presentation. However, there are at least
three crucial differences: First, the Kazakh mission statement claims the purpose
of its e-government platforms to be the fulfillment of its citizens” demands and
promotes Kazakhstan as a “state for people” (Egov.kz, 2015). Although the propa-
gandistic nature of these phrases is evident, it is clearly different from the Uzbek
statement which does not even mention the word “citizen” (SPISS, 2015). Second,
the statistics provided by a service on the Kazakh platform show that these sites
are frequented each month by around 1.2 million users and over 16 million visi-
tors. Furthermore, the site was ranked 21 of the most frequently visited websites

in Kazakhstan on the day of capturing for this analysis (Zero, 2015). This article is

"Kudaibergenova (2015) offers a detailed analysis of this program and illustrates how it is used
by the regime for legitimating its rule.



CEU eTD Collection

1. The Electronic Face of Authoritarianism 41

aware of the issues and reliability problems which can occur when relying on data
provided by authoritarian states (Roller, 2013). Nevertheless, these numbers are
in stark contrast to the user statistics of the Uzbek site, as mentioned above. As
Figure 1.1in this article shows, the percentage of the people using the Internet has
been recently higher in Kazakhstan than in Uzbekistan - yet, the latter has a more
numerous population and this comparatively little difference alone cannot explain
the significantly fewer users of the Uzbek portal. A third distinction between both
regimes’ e-government facilities concerns the provided services. While the Uzbek
portal proudly claims to offer already 257 services (UZ, 2015), many of the service
sections reveal only little information and transparency about the actual proce-
dure and some sections turn out to be not much more than empty shells (e.g.
“Sports and Culture,” SPISS, 2015). As opposed to this, the Kazakh site provides a
detailed information sheet about each single service which includes specifications
about fees, length of process, service delivery location and others. Furthermore,
the site offers training videos and virtual assistance for most services and the op-
tion to check the status of the processed documents. It goes beyond the scope
of this article to further compare and assess the efficiency and impact of the pro-
vided services on both platforms, yet, the discussed examples show that the offi-
cial websites of Kazakhstan offer plausible possibilities for interaction and a higher
degree of transparency as well as informatization. Furthermore, the websites pri-
marily address Kazakh citizens of whom a large part seems to make regular use
of the government’s services. The Kazakh regime is currently rebuilding its online
environment and promotes a new and impressively modern site on “open govern-
ment” (Open Government KZ, 2015). Here, an even larger amount of information,
transparency and services such as open petitions and the assessment of govern-
ment agencies’ activities are annunciated to come in 2016 but none of the services
has been enacted yet.

Although there are qualitative differences between the Uzbek and Kazakh e-
government facilities, Kazakhstan’s current web presence is still revealing an elec-

tronic face of authoritarianism. In other words, the regime’s efforts of providing
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substantial services to its citizens should not be mistaken as a sign of democratiza-
tion but rather as the regime’s attempts of increasing the support of its population
and hence, gaining internal legitimacy. Based on the twofold concept by Easton
(1965), specific support of legitimacy refers to concrete fulfillment of citizens’ de-
mands such as a good socio-economic performance or, in this case, efficient ad-
ministrative procedures offered via the Internet which decrease bureaucracy and
foster economic growth. The other component is diffuse support, gained by the
charisma of a leader, nationalistic and traditional claims and ideologies. In the con-
text of the Kazakh e-government environment, the official and private websites
of president Nursultan Nazarbayev (Akorda, 2015; Nazarbayev, 2015) are clearly
sources of diffuse support: In contrast to the neutral and technocratic style of the
Kazakh e-government portal, they intensively propagate the president’s achieve-
ments and personality by using glaring pictures, national symbols and hortative
language. Taken together, these sources of specific and diffuse support belie the
illiberal nature of the regime and aim at making the population believe in its legit-

imacy.

Russia

Compared to Kazakhstan’s categorization as competitive regime - which is a rather
ambiguous borderline case that could also pass as non-competitive, depending
on the applied criteria - Russia exhibits several of the seemingly democratic insti-
tutions and typical features of competitive or hybrid regimes (Levitsky and Way,
2010). Thisis also true for the country’s official websites: As opposed to the Central
Asian versions of e-government, Russia’s online portals and interactive platforms
(RU, 2015; Kremlin, 2015; Gosuslugi, 2015; Open Government Russia, 2015) re-
veal a stunning presentational professionalism. They seem, in the first instance at
least, very similar to e-government facilities in democracies. Furthermore, Russia’s
recent expansion and modernization of its e-government environment goes par-
allel with some of the current developments in democratic contexts. For example,

the Russian websites display an increased sensitivity in terms of data security and
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protection, something which is barely discussed on the websites of the examined
Central Asian cases. Thus, the site of the Kremlin contains a detailed statement
on how it deals with personal data of users (Kremlin, 2015), the e-government
platform gives instructions on how to ensure security in the Internet and on the
platform and the government portal has a Creative Commons license. A detailed
comparative analysis of Russia’s websites and a democratic e-government envi-
ronment is needed to make any profound judgment on whether the broad range
of services and functions of the Russian e-government come up to the standards
of official websites in democracies. Yet, in this article it is important to note that
these services are offered to citizens, legal entities and business organizations and
thereby clearly aimed at a national audience.

Related to this are the strategies of dealing with user statistics and transla-
tions into other languages. The Russian government sees no need to install tools
for counting users and visitors of its official websites as it is done by the Central
Asian regimes to prove their relevance in the international arena. In contrast to
the e-government websites of Kazakhstan, Uzbekistan or Turkmenistan, Russia’s
e-government portal provides only narrow versions in other languages than Rus-
sian - the English, French and German translations are significantly shortened and
offer solely consular services, which further indicates that the portal is mainly set
up for and used by Russian citizens.

Although the Russian government puts effort in making a possibly democratic
impression on the Internet and its websites reveal a comparatively high degree of
informatization, they also show some of the typical characteristics of e-govern-
ment in autocratic settings. The “open government” website, for instance, an-
nounces several possibilities for political engagement and participation, but such
initiatives seem - if at all - only superficially implemented (Open Government Rus-
sia, 2015). In 2013, Russia recalled its membership in the Open Government Part-
nership (OGP), an international collaboration which is committed to more trans-
parent and accountable governments (OGP, 2015). While the regime did not clearly

communicate the reasons for its withdrawal, it has been assumed that the OGP’s
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commitments to transparency were not in line with Russia’s strategies of deal-
ing with the Internet. Instead, the regime launched its own version of an “open
government” platform, allowing for a more controllable solution (Howard, 2013;
Open Government Russia, 2015).

The quality and range of services and information on the Russian e-government
pages are more capacious than those of the Kazakh, Uzbek and particularly of the
Turkmen websites. Nevertheless, it is rather evident that Russia’s online platforms
serve in many ways as a model for the Central Asian regimes. The terminology and
structure applied on the Uzbek interactive portal resembles the e-government fa-
cilities of Russia (SPISS, 2015; Gosuslugi, 2015). The Kazakh government portal
is strikingly similar to the structure, color and layout of the Russian portal (KZ,
2015; RU, 2015). The not yet fully maintained “open government” platform of the
Kazakh regime matches the layout of Russia’s new e-government portal - currently
available as beta version (Gosuslugibeta, 2015). There are further similarities in
form and content, particularly when it comes down to the rather biased news re-
porting on the government portal, centering on the accomplishments of Prime
Minister Medvedev (RU, 2015), or other issues in terms of limited transparency.
These characteristics of the websites show that Russia’s e-government facilities
are similar to the Kazakh counterparts and serve the purpose of alluring the pop-
ulation by providing efficient services and simulating an openness and degree of

participation which are de facto non-existent.

1.4.3 Comparing and Discussing Major Findings

Table 1.2 provides an overview of the most important findings when comparing
the performance of e-government in Turkmenistan, Uzbekistan, Kazakhstan and
Russia as cases of competitive and non-competitive regimes.

Although there are crucial differences between Turkmenistan’s rather under-
developed official websites which barely resemble e-government and Uzbekistan’s
newly launched and technologically sophisticated platforms, both sets of websites

mainly address an international audience and do not broadly engage with their cit-
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izens. Similar to the Turkmen websites, the texts on the Uzbek portals portray the
government as modern by making rather implausible claims of accountability and
responsiveness - however, none of the online facilities provide any substantial evi-
dence for these claims. In contrast to Turkmenistan, the Uzbek regime puts visible
efforts in developing websites which make the impression of offering numerous
citizen-centric services and possibilities for interaction. Yet, many of the services
are not enacted and the online platforms are generally not much frequented by
the population of which a majority is still not using the Internet. The websites of
both countries are overloaded with pictures, symbols and, in the Uzbek case, fancy
icons or functions which further emphasize the regimes’ attempts of appearing “at
their best” in the international arena.

As opposed to the Turkmen and Uzbek official websites, Kazakhstan’s and Rus-
sia’s e-government facilities do indeed offer a broad range of services, which seem
widely used by the population. Some of the Kazakh and Russian official web pages
also speak to the international community by trying to make a possibly modern
and “open” impression, yet, the preceding sections elucidated that the core part
of their e-government environment addresses a national audience. Further sim-
ilarities of the Kazakh and Russian regimes’ online facilities concern the style of
the presidents’ official and private websites (Kremlin, 2015; Putin, 2015; Akorda,
2015; Nazarbayev, 2015). While the e-government portals of Kazakhstan and Rus-
sia follow a neutral, professional and simplistic design, the elaborate pages of the
presidents are set up to gain diffuse support within the population by emphasizing
the leaders’ virtues and successes.' Vladimir Putin’s websites, for example, offer
selected reporting about his activities and successes, blended with the propaga-
tion of a range of animal welfare projects in which he plays a prominent role by
saving endangered species. Both websites are linked to those projects which pro-
vide for videos of Putin in the wilderness, tracing an Amur tiger or Beluga whale

for veterinary examination. Yet, setting up websites of the head of government

2The Uzbek and Turkmen regime have either none (Turkmenistan) or only a poorly maintained
website of the president (Uzbekistan) and propagate their leaders’ strength on the government
portals instead.
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for gaining diffuse support in the population is not a distinct characteristic of au-
tocracies, as the website of the German chancellor Angela Merkel shows. While
Putin is portrayed as a strong and masculine leader without fear, Merkel’s web-
site illustrates her as a caring housewife who grows vegetables in her garden and
preferably cooks roulades with potato soup (Merkel, 2015).

This points to obtrusive similarities between e-government in autocracies and
democracies. However, the decisive difference is that while some autocratic reg-
imes such as Kazakhstan and Russia maintain highly professional and service-orien-
tated websites, their electronic faces do not aim for more transparency or democ-
ratization. Offering efficient web services to the population is one of their strate-
gies for gaining internal legitimacy since these regimes allow for competitive elec-
tions and therefore face an increased amount of internal legitimation pressures.

How far can this reformulation of the “legitimation hypothesis” travel? In other
words, do competitive authoritarian regimes in general use their e-government
platforms to respond to increased internal legitimation pressures? When taking
a look at Singapore or Malaysia as other autocracies which stick out in terms of
their highly modern and well-developed e-government services, one finds confir-
mation for this assumption since these regimes are indeed categorized as competi-
tive. Yet, other competitive regimes with less economic growth and a low diffusion
of the Internet such as Tajikistan do rather compare to the poorly developed e-
government of Turkmenistan. Furthermore, Bahrain, Saudi Arabia and the United
Arab Emirates - all non-competitive regimes which are rich in natural resources -
rival with the high-ranking competitive autocracies in terms of their e-government
and e-participation index (UNPACS, 2014). However, as the case of Uzbekistan
highlights, these rankings can be misleading since a good performance in the UN
e-participation index does not automatically mean that the official websites reach
out for the country’s population by offering actual services. Overall, these exam-
ples show that further research is needed before the reformulated “legitimation

hypothesis” can be expanded beyond the cases studied in this article.
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Another question is whether the variation of e-government performance in
autocracies as illustrated in this article could also be explained by other domestic
factors than the increased internal legitimation pressures in competitive author-
itarian regimes. Stier (2015b), for example, illuminates in his study on political
determinants of e-government performance in democracies and autocracies that
government capacity or effectiveness becomes increasingly important in this re-
gard. Indeed, the 2014 Worldwide Governance Indicator for government effective-
ness resembles the described alteration in this article, ranking from a rather weak
performance in the case of Turkmenistan and Uzbekistan to better results for Kaza-
khstan and Russia (WGI, 2014). Apart from this, the above mentioned indicator for
Internet diffusion mirrors the varying e-government performance even better (cf.
Table 1.1). However, while these alternative variables can predict the degree of
e-government maturation in the examined cases to some extent, the variable of
regime type importantly illuminates the different kind of legitimation mechanisms
in non-competitive and competitive autocracies which result in a differing usage

of e-government, as described in this article.

1.5 Conclusion

This article inquired about how different types of authoritarian regimes use e-
government to legitimate their rule. It illustrated that Turkmenistan, a non-comp-
etitive autocracy with a comparatively low percentage of Internet diffusion, uses
its official websites mainly for demonstrating legitimacy to the international com-
munity. It was further demonstrated that the e-government facilities in non-comp-
etitive Uzbekistan also rather address an international audience than offering sub-
stantial services to the broad Uzbek population - although this might change in
the near future since the regime is currently refurbishing its online environment
to a large extent. However, in contrast to these two cases the article showed how
the competitive regimes of Kazakhstan and Russia significantly enhanced their e-

government platforms and use them as efficient tools for gaining internal legiti-
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macy. By facilitating administrative services via the Internet, decreasing bureaucra-
tization and pretending to increase transparency as well as citizens’ engagement,
these regimes aim at generating the support of their people.

In summary, this article argued that e-government in autocracies is not only de-
termined by economic globalization and international pressures for demonstrat-
ing modernity and legitimacy but is also increasingly driven by internal legitima-
tion pressures. This new pattern of stimulating the support of the people has been
observed in some competitive regimes - yet, in light of the growing technologi-
cal diffusion and the dynamics of the e-government development in autocracies,
it can be expected that more and more non-competitive regimes will follow this
trend. As an agenda for future research, this article points to the need for more
contextualized and qualitative analyses which assess the implications of this grad-
ual shift. In addition, it would be fruitful to further analyze the varying causal mech-
anisms and effects of using e-government in authoritarian settings by referring to
a larger set of cases. These and other inquiries about the differences between the
drivers of e-government in autocracies and democracies will shed light on how

authoritarian regimes manipulate e-government for stabilizing their rule.
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The Survival of Electoral Autocracies

This study is a reprint from “Zeitschrift fir vergleichende Politikwissenschaft” (Com-
parative Governance and Politics), Vol 11/2, Carsten Q. Schneider, Seraphine F.
Maerz, “Legitimation, Cooptation, and Repression and the Survival of Electoral

Autocracies,” 213-235, Copyright (2017), with permission from Springer."

2.1 Introduction

Legitimation, cooptation, and repression have been proposed as basic principles
of authoritarian stability in the currently reviving field of autocracy research. These
“three pillars of stability,” conceptualized at the WZB in Berlin by Gerschewski
(2013) and his colleagues (Gerschewski et al., 2012), are claimed to be observ-
able in all types of autocracies.? What differs between autocracies is the degree
of institutionalization and actual use of these strategies. This in turn, so the claim,
affects the longevity of a particular regime.

In a recent study, Lueders et al. (2014) test the WZB model in the context of
autocratic elections and come to the controversially debated conclusion that the
model cannot explain electoral outcomes in competitive authoritarian regimes.
This paper follows up on the questions about the empirical application and ex-
planatory power of the WZB model. While the regression analysis of Lueders et al.

(2014) examines each pillar in isolation, we argue that any empirical analysis of

TAs per this agreement, no modification of the originally published text have been made. See
Appendix B for co-authorship statement.
2We use the terms autocracy and authoritarian regime interchangeably.
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the model needs to test for the combined effects of the pillars. We further hold
that the reasons for autocrats losing elections need to be separately investigated
from the reasons of why autocrats do not lose elections. By taking the data from
Lueders et al. (2014) on elections in competitive and hegemonic autocracies from
1990 to 2009, we conduct a fuzzy-set Qualitative Comparative Analysis (QCA). We
thereby look at the six dimensions of the WZB model (each pillar has two dimen-
sions: specific and diffuse support of legitimation, formal and informal cooptation,
hard and soft repression, cf. Gerschewski 2013, 18-23) as the conditions for the
outcome electoral defeat and no electoral defeat, respectively.

Our analyses reveal the following. First, it is not any single pillar that explains
autocratic stability but only combinations of them. Second, the WZB model per-
forms relatively well in explaining the survival of autocracies. It seems to be an in-
adequate framework for identifying the reasons for why autocrats lose elections,
though. Third, we identify two stable autocracy types which partially overlap with
Gerschewski’s (2013) “two worlds of autocracies.” Fourth, our findings suggest
that legitimation matters for the stability of authoritarian regimes - yet, the two
types of stable autocracies apply different strategies of gaining legitimacy.

We proceed as follows: In section 2.2, we provide a selective summary of the
current debate on the WZB model, spell out the gaps of this debate and illustrate
how the use of fuzzy-set Qualitative Comparative Analysis is adequate for filling
these gaps. After explaining our empirical strategy (section 2.3), we present (sec-
tion 2.4) and discuss (section 2.5) our findings. Section 2.6 summarizes the results

and spells out avenues for further research on the stability of autocracies.

2.2 Filling the Gaps

Lueders et al.’s (2014) regression analysis of 265 elections in 68 hegemonic and
competitive authoritarian regimes between 1990 and 2009 suggests that the WZB
model cannot explain the electoral outcomes in competitive authoritarian regimes.

In hegemonic regimes, however, it seems that cooptation and hard repression
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make electoral defeat less likely, whereas soft repression increases the probabil-
ity of autocrats losing elections. Interestingly, in their analysis legitimation turns
out to have no statistically significant effect. This finding runs counter to what
the WZB model is often praised for: the reintegration of legitimation as a crucial
aspect of autocratic stability (Ahrens et al., 2015; Hoffmann, 2015; Kailitz, 2013).
Essentially, all these conclusions are based on testing the statistical significance
level of each pillar in isolation in a multivariate regression model with partially
non-independent cases and a skewed dichotomous dependent variable.

The analyses of the WZB model are pushed forward by critical comments by
Kailitz and Tanneberg (2015) and replies by Lueders and Croissant (2015). Their dis-
cussions raise various important issues. For instance, they disagree on whether or
not the WZB model claims to universally apply to all forms of autocracy and, if so,
whether or not it can be tested by only looking at the specific subsets of competi-
tive and hegemonic (but not closed) autocracies. They also discuss the importance
of the effect size rather than only statistical significance of each pillar in isolation.
Furthermore, the operationalization of cooptation is critically debated.

While the exchange between Kailitz and Tanneberg (2015) and Lueders et al.
(2014); Lueders and Croissant (2015) is highly fruitful for progressing the study of
autocracies, several issues are left untouched. First, all authors apparently concur
that the estimation of the effects of the three pillars in isolation is in line with
the gist of the WZB model. Second, all authors seem to agree that there is no dif-
ference in explaining the survival and the non-survival of autocracies. Kailitz and
Tanneberg (2015, 76) do hint at the possibility that autocratic breakdown follows
a different logic and dynamic than its survival when they point out that the very
fact that elections are held which the autocrat might lose indicates that the three
pillars have already stopped working. They do not, however, bring this idea to its
logical end, namely, to perform separate analyses of the survival and the break-
down of autocracy and to expect the WZB model to only perform well with the
former outcome and not with the latter. Third, by focusing on the effect of the pil-

larsinisolation, none of the authors can directly address an interesting implication
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of the WZB model, i.e. that there ought to be only a limited number of distinct au-
tocratic regime types that produce autocratic stability. In fact, Gerschewski (2013,
29-30) hypothesizes that out of all logically possible configurations of the (non-)
use of legitimation, cooptation, and repression, only two should be viable for the
survival of autocracies. These “two worlds of autocracies” combine either high
usage of soft and hard repression, diffuse support and formal cooptation (over-
politicized autocracy type) or soft repression, specific legitimation and informal
cooptation (de-politicized autocracy type). Fourth, issues of crucial theoretical im-
portance and policy relevance are left undecided. In particular, one merit of the
WZB model is that it resurrects the role of legitimation from its step-motherly role
in the study of autocracies. Yet, the current empirical tests come to inconclusive,
if not contradictory findings with regard to the role of legitimation. Fifth, and re-
lated, some autocratic features might be shared by all stable autocracies (i.e. they
might be necessary for stability), whereas others might be shared by some stable
autocracies, but not all (i.e. sufficient for stability), thus indicating that there are
different ways of how autocracies can remain stable. Our paper contributes to the
debate by filling in these five gaps.

First, our paper argues that an adequate empirical test of the WZB model must
take into account that it postulates joint effects of the “three pillars” on autocratic
stability (Gerschewski, 2013). Because multivariate (logistic) regression models
treat these pillars in isolation from each other, they cannot adequately test this
crucial interactive component. We therefore subject the data by Lueders et al.
(2014) to a fuzzy-set Qualitative Comparative Analysis (Ragin, 1987, 2008; Schnei-
der and Wagemann, 2012). QCA aims at unraveling the combinations of conditions
producing the outcome.

Second, with set-theoretic methods like QCA, there is no need to assume causal
symmetry, whereby the explanation for survival must also explain breakdown. In
fact, with QCA, there are always separate analyses to be performed for the occur-
rence of the outcome of interest and its non-occurrence. The use of QCA therefore
enables us to empirically test if the WZB model is good at explaining autocratic sta-

bility, autocratic breakdown, both, or none.
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Third, because of our focus on combinations of conditions, we are in the po-
sition to put to an empirical test Gerschewski’s claim that there can only be two
viable forms of combining the pillars into a stable autocratic regime. Due to its
inductive nature, QCA explores all logically possible autocracy types in order to
identify those that lead to stability and to breakdown, respectively. Whether only
the hypothesized types emerge or rather more or different ones, is subject to em-
pirical investigation.

Fourth, our search for types of autocracies will also shed new light on the hith-
erto inconclusive discussion on the role of legitimation in present-day autocracies.
We do not have to expect that legitimation alone plays a role. Rather, we expect
it to have a context-dependent effect, whereby context is defined by the constel-
lation of the other pillars. In other words, we investigate whether legitimation is
an INUS condition.?

Fifth, in our analyses, we perform separate searches for necessary and suffi-
cient conditions. These two forms of set relations have different theoretical and

policy implications.*

2.3 Empirical Strategy

In this section, we briefly present the concepts and measurement of our outcomes
of interest (electoral defeat and non-defeat, 2.3.1) and the conditions (the six di-
mensions of the WZB model, 2.3.2) and spell out the qualitative anchors that are
used for turning the raw data into set membership scores. The last part (2.3.3)

provides some basic information about QCA as a method.

3INUS stands for a condition that itself is not sufficient while being a necessary parts of a com-
bination of conditions that is unnecessary but sufficient for the outcome (Mackie, 1965).

“Highly unequally distributed sets such as the skewed outcome in Lueders et al.’s (2014) data,
create analytic problems not only in logistic regression, but also in set-theoretic methods (Schnei-
der and Wagemann, 2012, chap 9.2). We take those challenges head on and employ recently devel-
oped parameters that are adequate for distinguishing meaningful set relations from those that are
mere artifacts of the skewed data. For the analysis of necessity, this means that we test whether
a superset of the outcome is empirically trivial because it is so much bigger than the outcome set
and/or its own negated set. For the analysis of sufficiency, we test whether a given subset of the
outcome is empirically trivial because it is so small that it is also a subset of the negation of the
outcome (Ragin, 2008; Schneider and Wagemann, 2012).
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2.3.1 Conceptualizing and Measuring the Outcomes

The dependent variable in Lueders et al. (2014) is electoral defeat in competitive
and hegemonic authoritarian regimes. For this, Lueders et al. (2014, 336) draw on
Hyde and Marinov’s (2012) data set on national elections across democracy and
autocracy (NELDA). They further rely on Brownlee (2009) and the DPI indicators
(Beck et al., 2001) on the competitiveness of legislative (LIEC) and executive (EIEC)
elections when referring to the category of electoral authoritarianism and distin-
guishing between its subtypes competitive and hegemonic regimes. For termino-
logical clarity, Figure 2.1 provides an overview of the applied regime definitions

and operationalizations.

Authoritarian Regimes
Distinction between democracy and autocracy
based on Geddes et al. (2014)

! {
Closed Regimes Electoral Regimes
No opposition allowed, LIEC and/or Allow for "some form of multiparty or
EIEC not more than 4 (DPI) multifactional polling" (Brownlee 2009, 524)
| '
Hegemonic Regimes Competitive Regimes
Residual category, More than one party at
all regimes which are executive and legislative
neither closed elections, no party wins
nor competitive, more than 75 %
LIEC and EIEC above (both LIEC and EIEC
4 and below 7 (DPI) scores at 7, cf. DPI)

Figure 2.1: Operationalization of Regime Types by Lueders and Croissant (2014)

We adopt Lueders et al.’s (2014) operationalization of these regime categories
for our analysis. Unlike them, we do not report separate analyses for competitive
and hegemonic regimes for two reasons. First, preliminary analyses reveal simi-
lar results for the two autocracy types. Second, the analysis of only hegemonic
regimes lacks variation in the outcome. Out of 81 only 4 autocrats were defeated
in this regime type. Another difference is that while Lueders et al. (2014) analyze
(up to) 265 elections in competitive or hegemonic regimes (depending on the se-
lected indicators), we only have 156 elections (i.e. cases). This is because we use
all indicators of the WZB model in one analysis and missing values on these dif-

ferent indicators yield a smaller number of cases without missing data. Table B.1
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in the Appendix® provides an overview of the 156 elections, including the respec-
tive countries, years, their score in the outcome electoral defeat and in the six
conditions.

The outcome sets electoral defeat and no electoral defeat in our QCA are crisp
sets, that is, autocrats have either lost elections or they have not.® All conditions

are constructed as fuzzy sets.

2.3.2 Operationalizing and Calibrating the WZB Model

The three pillars of legitimation, cooptation and repression are conceptualized
as having two dimensions each (Gerschewski, 2013, 18-23). Following the non-
normative concept of legitimacy belief by Weber (2002) and Easton’s (1965) the-
ory of political systems, Gerschewski divides the pillar of legitimation into specific
and diffuse support. Specific legitimation is performance-dependent and draws
upon socio-economic development and physical security for gaining the support
of the people. In contrast to this, diffuse legitimation is based on ideology, reli-
gious, nationalistic, and traditional claims or the charisma of autocratic leaders.
Cooptation aims at tying actors of strategic importance to the regime and takes
place via formal and informal channels (Gerschewski, 2013, 22). Thus, authori-
tarian rulers adopt parties, parliaments and elections or use informal networks,
patronage, clientelism and corruption (Gandhi, 2008; Collins, 2006). For hard and
soft repression, Gerschewski (2013, 21) refers to Levitsky and Way’s (2010) dis-
tinction between high and low intensity coercion. We broadly follow the opera-
tionalization of the WZB model by Lueders et al. (2014)7 in our analysis. Table 2.1
displays the pillars and dimensions of the WZB model and lists the indicators used.

The challenges of measuring legitimation (process) or legitimacy (result) have

been extensively discussed in the literature.® Lueders et al. (2014, 338) are aware

5The Appendix is available at Schneider’s Dataverse (https://dataverse.harvard.edu/
dataverse.xhtml?alias=cqs).

8Future research might use a more fine-grained distinction and use fuzzy sets and incorporate
information on how close (non-) defeat was.

’See the Appendix of Lueders et al. (2014) for detailed information about their indicators.

8For a current overview on the debate about measuring legitimacy, see von Haldenwang (2016).
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Table 2.1: Pillars and Dimensions of the WZB Model

Pillar Dimens. Operationalization, mostly adopted from Lueders et al. (2014)

Specific Economic growth (GDP), change of infant mortality rate (World Bank)
Diffuse  Protests of population and elites, CNTS (Banks and Wilson, 2013)
Formal Party institut. (Cheibub et al., 2010), public sector (Gwartney 2012)

Legitimation

Cooptation Informal External rents (WTO, Heston et al. 2012)
Repression ard CIRI: torture, extrajud. killing, disappearance, political imprisonment
P Soft CIRI: workers' rights, elect. self-determ., freedom of speech, assembly

of these issues and apply an indirect measure of legitimation by counting protests
in the population and among the elites. As they correctly point out, this indicator
is problematic since it assumes the population’s ability to protest. Furthermore,
it does not distinguish between specific and diffuse support. For this reason, they
additionally use GDP growth and changes in infant mortality rates as indicators for
measuring specific support.®

By referring to recent contributions on cooptation in authoritarian regimes,
Lueders et al. (2014, 338-339) take the degree of party institutionalization as an
indicator for formal cooptation (Gandhi, 2008).'° Additionally, they refer to rents
derived from the export of natural resources and the size of the public sector to
measure a regime’s ability for cooptation. Also here, the authors do not explic-
itly distinguish between the pillars’ two dimensions, namely formal and informal
cooptation. Yet, in their response to Kailitz and Tanneberg (2015) they point out
that the variable of external rents is commonly used in the literature for measuring
informal cooptation (Lueders and Croissant, 2015, 186).

As suggested by Gerschewski (2013), Lueders et al. (2014, 337) rely on the
CIRI Human Rights Data Project (Cingranelli and Richards, 2013) for operationaliz-

ing the two dimensions of repression. The “New Empowerment Index” used for

Gerschewski (2013) and also Roller (2013) generally discuss availability and reliability problems of
data in authoritarian settings.

We are aware of the potential pitfalls of these legitimation indicators, however, use them
as well since our goal is not to innovate indicators but rather to test the WZB model from a set-
theoretic perspective by using the same data and operationalization as Lueders et al. (2014).

10As already observed by Kailitz and Tanneberg (2015), this operationalization is highly problem-
atic when referring to the category of electoral regimes since it is merely an artifact of the applied
definition for this type of autocracy. We discuss the implications of this operationalization for our
findings in section 2.4.2.
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measuring soft repression is a scale ranging from 0 to 8 (higher values indicate less
amounts of soft repression) which jointly assesses workers’ rights, electoral self-
determination, freedom of speech and freedom of assembly. The variables of the
“Physical Rights Index” on torture, extrajudicial killing, disappearance and political
imprisonment capture hard repression (scale from 0 to 8, higher values indicate
less amounts of hard repression).

Given our goal to unravel different combinations of the pillars that lead to
autocratic stability and breakdown, respectively, we use QCA. As a set-theoretic
method, QCA requires that all raw data is transformed into membership scores
in sets, the so-called set calibration." Table 2.2 shows the qualitative anchors we

impose in order to transform the indicators in Table 2.1 into fuzzy sets.

Table 2.2: Calibration Strategies for the Six Conditions

Set Label Abbr. Base Variable Type Fully Cross Fully
ofset Out Over In

High specific support leg_spec GDP Fuzzy 3 5 10
Infant Mortality Fuzzy -2 -5 -15

High diffuse support leg_diff Protests population Fuzzy 2 15 0
Protests elites Crisp 1 05 0

High formal cooptation  coop_form Party institutionalization Crisp O 1 2
Public sector Fuzzy 15 25 40

High informal coop_inf  External rents Fuzzy 10 20 100

cooptation

High hard repression rep_h CIRI New Empowerment Fuzzy 7 55 4
Index

High soft repression rep_s CIRI Physical Rights Index  Fuzzy 6 45 3

The choice of qualitative anchors, especially the cross-over point at 0.5, is
guided by the meaning of the set. Since there is often a range of values where
these anchors can plausibly be placed, we performed robustness tests (see Ap-
pendix) with anchors varying within these reasonable ranges. These tests suggest
that our findings are robust with regard to our choices of the cross-over points.
The six dimensions of the WZB model are operationalized with one or two indi-

cators (cf. Table 2.2). In case of two indicators, these indicators are combined by

"The Appendix includes histograms of each base variable and calibrated fuzzy set. It also con-
tains scatter plots of each fuzzy set plotted against its base variable. For further information about
the raw data, see Lueders et al. (2014, 341).
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using the logical OR once they are calibrated as sets (Schneider and Wagemann,
2012, chap 2.2) in order to obtain each case’s membership in the six conditions
of specific and diffuse legitimation, formal and informal cooptation, and hard and

soft repression.

2.3.3 Method

In QCA, the analysis of necessary conditions is separate from, and comes prior
to, the analysis of sufficient conditions (Schneider and Wagemann, 2012, chap
9.1). For both forms of subset relations, two basic empirical criteria are assessed.
First, whether condition X is a superset (necessity) or a subset (sufficiency) of the
outcome Y. For this assessment, the so-called consistency parameter is used. For
those condition sets that pass the consistency threshold, the second question is
whether the set relation is empirically important or trivial. For this, the parameters
of relevance (Schneider and Wagemann, 2012, 236) and coverage (Ragin, 2006)
are used.

The analysis of necessity starts by testing each single condition and its nega-
tion and may then proceed to testing disjunctions of conditions. The analysis of
sufficiency, instead, proceeds in the opposite direction. First, all logically possi-
ble conjunctions between conditions and their negation are tested as to whether
they are consistent subsets of the outcome. Those that are consistent are then
subjected to a process of logical minimization in order to delete logical redundan-
cies.

Truth tables are the core element of any QCA and central to the analysis of
sufficient conditions (Schneider and Wagemann, 2012, chap 4). In a truth table,
each row stands for one of the logically possible combinations of conditions. With
k number of conditions, a truth table row has 2k rows. Some rows contain not
enough empirical information - so-called logical remainders - in order to assess if
that row is a subset of the outcome (for more information about this phenomenon
of limited diversity, see Schneider and Wagemann 2012, chap 6). Among those

rows that do contain enough empirical evidence, a distinction is made as to whether



CEU eTD Collection

2. The Survival of Electoral Autocracies 60

or not they pass the consistency threshold. Those that do are considered to be suf-
ficient for the outcome. Those that do not are not sufficient.

Only those rows are used for the logical minimization that have been found
consistently sufficient for the outcome. Researchers can make assumptions on the
logical remainders. If they do not, they obtain the so-called conservative solution
formula. If they allow for easy counterfactuals (Ragin, 2008), they obtain the in-
termediate solution formula. And if they include all simplifying assumptions (easy
and difficult counterfactuals), then the most parsimonious solution is obtained.
For our analysis, we mostly rely on the conservative and intermediate solution for-
mulas. The parsimonious solutions can be found in the Appendix. All operations
are done in R by using the packages QCA (Dusa and Thiem, 2016) and SetMethods
(Medzihorsky et al., 2016).

2.4 Findings

Our analysis is divided into two parts. Part 2.4.1 aims at finding necessary and/or
sufficient conditions for the outcome electoral defeat. Part 2.4.2 does the same

for the outcome no electoral defeat.

2.4.1 Conditions of Electoral Defeat

None of the six WZB model’s dimensions, nor their logical negation passes the test
of necessity (see Table B.3 in the Appendix for details).™ It is quite unusual not to
find a superset if and when the outcome set is so small as that of autocratic defeat.
In other words, given that there are only relatively few instances of autocratic elec-
toral defeat, one would expect that those few cases do share some commonalities.
Perhaps they do, but the dimensions derived from the WZB model do not point
into this direction. We count this as first evidence that the WZB model might not

be the right place to start with when analyzing electoral defeat of autocrats.

2We also do not identify any meaningful disjunction as a superset of the outcome.
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The truth table for our sufficiency analysis is displayed in Table B.4, Appendix.
Out of the 2° = 64 logically possible combinations, 44 are logical remainders. Out
of the remaining 20 rows with enough empirical evidence,”™ only one passes the
lowest possible consistency threshold of 0.7. Row 41 contains the cases of lost
elections in Hungary (1990) and two electoral defeats in Madagascar in 1993.

The low consistency of all the other rows is a further indication that the con-
ditions specified in the WZB model cannot explain why autocracies break down.
Among the cases that are listed in the rows with OUT = 0 of the truth table (Ta-
ble B.4, Appendix), there are 27 autocracies that were defeated in elections. The
problem is that they fall into the same truth table rows as those autocracies that
did not lose elections. In other words, the WZB model cannot identify commonal-
ities among only those autocracies that lost elections. In order to find reasons for
electoral defeat of autocrats, researchers would need to look at factors unrelated
to the WZB model.

The logical minimization of a truth table with only one row being consistently
sufficient is not very informative. For the sake of completeness, we show the con-
servative solution formula™ in Table 2.3. It is simply a restatement of the one con-
sistent truth table row, with the further information that a meager 0.077 percent

of the outcome is covered by this term.

Table 2.3: Conservative Solution Formula for the Outcome Electoral Defeat

Solution terms? Consistency PRIP Cov.r
LEG_SPECx*leg_diff* COOP_FORM=x*coop_infxrep_h*rep_s 0.937 0.937  0.077

@ Capital letters indicate presence, small letters absence, * denotes logical AND.

b PRI = proportional reduction in inconsistency (Mendel and Ragin 2011, see also Schneider
and Wagemann 2012, p. 242).

¢ Cov.r indicates the raw coverage.

BWe consider rows with two or more cases as having enough empirical evidence (n.cut > 2).
For larger N QCA, it is common practice to raise the frequency cutoff in order to take the increased
chance of misclassified cases into account. It is also important to point out that for the outcome
electoral defeat results remain unchanged even with n.cut=1. In short, our finding that the WZB
model is not good at explaining electoral defeat of autocrats is not an artifact of our choice of
frequency thresholds.

4Since no assumption on any of the logical remainder passes as an easy counterfactual, the
intermediate solution is identical to the conservative solution. For the parsimonious solution for-
mula, see the Appendix.



CEU eTD Collection

2. The Survival of Electoral Autocracies 62

Why does the WZB model fail to be good at explaining defeat of autocrats
in elections? We see several, mutually non-exclusive reasons. First, in general,
predicting point events such as electoral outcomes is difficult in the social sci-
ences (e.g. Kitschelt, 2003). Ex ante they seem under-determined and ex post over-
determined. Second, structural factors, such as those stipulated by the WZB model
are generally bad in predicting point events. Since they usually do not change
much over time, their value remains unchanged shortly before and after the oc-
currence of electoral defeat. Third, several democratization scholars point to in-
ternational factors, such as Zeitgeist, snowballing, or diffusion (Huntington, 1991;
Whitehead, 1996) as the reasons for autocratic breakdowns rather than domestic
long-term strategic mistakes committed by autocrats

In sum, the most important result for the analysis of the outcome electoral de-
feat is that the conditions of the WZB model cannot explain why some autocratic
rulers in our set of 48 authoritarian regimes (156 cases of elections) were indeed
defeated during elections. As mentioned above and also pointed out by Kailitz and
Tanneberg (2015), this suggests that the three pillars must have lost their stabiliz-
ing power already before the elections took place. But it also suggests that in order
to provide for a complete test of the WZB model, a separate empirical analysis of

the non-occurrence of electoral defeat is warranted. We now turn to this.

2.4.2 Conditions of No Electoral Defeat

We again start with the analysis of necessity, now for the outcome no electoral
defeat. Table 2.4 displays the parameters of fit for the six dimensions and their
logical negation.

Formal cooptation (coop_form) shows a consistency of 0.921." It also passes
the two tests of empirical relevance (coverage 0.833), but the relevance of ne-

cessity (RoN) parameter at 0.417 already indicates some doubts.'™ Our analysis

50ut of the 126 cases of elections with outcome no electoral defeat, only seven are inconsistent
in kind and another seven inconsistent in degree (Schneider and Rohlfing, 2013; Rohlfing, 2012).

'"®Notice that condition diff_leg also passes the consistency threshold but not that of RoN. Like-
wise, none of the disjunctions between single conditions passes the empirical criteria for being
non-trivially necessary.
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Table 2.4: Parameters of Fit, Necessity for the Outcome No Electoral Defeat

Conditions Consistency of Necessity Coverage of Necessity Relevance of Necessity
leg_spec 0.793 0.799 0.552
leg_diff 0.957 0.835 0.330
coop_form 0.921 0.833 0.417
coop_inf 0.310 0.928 0.974
rep_h 0.819 0.800 0.510
rep_s 0.797 0.836 0.646
not leg_spec 0.207 0.843 0.963
not leg_diff 0.043 0.468 0.959
not coop_form 0.079 0.598 0.954
not coop_inf 0.690 0.763 0.610
not rep_h 0.181 0.846 0.969
not rep_s 0.203 0.713 0.921

seems to provide some empirical support for formal cooptation being a necessary
condition for the stability of autocracies when confronted in an electoral compe-
tition. This would resonate with several recent studies on autocratic persistence
in which the stabilizing impact of formal cooptation is given a central role. In fact,
the so-called “institutional turn in comparative authoritarianism” (Pepinsky, 2014)
argues that autocratic institutions such as parties, elections, and constitutions are
not just window dressing but used as efficient tools for cooptation (e.g. Gandhi,
2008; Svolik, 2012; Ginsburg and Simpser, 2014; Morgenbesser, 2016). Yet, we has-
ten to add a note of caution. Our finding of formal cooptation being a necessary
condition might be a mere artifact of the way Lueders et al. (2014) operationalize
it and how the electoral autocratic regime type is defined: high party institution-
alization (= multiparty elections) is used as a partial indicator for both high formal
cooptation and for identifying electoral regimes (defined as multiparty polling),
something Kailitz and Tanneberg (2015, 80) already problematize. We are there-
fore hesitant to declare formal cooptation as a necessary condition for autocratic
regime survival unless alternative operationalizations of formal cooptation also

point in the same direction.
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Table 2.5: Truth Table for the Outcome No Electoral Defeat

row leg_spec leg_diff coop_form coop_inf rep_h rep_s Outcome n incl PRI cases

62 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 10 0990 0.990 GAB_05,GAB_09,NAM_09,BWA_04,
BWA_09,5GP_91,5GP_93,5GP_01,
SGP_06,NAM_09.1
0 1 4 098 098 GAB_97,GAB_98,GAB_01,MYS_90
0.920 0920 ZWE_95KGZ_09
1 1 30 0914 0914 VEN_06,RUS_04,RUS_07,RUS_08
,AZE_01,AZE_03,AZE_08,GAB_06,
ZMB_08,DZA_97,DZA_99,
DZA_02,DZA_04,DZA_07,DZA_08,
TUN_09,IRN_92,IRN_93,IRN_96,
IRN_97,IRN_98,IRN_04,IRN_08,
IRN_09,MYS_95,MYS_99,MYS_04,
MYS_08,5GP_97,TUN_09.1
63 0.864  0.864 RUS_03,COG_09
28 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 15 0821 0821 TGO_99,7G0_02,TGO_03,7GO_05,
TGO_07,CMR_02,CMR_04,CMR_07,
CAF_05,KEN_94,KEN_97,
ZWE_96,ZWE_02,CAF_05.1,KEN_97.1
60 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 47 0814 0814 GTM_91,SLV_91,NIC_90,ARM_07,
ARM_08,SEN_0O,NER_99,BFA_05,
TGO_98,CMR_97,KEN_02,
TZA_00,TZA_05,RWA_03,RWA_08,
ETH_05,M0Z_09,ZMB_06,ZWE_05,
ZWE_08,ZAF_94,TUN_99,TUN_04,
EGY_90,EGY_93,EGY_95,EGY_99,
EGY_00,EGY_05,EGY_07,KGZ_05,
KGZ_07,NPL_91,NIC_90.1,CMR_97.1,
NGA_99,KEN_02.1,TZA_00.1,TZA_05.1,
RWA_03.1,M0Z_09.1,ZMB_01,
ZMB_06.1ZWE_08.1,TUN_99.1,
EGY_05.1,KGZ_05.1

61 1 1 1
58
64 1 1 1
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25 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 2 0798 0798 NAM_04,NAM_04.1

57 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 4 0783 0783 PRY_93,GHA_00,PRY_93.1,GHA_00.1

12 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 3 0749 0749 CIV_O1KEN_92,KEN_92.1

59 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 13 0732 0732 MEX_91,MEX_94,MEX_97,MEX_00,
SLV_94,PER_00,SEN_93,MEX_94.1,
MEX_00.1,SLV_94.1,PER_00.1,
SEN_93.1,LKA_94

56 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 2 0684 0684 IRN_0O,IRN_01

20 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 2 0667 0667 CIV_00,CIV_00.1

52 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 10 0609 0609 PER_95UGA_96,UGA_01,UGA_06,
BGD_08,THA_92,THA_07,PER_95.1,
UGA_06.1,THA_92.1

43 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 2 0484 0484 MDG_92,HTI_00

a1 0 1 0 1 1 0 2 0354 0354 PAK_08,IDN_99

a1 0 1 0 0 0 0 3 0063 0063 HUN_90,MDG_93,MDG_93.1

Table 2.5 displays the truth table for the outcome no electoral defeat. Also
here, we consider rows with less than two cases (n.cut > 2) as logical remainders
(44 rows, not displayed here)."” Rows with a consistency of higher than 0.8 are con-
sidered sufficient for the outcome. In contrast to the truth table for the outcome
electoral defeat (Table B.4, Appendix), there are now seven such rows that pass
our consistency threshold. The remaining ten rows do not pass the consistency
test and are considered not sufficient for the outcome.’ For the logical minimiza-
tion, we formulate directional expectations on two conditions. We expect that
both the presence of high specific support of legitimacy and of formal cooptation

should contribute to non-defeat of autocrats. With this setup, we obtain the inter-

7Qur results of outcome no electoral defeat are robust against the alternative frequency thresh-
old of 1 (see Appendix). The reason for this is straightforward: by raising n.cut from >1to >2, only
one truth table row is turned into a logical remainder row (row 48, cf. Table B.7 in the Appendix).
"8The R script includes robustness tests using higher and lower consistency thresholds.



CEU eTD Collection

2. The Survival of Electoral Autocracies 65

mediate solution™ displayed in Table 2.6.

Table 2.6: Intermediate Solution Formula, Outcome No Electoral Defeat

Type Sufficient terms, connected by logical OR? Consistency PRI®  Cow.r¢ Cov.u®

Adaptive LEG_SPEC*LEG_DIFF*COOP_FORM=*COOP_INF 0.925 0.925 0.273 0.025

P LEG_SPEC*LEG_DIFF*COOP_FORM=*REP_S 0.871 0.871 0.584 0.060

Rigid LEG_DIFF*xCOOP_FORMx*coop_infxREP_H*REP_S 0.832 0.832 0.448 0.097
Overall solution 0.876 0.876 0.706

@ Capital letters indicate presence, small letters absence, * denotes logical AND.

b PRI = proportional reduction in inconsistency (Mendel and Ragin 2011, see also Schneider and
Wagemann 2012, p. 242).

¢ Cov.r = the raw coverage; Cov.u = unique coverage.

The solution formula consists of three sufficient terms. Typical for QCA, we
find an equifinal and conjunctural explanation for why autocrats do not lose elec-
tions. Overall, the solution formula covers, or explains, around 70 percent of all the
instances in which autocrats did not lose elections. This indicates that for the out-
come no electoral defeat, the WZB model does, indeed, have explanatory power.
Table 2.7 lists, among others, those persistent autocracies that are not explained
by our QCA. These so-called deviant cases coverage (Schneider and Rohlfing, 2013)
comprise, for instance, several elections in Mexico, Peru, Senegal or Uganda.

All three sufficient terms contain the condition formal cooptation (coop_form)
and diffuse legitimation (leg_diff) as conjuncts. The first two terms highly overlap.
Both combine the presence of high specific and diffuse legitimation together with
formal cooptation. This is combined with either informal cooptation and/or soft
repression. The third term consists of high diffuse legitimation, formal cooptation,
hard and soft repression, combined with the absence of informal cooptation. All
terms have relatively high consistency and raw coverage values (except the first
term with a raw coverage of 0.273). The unique coverage of each term is low be-
cause several cases are members of more than one sufficient term.

The two first sufficient terms correspond to common expectations. In essence,
they stipulate that if autocrats employ most of the strategies indicated in the WZB

model, they are not defeated in elections. Due to their overlap, we interpret both

¥Since no assumption on any of the logical remainder passes as an easy counterfactual, the
intermediate solution is identical to the conservative solution.
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terms as functional equivalents and summarize them as one type of autocracy,
which we call adaptive authoritarianism. Adaptive because those regimes abstain
from using high amounts of hard repression and rather rely on sham democratic
institutions of cooptation and legitimation.

Uniquely covered typical cases (Schneider and Rohlfing, 2013)2° for this type of
autocracy are, for instance, Russia, Azerbaijan, Gabon, Botswana, Algeria, Malaysia
or Singapore (see Table 2.7). In all of these regimes, autocrats did win several elec-
tions.?! Table 2.7 contains a full list of other typical cases which are not uniquely

covered.

Table 2.7: Categorization of Cases, Outcome No Electoral Defeat

Case Types Term 142: Adaptive Authoritarianism Term 3: Rigid Authoritarianism

Typical VEN_06, RUS_03, RUS_04, RUS_07, RUS_08, AZE_01, SLV_91, ARM_07, ARM_08, BFA_05, TGO_98, TGO_99,
AZE_03, AZE_08, GAB_97, GAB_98, GAB_01, GAB_05, TGO_02, TGO_03, TGO_05, TGO_07, CMR_97, CMR_02,
GAB_06, GAB_09, COG_09, ZMB_08, NAM_09, BWA_04,  CMR_04, CMR_07, CAF_05, KEN_94, KEN_97, TZA_0O,
BWA_09, DZA_97, DZA_99, DZA_02, DZA_04, DZA_07,  TZA_05, RWA_03, RWA_08, ETH_05, MOZ_09, ZMB_06,
DZA_09, TUN_09, IRN_92, IRN_93, IRN_96, IRN_08,  ZWE_96, ZWE_02, ZWE_05, ZWE_08, TUN_99, TUN_04,
IRN_09, MYS_90, MYS_95, MYS_99, MYS_04, MYS_08,  EGY_90, EGY_93, EGY_95, EGY_99, EGY_00, EGY_05,

SGP_91, SGP_93,° SGP_97, SGP_01, SGP_06, NAM_09.1,
TUN_09.1, SLV_91, ARM_07, ARM_08, BFA_05, TGO_98,
CMR_97, TZA_00, TZA_05, RWA_03, RWA_08, ETH_05,

EGY_07, KGZ_05, KGZ_07, NPL_91, CMR_97.1, CAF_05.1,
KEN_97.1, TZA_00.1, TZA_05.1, RWA_03.1, MOZ_09.1,
ZMB_01, ZMB_06.1, TUN_99.1, EGY_05.1, KGZ_05.1

MOZ_09, ZMB_06, ZWE_95, ZWE_05, ZWE_08, TUN_99,

TUN_04, EGY_90, EGY_93, EGY_95, EGY_99, EGY_00,

EGY_05, EGY_07, KGZ_05, KGZ_07, KGZ_09, NPL_91,

CMR_97.1, TZA_00.1, TZA_05.1, RWA_03.1, MO0Z_09.1,

ZMB_01, ZMB_06.1, TUN_99.1, EGY_05.1, KGZ_05.1
Uniquely Covered VEN_06, RUS_03, RUS_04, RUS_07, RUS_08, AZE_01, TGO_99, TGO_02, TGO_03, TGO_05, TGO_07, CMR_02,
Typical AZE_03, AZE_08, GAB_97, GAB_98, GAB_01, GAB_05, CMR_04, CMR_07, CAF_05, KEN_94, KEN_97, ZWE_96,

GAB_06, GAB_09, COG_09, ZMB_08, NAM_09, BWA_04,  ZWE_02, CAF_05.1, KEN_97.1

BWA_09, DZA_97, DZA_99, DZA_02, DZA_04, DZA_07,
DZA_09, TUN_09, IRN_92, IRN_93, IRN_96, IRN_08,
IRN_09, MYS_90, MYS_95, MYS_99, MYS_04, MYS_08,
SGP_91, SGP_93, SGP_97, SGP_01, SGP_06, NAM_09.1,
TUN_09.1, ZWE_95, KGZ_09

Deviant IRN_97, IRN_98, IRN_04, GTM_91, NIC_90, SEN_00, GTM_91, NIC_90, SEN_00, NER_99, KEN_02, ZAF_94,
Consistency NER_99, KEN_02, ZAF_94, NIC_90.1, NGA_99, KEN_02.1,  NIC_90.1, NGA_99, KEN_02.1, ZWE_08.1
ZWE_08.1
Deviant Coverage AZE_06, CIV_00.1, CIV_01, HTI_00, IRN_00, IRN_01, KEN_92, KEN_92.1, MEX_91, MEX_94, MEX_94.1,
for Solution MEX_97, NAM_04, NAM_04.1, PER_00, PER_00.1, PER_95, PER_95.1, PRY_93, PRY_93.1, SEN_93,
Formula SEN_93.1, SEN_98, SLV_94, SLV_94.1, UGA_01, UGA_06, UGA_06.1, UGA_96

2 Underlined case names = most typical cases.

Regarding the general features of adaptive authoritarianism, the two solution
terms highlight the use of both diffuse and specific legitimation. In addition, this
autocracy type is characterized by its emphasis on procedures and formal insti-

tutions, such as elections and parties as successful stabilization strategies. We

2°These are cases that are members of the adaptive but not the rigid authoritarian type (see
below).

%ISome cases contradict our claim that adaptive authoritarian regimes are resilient. They are
listed as deviant consistency cases in Table 2.7. Notice, though, that autocratic defeat in elections
does not necessarily mean democratization. In Iran, for instance, the autocratic electoral defeats in
1997, 1998 and 2004 refer to the beginning and end of the reformist but nevertheless authoritarian
Khatami regime.
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typically find economically well developed countries in this category that have
the resources to push for performance-orientated strategies. Notice also that be-
cause hard repression is found to be logically redundant for adaptive authoritar-
ian regimes, several of them do survive without the use of hard repression - at
least as conceptualized and operationalized in this study. These findings coincide
with some of the recent observations in autocracy research. As pointed out by
Gerschewski (2013, 28), repression is a double-edged sword as its excessive us-
age risks to hamper legitimation efforts by autocrats. By avoiding extensive use of
hard repression, autocrats become more adaptive and “learn” how to effectively
manipulate seemingly democratic institutions for remaining in power (Magaloni,
2010; Schedler, 2013; Ortmann and Thompson, 2013). Indeed, decreasing hard re-
pression while using propaganda, censorship, and other new information-based
strategies is considered to be the “key innovation” in modern autocracies (Guriev
and Treisman, 2015).

How does the classification of adaptive authoritarianism fit to existing cate-
gories of autocracies? Contrary to our expectations, the uniquely covered typi-
cal cases do not all belong to the category of competitive regimes. Azerbaijan,
Botswana and the high performer Singapore are classified as hegemonic. The most
recent elections in Gabon were also held under the rule of a hegemonic regime.
When looking at alternative categorizations in the literature, our set of uniquely
covered typical cases is a blend of personal, party-based or multi-party and mili-
tary regimes (e.g. Geddes et al., 2014; Wahman et al., 2013).22 Overall, this sug-
gests that our adaptive authoritarian type cuts across existing classification by
highlighting a specific mix of legitimation and cooptation.

The defining feature of the third sufficient term, in contrast to the previous
two, is that it requires the absence of informal cooptation and the presence of
hard repression. We label it as rigid authoritarianism since applying high levels of
hard repression decreases a regime’s flexibility. Due to the risks of a legitimacy

crisis, Gerschewski (2013, 28) describes the joint usage of hard repression and le-

22Botswana is even categorized as democracy in the dataset of Wahman et al. (2013).
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gitimation as the “Achilles heel” of authoritarian regimes. While there might be
some compatibility between diffuse support of legitimation (e.g. ideologies) and
hard repression, the specific and performance-orientated dimension of legitima-
tion is weakened. Hence, the rigid authoritarianism type has less capacities for
innovative legitimation strategies or new procedures. This is also reflected in our
findings since the rigid authoritarianism term includes only diffuse and not spe-
cific support of legitimation. Figure 2.2 provides a graphical representation of the
QCA solution formula and the way we interpret it in terms of adaptive and rigid

authoritarianism.?3

Specific Support

of Legitimation Soft Repression + Informal Cooptation

Adaptive

Authoritarianism \

Diffuse Support

of Legitimation No Electoral Defeat

Rigid /

Authoritarianism

No

Hard Repression Soft Repression Informal Cooptation

............ @ Conjunction of necessary elements
+ Logical OR
——> Sufficient set of conditions

- Ontological/definitorial relation

Figure 2.2: Graphical lllustration of the Intermediate Solution Term for No Electoral Defeat

As the coverage for the third term in Table 2.6 indicates, there are fewer rigid
than adaptive authoritarian regimes. Uniquely covered typical cases are, for in-
stance, numerous elections in Togo, Cameroon, Central African Republic, Kenya
in the 1990s and Zimbabwe. Interestingly, this set of cases includes only African
regimes. Yet, we cannot rule out that this is due to unavailability of data from
similar authoritarian countries in other world regions. Inconsistent cases of rigid
authoritarianism are elections in Nicaragua, but also Kenya in 2002 and other
regimes (see Table 2.7).

We believe that the list of uniquely covered typical cases of rigid authoritari-

anism lends support to our interpretation. All these regimes are known for being

ZThe logic of this graph is adopted from Goertz and Mahoney (2005), see also Mello (2012).
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highly repressive. In addition, they share the feature of having either not very de-
veloped economies and/or high poverty rates (World Bank, 2016). This means that
authoritarian leaders in rigid regimes have fewer resources or incentives to opt for
performance-based legitimation and, instead, rely on hard repression. What might
be somewhat puzzling, though, is that according to our QCA, this regime type re-
quires the absence of informal cooptation. This might be particularly surprising in
light of the much discussed neopatrimonial leadership styles in some of the men-
tioned African regimes (Eisenstadt, 1973; Bratton and Van de Walle, 1994; Bach
and Gazibo, 2013). Notice, however, that measuring informal structures is highly
problematic (Helmke and Levitsky, 2004) and that our proxy indicator for informal
cooptation merely assesses external rents. From this point of view, the absence of
external rents (aka informal cooptation) lends further supports to our interpreta-
tion that rigid authoritarian regimes have less capacity for innovations of the kind
shown by adaptive authoritarian regimes.

Regarding existing classifications of the regimes covered by rigid authoritarian-
ism, we again find a mixture of competitive (e.g. Kenya, Central African Republic)
and hegemonic regimes (Togo, Cameroon, Zimbabwe). Furthermore, the uniquely
covered typical cases are mostly categorized as party-based, personalist or military
autocracies (Geddes et al., 2014; Wahman et al., 2013). This, again, shows that the
WZB model’s strength is to capture general stabilization strategies that are used

across various forms of autocratic regimes.

2.5 Discussion

What are the insights of these findings vis-a-vis the discussion about the WZB
model’s performance in explaining autocratic stability?

First, no single dimension of the WZB model alone can explain autocratic stabil-
ity. Instead, we identify specific combinations that are sufficient for not losing elec-
tions (conjunctural causation). Furthermore, we find different such combinations

(equifinality). Second, and related to the previous point, we also reveal evidence
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for causal asymmetry. The high coverage of the solution term indicates that the
WZB model performs well when trying to explain no electoral defeat. When trying
to explain electoral defeat, the dimensions invoked by the WZB model perform
poorly, though.

Third, our two autocracy types only partially overlap with Gerschewski’s two
worlds of autocracies. The over-politicized autocracy type (Gerschewski, 2013, 30)
is very similar to what we call rigid authoritarianism. The difference simply consists
of our rigid type additionally implying no informal cooptation. Yet, our adaptive au-
thoritarianism includes - next to the elements of Gerschewski’s under-politicized
type (specific support of legitimation, informal cooptation and soft repression) -
also formal cooptation and diffuse legitimation.

In order to assess more formally the extent to which our findings overlap with
Gerschewski’s claim of “two worlds of autocracies,” the tool of theory evaluation
(Ragin, 1987, p. 118-121, Schneider and Wagemann, 2012, chap. 11.3) can be em-
ployed. Theory evaluation identifies the areas of (non-) overlap between the theo-
retical expectations T (here Gerschewski’s two worlds) and our empirical findings
E (see Table 2.6). The overlap between T and E (TE) can be expressed in Boolean
terms, the same as each of the other three areas (T~E, ~TE, ~T~E).2* Area TE indi-
cates where theory and empirical findings overlap; area ~TE where theory might
need to be expanded; T~E where theory might need to be restricted; and ~T~E
where both the theory and the empirical solution fail to explain why outcome Y
occurs.

Table 2.8 reports the number of cases that fall into each of the four areas.®
This allows for an empirical assessment of how strong the (non-) overlap between
our findings and Gerschewski’s model is.2® As can be seen in the upper left cell
(TE), most of our stable autocratic regimes are both predicted by Gerschewski’s
model and our QCA result. Out of a total of 126 stable autocracies in our data,

89 are expected both by Gerschewski’s and our QCA model. Along the same lines,

24Table B.10 in the Appendix specifies the Boolean expression for each of the four areas.

25See Table B.11 in the Appendix for the names of the cases.

26See the R script for the use of the theory evaluation functions from the SetMethods package
(Medzihorsky et al., 2016).
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the 17 non-stable autocracies in cell ~T~E are expected to be non-stable autocra-
cies by both Gerschewski and us.?” The empirical overlap is not perfect, though,
as the cases in cells T~E and ~TE attest. We manage to capture 8 instances of sta-
ble autocracies that Gerschewski’s model does not. All of these cases fall into our
category of adaptive authoritarianism. This points to the need of enhancing the

theories about the stabilization mechanisms in this type of regimes.

Table 2.8: Intersections of Gerschewski’s (2013) two worlds of autocracies (T) and empiri-
cal findings (E)

Our QCA solution formula identifies:

Stable autocracies (E) Non-stable autocracies (~E)
“ Stable TE T~
k7] autocracies  Y:®Covered most likely cases [89]°  Y: Uncovered most likely cases [3]
g (M) ~Y: Inconsist. most likely cases [13] ~Y: Consist. most likely cases [0]
o
-z
"
H
5  Non-stable ~TE ~T~E
g autocracies  Y: Covered least likely cases [8] Y: Uncovered least likely cases [26]
(G} (~T) ~Y: Inconsist. least likely cases [0]  ~Y: Consist. least likely cases [17]

2 Y: cases with fuzzy set membership in outcome no electoral defeat of higher than 0.5, ~Y: cases
with fuzzy set membership in outcome no electoral defeat of lower than 0.5.

b The numbers in squared brackets indicate the number of cases being member of each of the
four intersections between T and Y and that are members of the outcome Y and ~TYY, respec-
tively.

Fourth, legitimation - or more specifically, the dimension of diffuse support -
is part of all sufficient terms and therefore a defining feature of our two autocracy
types. This indicates the crucial role of legitimation for the survival of autocracies
and highlights the importance of resurrecting legitimation as a key feature in re-
search on contemporary autocracies. Contrary to Lueders et al. (2014), our analy-
sis therefore supports the recently proposed claims in the literature that legitima-
tion matters for the stability of authoritarian regimes (Kailitz, 2013; Ahrens et al.,

2015; von Soest and Grauvogel, 2017b). More specifically, we find that while our

27puzzling cases and in need for closer within-case scrutiny are the non-stable autocracies in
area TE and the stable autocracies in ~T~E, for they contradict both Gerschewski’s and our model.
See the Appendix for further insights to be gained from the theory evaluation.
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rigid autocracies rely solely on diffuse sources of legitimacy, the more numerous
adaptive regimes are using both diffuse and specific sources of support. By using
economic success for gaining popular support and by employing new technologies
for fostering indoctrination and surveillance efforts (often instead of heavy coer-
cion), adaptive authoritarianism appears to be more flexible in reacting to external

shocks and thus more resilient.

2.6 Conclusion

This article tested the WZB model in the context of autocratic elections, using data
previously analyzed by Lueders et al. (2014), but this time applying fuzzy-set Qual-
itative Comparative Analysis. This methodological choice was driven by the belief
that the WZB model’s core claim is that its six dimensions are expected to work
in combinations rather than in isolation and that it, in essence, aims at explaining
autocratic resilience rather than breakdown. Our QCA reveals that, while the WZB
model cannot explain why autocrats lose elections, it performs well in identifying
meaningful types of autocracies that manage to survive electoral challenges. More
specifically, we identified two stable types of electoral authoritarianism. Oneis the
adaptive autocracy type, which is more prevalent and seems to rely less on hard
repression and thereby becomes more flexible in applying specific, performance-
orientated legitimation strategies. The other is the rigid autocracy type, which has
less resources, capacities, or incentives for such innovative autocratic measures
and instead relies on hard repression and diffuse sources of legitimation.

The jury is still out as to whether the WZB model applies, as claimed by Ger-
schewski (2013, 13), to all autocracy types. Just like Lueders et al. (2014); Kailitz
and Tanneberg (2015); Lueders and Croissant (2015), also our paper could not re-
solve this question for the simple fact that it would require a different data set
with all regime types in it and a different measure of autocratic resilience. By def-
inition, electoral defeat is ruled out in closed autocracies, a fact already pointed

out by Lueders et al. (2014, 336).
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We see several avenues for future research on autocratic stability, in general,
and the WZB model, in particular. First, in light of the growing attention paid to au-
tocratic legitimation, there is need for further inquiries into the precise tactics and
techniques employed by autocrats.?® There are already several interesting steps in
this direction that consist of qualitative assessments of how these regimes make
use of economic progress, modernization, and new information technologies to le-
gitimate their rule (Kudaibergenova, 2015; Lewis, 2016; Maerz, 2016). Second, fur-
ther tests of the WZB model will need to employ better indicators of the model’s
six dimensions. This applies in particular to the measurement of legitimation and
cooptation. Unfortunately, these are also notoriously difficult to operationalize,
especially in larger-N comparisons. As noted above, the absence of protests is only
arough indicator for diffuse support. Finding more direct assessment of legitimacy
in authoritarian regimes remains a challenging task. Attempts, such as (qualitative)
content analysis of the media, school books, or public events and mass surveys are
time-consuming and bear several risks in terms of accessibility and reliability (Gen-
tile, 2013). Growing research on public opinion in less restricted autocracies and
hybrid regimes are promising ways forward (e.g. Mazepus, 2016). Exploratory ex-
pert surveys and first data on different legitimation strategies as in von Soest and
Grauvogel (2017b) offer a fruitful basis in the quest for new and more refined in-
dicators. With regard to measuring formal cooptation, an important contribution
is Schmotz’s (2015) index which combines several indicators into a multilevel con-
cept of cooptation. Last but not least, follow-up studies should make systematic
use of the newly emerging (set-theoretic) tools of multi-method research (Schnei-
der and Rohlfing, 2013, 2014). Rather than speculating about the potential mecha-
nisms that link our autocracy types to autocratic resilience, more rigorous process
tracing will need to be performed in purposefully chosen typical and deviant cases.

Our paper has prepared the ground for such case studies.

28Such more in-depth investigations seem particularly needed in adaptive autocracies because
this type of authoritarianism seems to be on the rise.
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The Many Faces of Authoritarian

Persistence

This study is currently under review for publication. The full title of the manuscript
is “The Many Faces of Authoritarian Persistence. A Set-Theoretic Perspective on

the Survival Strategies of Authoritarian Regimes.”

3.1 Introduction

Recent autocracy research illustrates that authoritarian regimes’ do not only rely
on repression but institutionalize also sophisticated forms of cooptation (Gandhi
and Przeworski, 2007; Gandhi, 2008; Ginsburg and Simpser, 2014; Morgenbesser,
2016). In addition, there is a nascent strand of literature which shows that auto-
crats apply different strategies of legitimation to prolong their rule (Gerschewski,
2013; Grauvogel and von Soest, 2014; Dukalskis, 2017). Several new typologies
categorize authoritarian regimes as per these institutional features and, based on
average regime lengths in each category, propose more or less enduring autocracy
types (e.g. Wahman et al., 2013; Kailitz, 2013; Geddes et al., 2014). These contri-
butions highlight crucial factors of autocratic survival - yet, by focusing on single
aspects of authoritarian rule, they cannot sufficiently explain why some authori-

tarian regimes are more resilient than others.

TAutocracy, autocratic or authoritarian regime and dictatorship are interchangeably used.
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This article examines how authoritarian regimes combine various strategies of
repression, cooptation, and legitimation to remain in power. The contribution of
the article is two-fold: First, | conceptualize the hexagon of authoritarian persis-
tence as a framework to explain how authoritarian regimes manage to survive.
The hexagon is a modified version of Gerschewski’s (2013) three pillars of stability
and conjointly looks at six core strategies of autocratic rule (repression of physical
integrity rights, repression of civil and political rights, cooptation as compensat-
ing vulnerability or as simulating pluralism, specific and diffuse support of legiti-
mation). Based on set theory, the hexagon can account for the causal complexity
of autocratic survival and breakdown. Second, the empirical part of the article ap-
plies the hexagon by using fuzzy-set Qualitative Comparative Analysis (fsQCA). The
exploratory and case-orientated analysis refers to 62 authoritarian regimes of var-
ious types (1991-2010) and examines the combined effects of the several strate-
gies on authoritarian persistence. The resulting five configurations of the hexagon
provide a new and more fine-graded picture of autocratic survival.

The article proceeds as follows: The subsequent theoretical sections offer a lit-
erature review and illustrate the added value of the hexagon as a new framework
to explain authoritarian persistence. Before spelling out the operationalization of
the hexagon, | outline the methodological approach and demonstrate why fsQCA
is most suitable to assess the different strategies of autocratic power maintenance.
The last part summarizes the analysis and discusses five configurations of the hexa-

gon as the major findings of this article, followed by some concluding remarks.

3.2 Repression, Cooptation, and Legitimation

The burgeoning research about autocracies illuminates crucial aspects of auto-
cratic survival. Several contributions offer detailed qualitative analyses of modern
authoritarianism in on one or a few cases (Brownlee, 2007; Slater, 2010b; Hem-
ment, 2015). They further study the strategies and techniques in single types of

autocracies and illuminate, for example, how electoral regimes make use of seem-
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ingly democratic institutions to prolong their rule (Schedler, 2006; Levitsky and
Way, 2010; Morgenbesser, 2016).

Sharing a strong focus on authoritarian institutions, there are also a range of
guantitative studies which reveal that authoritarian regimes do not solely rely on
repression but institutionalize clever ways of cooptation to handle the challenges
of sharing power with influential elites while controlling the population at large
(Gandhi and Przeworski, 2007; Gandhi, 2008; Svolik, 2012; Ginsburg and Simpser,
2014). By looking at the most prominent institutional characteristic of a regime,
several new categorizations of autocracies in monarchies, personalist, military or
single- and multiparty regimes have been proposed (Geddes, 1999; Hadenius and
Teorell, 2007; Cheibub et al., 2010; Wahman et al., 2013; Kailitz, 2013; Geddes
et al., 2014). The novel data sets have been applied in numerous large-N compar-
isons and triggered a lively debate about the resilience and performance of the
different authoritarian regime types (e.g. Miller, 2015; Roberts, 2015b; Kailitz and
Stockemer, 2017).

The typologies of authoritarian regimes offer different explanations about the
survival strategies in each regime type. Geddes (1999) argues that single-party
regimes are more resilient than other regime types because party cadres are more
likely to negotiate. By using game theory, she illustrates that cooptation rather
than exclusion is the rule in this regime type since everyone is better off if all
factions can hold to office. Hadenius and Teorell (2007, 153) argue that multi-
party regimes are least resilient and most likely to democratize because their elec-
toral system allows for some contestation which makes these regimes amenable
to gradual improvements. These and other accounts of autocratic longevity are
theoretically compelling - yet, there are significant empirical variations concern-
ing the regimes’ durability in each of the proposed categories. Several multiparty
regimes, for example, make strategic use of the minimally competitive elections
and seem particularly persistent (Bogaards, 2013). Generally, the typologies are
based on different concepts of autocracy, refer to divergent empirical scopes and

make contrary statements about the resilience of the various regime types. The
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comparisons of the data sets by Wilson (2014), Roller (2013), and Wahman et al.
(2013) illustrate that the choice of the data set can have significant effects on the
results of empirical analyses.? Beside this and critical for the analysis in this article
is that while the new typologies highlight single factors of authoritarian rule, their
unidimensional classifications as per the most outstanding institutional character-
istic of a regime do not explain the multifaceted nature of authoritarian survival.
In contrast to this, Gerschewski’s (2013) model of the three pillars is a seminal
framework which attempts to synthesize the multiple factors of autocratic stabil-
ity. By arguing that recent autocracy research focuses mainly on repression and
cooptation and has lost sight of legitimation, the pillars are based on the assump-
tion that any type of autocratic regime makes use of these three core principles
of autocratic rule. The difference between regimes is that they institutionalize the
strategies of repression, cooptation, and legitimation in varying degrees. There is
a nascent strand of literature which illustrates that claims to legitimacy are crucial
aspects of autocratic survival (e.g. Grauvogel and von Soest, 2014; Omelicheva,
2016; Polese et al., 2017; Dukalskis, 2017; Maerz, 2017). Furthermore, Schneider
and Maerz (2017) analyze how the interplay of repression, cooptation, and legiti-
mation effects the survival of electoral regimes. However, as | illustrate in the fol-
lowing section, in order to assess the different strategies of authoritarian power
maintenance in autocracies at large, the theory of autocratic persistence needs to

be further developed.

3.3 The Hexagon of Authoritarian Persistence

This article conceptualizes the hexagon of authoritarian persistence as a theoret-
ical framework to analyze the multi-causal phenomenon of authoritarian persis-
tence. The hexagon is based on Gerschewski’s (2013) three pillars of stability and

defines the institutionalization® of various forms of repression, cooptation, and

2See also the critique by Svolik (2012, 17).

3|nstitutions are formal and informal procedures, routines, norms and conventions (historical
institutionalism, Hall and Taylor, 1996, 938). While institutionalization as a strategy implies strong
actors, the resulting institutional interplay can be also constraining Capoccia (2016, 1100). Future
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legitimation as the core survival strategies of autocratic rule. Decisive for the en-
durance or breakdown of an autocratic regime are the combined effects of these
strategies. While Gerschewski illustrates in great details why repression, coopta-
tion, and legitimation are the core strategies of autocratic survival, this article out-
lines these aspects only briefly and rather focuses on explaining how the hexagon
of authoritarian persistence differs from the three pillars of stability. To further de-
velop the theory of autocratic persistence, | propose two major modifications of
Gerschewski’s three pillars. First, | suggest different concepts of cooptation. Sec-
ond and more importantly, instead of the rather static model of the three pillars
| introduce the hexagon as an enhanced framework which is based on set theory
and accounts for the causal complexity of autocratic survival.

The three pillars have two dimensions each: specific and diffuse support of
legitimation, high and low-intensity repression, formal and informal cooptation
(Gerschewski, 2013, 23). While it is theoretically compelling to conceptualize coop-
tation as formal and informal ways of tying strategic partners to the regime, | hold
that such a clear-cut separation is empirically not feasible since formal and in-
formal institutions of cooptation are often inseparably fused (lsaacs, 2014). Fur-
thermore, finding valid indicators for measuring informal institutions is a highly
challenging task, particularly for large numbers of cases (Helmke and Levitsky,
2004). Therefore, | propose two different and empirically more valid concepts and
distinguish between cooptation as compensating vulnerability and cooptation as
simulating pluralism. Following Schmotz (2015, 442), cooptation as compensat-
ing vulnerability is defined as the capacity of a regime to compensate for various
pressure groups (military, capital, parties, labor, ethnic groups, landowners) by
providing institutional inclusion or material benefits. In contrast to this, the sec-
ond form of cooptation is not about real compensation but rather a simulation of
it. By establishing fake multiparty systems and pretending competitiveness, this
strategy of cooptation is typically observed in hegemonic party systems which are

supposed to make the elites believe that some power is allocated to them while

research might analyze how gradual institutional change affects this interplay in autocracies.
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it is only the most inner circle of the regime which maintains full control (Sartori,
2005, 205-206). Beside this, | adopt Gerschewski’s (2013) two concepts of repres-
sion as either highly visible, violent acts (repression of physical integrity rights) or
more subtle modes of coercion, called here repression of civil and political rights
(Cingranelli and Richards, 2013). As Gerschewski (2013, 20), | also draw upon the
non-normative concept of legitimation by Weber (2002) and distinguish between
specific support (e.g. gained by a good socio-economic performance or domestic
security) and diffuse support of legitimation (e.g. ideologies, religious, nationalis-
tic, traditional claims, the charisma of autocratic leaders, cf. Easton, 1965).

Gerschewski (2013, 23) explains the varying institutionalization between the
pillars by referring to exogenous, endogenous, and reciprocal reinforcement ef-
fects — yet, the relationship between the different dimensions in each pillar is not
discussed. For his theory of the “two worlds of autocracies” as the only two sta-
ble configurations of the pillars, he assumes all dimensions except for high and
low-intensity repression to be mutually exclusive (Gerschewski, 2013, 29).

In contrast to this, | look at the different forms of repression, cooptation, and
legitimation not as mutually exclusive end points of the same underlying concept
but rather as individual features of authoritarian persistence, visualized with the
shape of a hexagon as shown in Figure 3.1. Based on this enhanced perspective,
the model of the hexagon can reflect the diverse combinations of survival strate-
gies in persistent autocracies of various types and is not limited to “two worlds.”
Furthermore, the hexagon assumes the relationship between the institutionalized
forms of repression, cooptation, and legitimation to be varying instead of always
complementary, as it is conceptualized for the three pillars (Gerschewski, 2013,
29). Following Schedler (2013), | hold that the institutional settings in authoritarian
regimes are ambiguous due to informational as well as institutional uncertainties.
Different to the three pillars, authoritarian persistence is not understood as a static
concept of stability but rather as the endurance of authoritarian regimes over time,
occasionally also under rather unstable conditions or with counter-intuitive com-

binations of the six strategies, as the empirical explorations in this article show.
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Figure 3.1: The Hexagon of Authoritarian Persistence

The hexagon of authoritarian persistence is rooted in set theory. A set-theoretic
perspective on authoritarianism allows to grasp the causal complexity of the sur-
vival or breakdown of authoritarian regimes because it accounts for asymmetric
causal relations, conjunctural causation, and equifinality (Ragin, 1987). Autocracy
is not simply the opposite of democracy. Geddes (1999, 121) seminal contribution
and her statement that “different kinds of authoritarianism differ from each other
as much as they differ from democracy” hint at these asymmetric causal relations
and counter the simplified classification of autocracies as merely non-democratic.
Along these lines, the hexagon is also based on the assumption of causal asymme-
try: The reasons for autocratic regimes to endure are not simply the opposite of
what explains autocratic breakdown.

The hexagon enables to look at several aspects of autocratic rule at once and
examine how this interplay affects authoritarian persistence. The basic idea of this
so-called conjunctural causation is that authoritarian persistence emerges from
the intersection of these aspects as appropriate pre-conditions (Ragin, 1987, 25).
In other words, in the absence of any one of the several aspects, authoritarian

persistence does not emerge. In contrast to the above outlined typologies which
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classify authoritarian regimes by merely looking at its most eminent institutional
characteristic (e.g. the electoral system or the military), the hexagon looks at com-
binations of conditions which conjointly cause authoritarian persistence. Configu-
rations of the hexagon therefore cut across existing typologies and have the poten-
tial to reveal, for example, that it is not just the enhanced cooptation capabilities
of a single-party regime which fosters its endurance but it is rather the combina-
tion of these cooptation capabilities with a strict limitation of civil and political
rights and sophisticated claims to legitimacy which keeps the regime resilient.

The hexagon is based on the assumption of equifinality, meaning that there
are different, mutually non-exclusive explanations of authoritarian persistence
(Schneider and Wagemann, 2012, 78). While some authoritarian regimes might
indeed endure because they apply an effective cooptation strategy which com-
pensates vulnerabilities combined with limitations of civil and political rights and
sophisticated claims to legitimacy, other persistent regimes might rather rely on
severe repression combined with a strongly propagated ideology and a fake mul-
tiparty system which simulates pluralism and thereby facilitates elite cohesion.

In sum, the purpose of the hexagon is to identify which strategies authoritar-
ian regimes combine to ensure their survival. Compared to the three pillars, the
hexagon is not based on the assumption that there are only two successful com-
binations of strategies — Gerschewski’s (2013, 30) “two worlds of autocracies” —
but allows for much more empirical variation. The resulting configurations of the
hexagon are similar to what Elman (2005) called an explanatory typology. Due
to the hexagon’s accounts of asymmetric causal relations, conjunctural causation
and equifinality, such configurations clearly differ from conventional understand-
ings of categories in typologies (Collier et al., 2008, 157) because they are neither
mutually exclusive nor collectively exhaustive. Metaphorically speaking, the hexa-
gon is a toolbox of authoritarian rule out of which authoritarian regimes take their
set of strategies. As a matter of course, some authoritarian regimes apply similar
sets of strategies which is why combinations of strategies can (partly) overlap. The

added value of this set-theoretic perspective on the survival strategies of authori-
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tarian regimes is that it unravels the causal complexity of these survival strategies
and thereby provides a new and more fine-graded picture on authoritarian persis-

tence.

3.4 Research Design

3.4.1 Method

The theoretical framework of the hexagon is based on set theory which strongly
suggests to use set methods for an empirical application of the framework. Similar
to Schneider and Maerz (2017), this article applies fuzzy-set Qualitative Compar-
ative Analysis (fsQCA) to analyze authoritarian survival strategies. Set methods
employ formal logic and Boolean as well as fuzzy algebra and refer to a rather
unusual terminology which is why this section explains key terms and provides a
short outline of how fsQCA is applied.*

The strength of fsQCA and its particular suitability for the analysis in this arti-
cle is that instead of looking at single factors in isolation of each other, it allows to
examine the combined effects of several factors on authoritarian persistence. In
set-theoretic terminology, the six strategies illustrated in the hexagon are called
the conditions which - depending on their combinations - generate authoritarian
persistence or no authoritarian persistence as the two qualitative states of the out-
come. The different combinations of the six strategies are so-called configurations
of the hexagon.

In fsQCA, asymmetric causal relations are tested by separate analyses for the
occurrence and non-occurrence of the outcome (Schneider and Wagemann, 2012,
81). Accordingly, the summary of the findings in this article is divided into the anal-
ysis of authoritarian persistence and the analysis of no authoritarian persistence.

In essence, fsQCA consists of two different procedures: the test of necessity

and the test of sufficiency. The analysis of necessity comes prior to the analysis

4See Ragin (1987) and Schneider and Wagemann (2012) for more details and comprehensive
explanations about QCA and set methods in general.
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of sufficiency and assesses whether a condition or disjunctions of conditions are
supersets of the outcome, meaning that the outcome cannot be achieved without
these conditions. The test of sufficiency looks at whether a condition or conjunc-
tions of conditions (conjunctural causation) are subsets of the outcome. Because
perfect super- or subset relations are empirically rare, both of these tests make use
of consistency and coverage parameters (Ragin, 2006). For the test of necessity,
those conditions which pass the consistency and coverage thresholds are further
tested for their empirical relevance (Schneider and Wagemann, 2012, 236).

At the core of the test of sufficiency is the so-called truth table analysis. Each
row of a truth table stands for one of the logically possible combinations of condi-
tions. Ergo, an analysis with kK number of conditions has a truth table with 2k rows.
Those rows which pass the thresholds for consistency and coverage and contain
one or more cases are considered sufficient for the outcome. These rows are used
for the logical minimization which typically produces different and mutually non-
exclusive explanations for the outcome of interest (equifinality). Those rows which
do not contain any cases as empirical evidence - the logical remainders - can still
be included in the process of logical minimization, yet, only based on assumptions
(Schneider and Wagemann, 2012, chap 6). Depending on these assumptions, the
conservative (no assumptions), the most parsimonious (assumptions on all logical
remainders) or the intermediate (some assumptions, the so-called easy counter-

factuals) solution formula is obtained.

3.4.2 Operationalization

Due to the general problems of data accessibility in autocracies, the analysis in this
article is constrained in terms of its empirical scope and time-sensitivity and thus
rather exploratory in its nature. Measuring legitimation in authoritarian regimes is
extremely challenging, particularly if done for a larger amount of cases. While data
about protests or child mortality rates and GDP growth are merely indirect mea-
sures, this analysis relies on the expert survey of von Soest and Grauvogel (2017a)

which provides a first data set on legitimacy claims of authoritarian regimes. Yet,
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the survey data is limited in terms of cases, goes only until 2010 and offers obser-
vations per regime span and not per year. A second and more general constraint
is that due to its combinatorial nature, the analysis in this article looks at all indica-
tors for the hexagon at once. Because of missing values in each of these indicators,
the number of cases is further limited.

The analysis refers to 62 cases® of authoritarian regimes, starting in 1991. One
rationale for choosing this point of time is linked to the many new state forma-
tions after the downfall of the Soviet Union. At first, this period of transformation
in the early 1990s had been enthusiastically called a latecomer of the third wave
of democratization (Huntington, 1991). Yet, it soon turned out that this labeling
was overly optimistic and that authoritarianism became more real again (Geddes,
1999; McFaul, 2002). After several stumbles and initial signs of democratization,
many of the newly independent states had transformed into fully-fledged autoc-
racies by the end of the 1990s. The second reason for choosing 1991 concerns the
general transformation of authoritarianism in a post-Cold War and increasingly
globalized world. Today’s dictators employ new strategies and a range of seem-
ingly democratic practices to stabilize their rule (Gandhi, 2008; Schedler, 2013).
The time frame of the analysis from 1991 to 2010 allows me to assess the impact
of these novel strategies on authoritarian persistence.

The case selection is further guided by this article’s definition of autocracy. |
borrow from Geddes et al. (2014) who propose a rather minimalistic definition, al-
lowing for a clear borderline between democracies and autocratic regimes. Their
comprehensive data set on autocratic regimes (1946-2010) forms the basis for the
cases of my analysis.® The data set classifies autocracies as such if (1) the execu-
tive achieved power by other means than fair, competitive and free elections, (2)
the executive achieved power by fair, competitive and free elections but changed
these rules afterwards or (3) the military prevents the compliance with these rules

or changes them (Geddes et al., 2014, 317).

5See Table C.1 in the Appendix for a list of all cases.

6Because the population of Bahrain and Qatar is below one million people, they are not in-
cluded in the data set of Geddes et al. (2014). Yet, | argue that the large amounts of non-nationals
which permanently live in these countries are also affected by the regimes’ style of leadership.
Adding up the nationals and non-nationals in each country exceeds one million which is why |
include both countries in the analysis.
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One key element of Geddes et al.’s (2014) data is that based on their definition
of autocracy, they use a combination of rigorous criteria to clearly identify the be-
ginnings and ends of autocratic regimes rather than inferring them from yearly
democracy codes as it is done in other data sets (Cheibub et al., 2010; Wahman
et al., 2013). Based on this, a regime end is a change of the basic rules about the
identity of the leadership group which can but not necessarily has to lead to a
transition to democracy. The fine-graded assessment distinguishes between intra-
regime leadership successions (e.g. in monarchies or Turkmenistan in 2006, coded
as no regime end) and other leadership successions which also affect the compo-
sition of the leadership group at large (coded as regime end). Following Geddes
et al. (2014), | code those regimes as persistent which do not end between 1991
and 2010. All regimes which end before 2010 are seen as non-persistent regimes.
This means that out of the 62 cases of authoritarian regimes, 51 are coded as per-
sistent and 11 as non-persistent.’

The conditions for the analysis are the six core concepts of the hexagon: repres-
sion of physical integrity rights (repp), repression of civil and political rights (repc),
cooptation as compensating vulnerability (coopv), cooptation as simulating plural-
ism (coops), and diffuse and specific support of legitimation (legd, legs). | measure
the two forms of repression by drawing on Cingranelli and Richards (2013). The
names of both forms are inspired by the two main indices in their data set and
make the operationalization straightforward, as summarized in Table 3.1.

For the operationalization of the first form of cooptation, | follow Schmotz
(2015) and his innovative way of defining cooptation as compensating vulnera-

bility. Schmotz constructs a comprehensive index® that looks at 6 different socio-

’One trade-off here is that due to the censored data used, the category of persistent regimes
does not distinguish between those regimes which last already for several decades and those
which have started a relatively short time before 2010. For the latter cases, | assessed qualita-
tively whether the respective regime can indeed be considered as persistent. For example, the
analysis covers only 2 years of the regime of Mauritania which was preceded by coups in 2008 and
2005 and is therefore not considered as persistent. Future research might use more fine-graded
distinctions in this regard.

8The index of Schmotz (2015) provides data until 2009. Yet, since the unit of analysis in this
article is not single regime years but longer time spans of regimes, the effect of this missing year
of observation in one indicator is assumed to be rather small.
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Table 3.1: Operationalization of Repression and Cooptation

Abbr. Full Name and Operationalization Source
repp Repression of physical integrity rights: combined index which mea-
sures torture, extrajudicial killing, disappearance and political impris-  Cingranelli
onment. and Richards
repc Repression of civil and political rights: combined index which mea- (2013)

sures foreign movement, domestic movement, freedom of speech,
freedom of assembly and association, workers’ rights, electoral self-
determination, and freedom of religion.

coopv  Cooptation as compensating vulnerability: comprehensive index which  Schmotz
measures a regime’s capacity to compensate for six pressure groups: (2015)
military, capital, parties, labor, landowners, and ethnic groups.

coops  Cooptation as simulating pluralism: regimes with multiple (satellite) Beck et al.
parties which do not allow for electoral competition. Two DPI indices (2001)
on competitiveness of legislative and executive elections, combined by
logical OR (scores above 4 and below 7 on a scale of 1-7).

economic pressure groups (military, capital, parties, labor, ethnic groups, landown-
ers), their individual strength AND ambition to exert pressure and the regime’s
capacity to compensate for these pressures by providing material benefits OR in-
stitutional inclusion. This measurement of vulnerability and compensation offers
a new picture on cooptation in autocratic regimes and contributes to more valid
results since hitherto used indices of cooptation are rather coarse, as further illus-
trated below.

Concerning cooptation as simulating pluralism, | refer to the DPI indicators on
competitiveness in legislative and executive elections (Beck et al., 2001). | con-
sider those regimes as simulating multiparty systems which score in the two in-
dicators on legislative OR executive elections below 7 and above 4.° This opera-
tionalization of cooptation differs from previous approaches in two regards. First,
| distinguish between fake and real electoral competition in authoritarian regimes
and exclude the latter when measuring simulated pluralism. Recent contributions

frequently refer to Cheibub et al.’s (2010) trinomial indicator of party institution-

9One exception is Iran. Politics in the Khamenei era are certainly not based on real competition
as the brute suppression of the protests after the assumed electoral fraud in favor of Ahmadinejad
in 2009 have shown. Yet, despite these disadvantageous conditions, the reform movement in Iran
has been comparatively strong throughout the regime span and politics have been much more
contested as those in the regimes conceptualized as simulating pluralism (Brownlee, 2007, 157-
181). Therefore, Iran is re-coded as a non-member of the set despite its scores in the DPl indicators.
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alization when operationalizing cooptation. While the values of 0 and 1 indicate
either no legislature or a legislature with members only from the regime party, the
third value - 2 - stands for regimes which have multiparty legislatures. Yet, this in-
dicator does not distinguish between those regimes which allow for oppositional
parties and those which merely set up satellite parties, faking a multiparty regime.
Second, my operationalization of cooptation as simulating pluralism cuts across
existing typologies of hegemonic and closed regimes. While non-competitive mul-
tiparty systems are seen as a defining feature of hegemonic regimes (Sartori, 2005;
Brownlee, 2009), operationalizations of this regime type are rather coarse and
classify several regimes which simulate pluralism as closed regimes.™

For the operationalization of both forms of legitimation, | refer to the expert
survey of von Soest and Grauvogel (2017a,b) on legitimacy claims of authoritarian
regimes. The survey relies on nearly 300 questionnaires completed by internation-
ally renowned country experts, assessing six basic legitimation strategies. Table
3.2 lists these strategies and shows how | aggregate them to measure specific and

diffuse support of legitimation.

Table 3.2: Operationalization of Legitimation

Abbr. Full Name Strategies (Combined by Logical OR) Source
Diffuse support of Foundatlo.nal Myths (fomyth)

legd " . Ideology (ideo) von Soest
legitimation .

Personalism (perso) and
Grauvogel
logs Specific support of ::rlzecrgj:;za(l Ergfcg)agement (inteng) (2017a)
& legitimation P

Performance (perf)

The survey of von Soest and Grauvogel (2017a,b) collects assessments of the
most recent autocratic regime in a country, resulting in observations per regime

span.” This limits the time-sensitivity of my analysis and demands for a meaningful

°Brownlee (2009) considers regimes as hegemonic if they score above 4 on the DPI indicator on
legislative AND executive elections. Yet, this categorizes regimes such as Kazakhstan or Uzbekistan
as closed although their legislative elections take place within classical examples of fake multiparty
systems.

"The varying definitions of autocracy underlying von Soest and Grauvogel’s (2017a) survey data
and this article result in diverging determinations of regime beginnings and ends. | follow Geddes
et al. (2014) concerning the timings of regime spans and refer to von Soest and Grauvogel’s (2017a)
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aggregation of the other indicators which are based on country observations per
year. When looking at the data, it is striking that several regimes have become
increasingly repressive over the years of their endurance.’ In order to account for
this crucial aspect, the average values for the time spans were weighted in favor

of the latest regime years.™

3.4.3 Calibration Strategy and Robustness Tests

Calibration is a crucial step in set-theoretic methods in which set membership
scores are assigned to cases. This process requires reasoned decisions on what
full membership and full non-membership in each fuzzy set mean and where the
point of indifference or crossover point should be located (Schneider and Wage-
mann, 2012, 32). By combining theoretical knowledge and empirical evidence, the
difference between relevant and irrelevant variation is made (Ragin, 2008, 82-83).

Following these basic principles of calibration, | chose the anchors in Table 3.3
according to the meaning of the sets. To ensure a high content validity of all sets,
| checked several of the “borderline” cases to see whether the assigned member-
ship scores are coherent with the case knowledge at hand. In some cases, alter-
native positions of the anchors seemed equally plausible. For more substantive

decisions in this regard, | conducted detailed robustness tests.™

Table 3.3: Anchors for Calibration

Label High  High  High High High High High Highin- High High
repp repc coopv coops fomyth ideo  perso teng proc  perf
Fully in 1 2 5 crisp 4.5 4 4.4 35 5 5
Crossover 4.2 5.4 1.2 >4,<7 3.1 3.1 2.9 2.1 3.4 3.5
Fullyout 6 9 -1 crisp 2 1.5 1 1 2 2

time specifications as the beginning and end of observation.

2This includes Turkmenistan, Uzbekistan, Belarus, Iran, Eritrea, and Ethiopia.

BMore specifically, each observation per year was weighted by the regime’s length in this par-
ticular year, starting in 1991.

“The R scripts of the various robustness tests are available here: https://dataverse.harvard.
edu/dataverse/sfm. Figure C.1, C.2, and C.3 in the Appendix provide an overview of the distribu-
tion of the raw and calibrated data.


https://dataverse.harvard.edu/dataverse/sfm
https://dataverse.harvard.edu/dataverse/sfm
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Generally, the robustness tests illustrate that slight alterations of the anchors
do not significantly change the results of the analysis. To make the choice of an-
chors more transparent, | further explain some of the more substantial tests and
decisions. Concerning both forms of repression, the chosen crossover points seem
rather low, classifying most cases as more in than out of the set. However, moving
up the crossover points — particularly for the set of “high amounts of repression of
physical integrity rights” (high repp) — would place regimes such as Turkmenistan
as out of the set. In view of the empirical evidence about the highly coercive na-
ture of this regime (Human Rights Watch, 2017b), it is therefore reasonable and in
line with the meaning of the set to choose a lower anchor and accept the rather
unequal distribution of the calibrated data.

As the histograms in the appendix show, the distribution of the raw data on
cooptation as compensating vulnerability is slightly skewed. This makes the cali-
bration procedure an even more delicate issue. The tests of alternative anchors
reveal that lower crossover points lead to model ambiguity which complicates the
QCA results (Rohlfing, 2015, 3). Higher crossover points decrease the content va-
lidity of the concept since all cases scoring above zero are per definition already
over-compensating (Schmotz, 2015, 448).

While von Soest and Grauvogel (2017b) propose calibration anchors for all the
legitimation variables in their truth table analysis, | changed most of these anchors
for several reasons. First, the chosen crossover points by von Soest and Grauvogel
(2017b) are (with minimal deviations) based on the mean values of the respec-
tive base variables. While this can make sense in some instances and coincide
with other reasons for choosing these locations of the anchors, the mean values
should never be applied systematically when calibrating data. Such purely data-
driven calibrations are flawed and can significantly diminish the content validity of
the calibrated sets (Schneider and Wagemann, 2012, 33). Second, von Soest and
Grauvogel (2017b, appendix) refer to gaps in the raw data to justify their place-
ments of the anchors. In general, this is a valid strategy since noticeable drops

in the data can indicate relevant differences between the respective cases. Yet, it
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is not a convincing approach if the raw data is pervaded by many gaps as it is the
case for the legitimation variables. In contrast to von Soest and Grauvogel (2017b),
| place the anchor of “high amount of foundational myths” above 3, for example,
because | argue that Myanmar (score of 3.00) uses the successful struggles of in-
dependence only partly as a source of legitimacy®™ and should not be a member
of this set. In contrast to this, the experience of independence has a central role
in the official narrative of the Uzbek regime (score of 3.25) which is why this case
should be indeed a member of the set."® The adjustments of the other anchors
follow similar rationales. The R scripts test and compare these anchors with those

of von Soest and Grauvogel (2017b) which further highlights their robustness.

3.5 Summary of the Findings

3.5.1 Analysis of Authoritarian Persistence

The test of necessity for the outcome authoritarian persistence reveals that no sin-
gle condition or its logical negation passes the minimum thresholds of consistency,
coverage and relevance. The test further shows several disjunctions of conditions
with high consistency and coverage values. Yet, all of them have low relevance val-
ues, indicating the trivialness of necessity for these logical OR combinations. The
test of necessity concludes therefore with no statement on necessary conditions
or combinations of them.

For the test of sufficiency, the truth table in this analysis consists of 64 rows,
representing all logically possible combinations of the six conditions. Table 3.4 is
an abbreviated form of the truth table. It contains only those rows for which there
is enough empirical evidence available, meaning here that at least one case is as-

signed to the respective row."”

The military regime of Myanmar primarily referred to battles against ethnic separatists and
communist insurgencies or the promotion of Buddhism and the reinvigoration of monarchical tra-
ditions for claiming its legitimacy (McCarthy, 2010).

8For more information about the heavy propagation of the “ideology of national independence”
in Uzbekistan, see Maerz (2017) and March (2003).

Table C.1 in the Appendix provides the full names of all cases in this analysis.
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Table 3.4: Truth Table for the Outcome Authoritarian Persistence

Row Repp Repc Coopv Coops Legd Legs Outcome n Consist. Cases

60 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 7 0.982  CUB,RUS,MOR,LIB,SUD,
CHN,DRV

28 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 4 0.982  SWA,UAE,OMA,MAL

20 O 1 0 0 1 1 1 2 0.967  BAH,QAT

50 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 0.966  PRK

24 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0.933  KZK

18 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 0.932 KUW

8 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0.915 CON

23 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 0.903 LAO

52 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 6 0.901  CS,UGA,ERIALG,IRN,SAU

56 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 9 0.890  BLR,AZE,RWA,ETH,ANG,
YEM,TKM,TAJ,UZB

16 O 0 1 1 1 1 1 2 0.888  BFO,MZM

63 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 2 0.886  CDI,CAO

55 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 0.881  SYR

32 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 3 0.864 MAA,TAZ,JOR

49 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0.855 MYA

64 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 3 0.804  ZIM,EGY,INS

48 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0.794 CAM

12 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 3 0.782  GAM,GHA,ZAM

47 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0.764  BNG

29 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 0.750  KYR

54 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0.748 DRC

62 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 0.737 TUN

61 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 3 0.725  CEN,CHA,PAK

10 O 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0.716  GAB

46 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 0.698  THI

4 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 0.664  MEX

42 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 2 0.503  SEN,TOG

34 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0.489 PER

All rows above the consistency value of 0.77 are considered sufficient for the
outcome authoritarian persistence. The rationale for determining this consistency
threshold is twofold. First, the value of 0.77 represents a gap in the consistency
values, indicating a notable drop of consistency. Yet, there are also other gaps be-
fore and after 0.77. On that account, the second reason is that including row 47
(consistency of 0.764) in the logical minimization process would mean to include
a logically contradictory case since Bangladesh is a non-persistent authoritarian
regime. In contrast to this, the cases in row 64 (consistency of 0.782) are all per-
sistent authoritarian regimes, which further suggests that this row can be seen as

sufficient for the outcome.
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For the logical minimization of the sufficient rows, | assume the presence rather
than the absence as directional expectation for all conditions beside repression
of physical integrity rights. The usage of high amounts of this form of coercion is
costly and can damage the population’s legitimacy belief in the regime (Gerschew-
ski, 2013) which is why | make no assumptions for the logical remainders of this

condition. Based on this, the intermediate solution formula (Table 4) is obtained.™

Table 3.5: Intermediate Solution Formula for the Outcome Authoritarian Persistence

Sufficient Paths, Connected by Logical OR® Consistency Cow.r® Cov.u®
REPC*COOPS*LEGD 0.87 0.28 0.12
REPC*coops*LEGS 0.96 0.33 0.07
REPP*REPC*coops 0.92 0.24 0.04
COOPV*COOPS*LEGD*LEGS 0.78 0.18 0.01
repp*COOPS*LEGD*LEGS 0.89 0.17 0.01
repp*COOPV*LEGD*LEGS 0.87 0.28 0.02
Overall solution 0.89 0.73

2 Capital letters indicate presence, small letters absence, * denotes logical AND.
b Cov.r = raw coverage; Cov.u = unique coverage.

The intermediate solution formula has a high consistency value at 0.89 and ex-
plains 73 percent of all the cases which are coded as persistent autocratic regimes.
By suggesting six sufficient conjunctions, it is a rather comprehensive equifinal
explanation of authoritarian persistence. This is further underscored by the low
unique and much higher raw coverage of each path (26 cases are covered by more
than one path). The discussion section provides a detailed interpretation of this

solution formula.

3.5.2 Analysis of No Authoritarian Persistence

The test of necessity for the outcome no authoritarian persistence concludes that
there is no condition or conjunction of conditions which pass the consistency, cov-

erage and relevance of necessity thresholds. The truth table for the sufficiency

'8This article mostly relies on the intermediate solution formula and reports the other solution
formulas in the Appendix. All operations for the analysis are done in R (2017) and make use of the
QCA package of Dusa and Thiem (2016, v. 2.2.) and the SetMethods package of Medzihorsky et al.
(2016, v. 2.1.).
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test of no authoritarian persistence (Table C.7 in the Appendix) shows that no sin-
gle row passes the minimum consistency threshold of 0.75 (Schneider and Wage-
mann, 2012, 129). This indicates that the hexagon is not a suitable framework for
explaining why authoritarian regimes break down since it cannot identify enough
commonalities among the non-persistent regimes. Interestingly, the empirical test
of Gerschewski’s three pillars in the context of autocratic elections comes to sim-
ilar results (Schneider and Maerz, 2017, 223). This strongly suggests that in the
case of regime failure, the interplay of repression, legitimation and cooptation has

already stopped working and that there are other causal mechanisms at work."

3.6 Discussion

The intermediate solution formula for the outcome authoritarian persistence sug-
gests six paths. Due to their strong overlap, | consider the last two paths as logical
equivalents and summarize them to one configuration. This leads to five configu-
rations of the hexagon. These configurations reflect the different combinations of
survival strategies which keep autocratic regimes persistent. | call these combina-
tions (1) hegemonic, (2) performance-dependent, (3) rigid, (4) kleptocratic and (5)
adaptive configurations of the hexagon.

The five configurations or “faces” of authoritarianism are illustrated in Table
3.6. The first row of this table provides a graphical illustration of the solution for-
mula that transfers the Boolean expressions of each path into the respective con-
figuration of the hexagon. The hexagon functions here as a radar chart with 1 and
0 meaning the presence or absence of the sets as suggested by the prime impli-

aw_ .n
r

cants?® of the solution formula. The “r” in between these values indicates logically

redundant prime implicants which might have been present before the logical min-

Another reason could be the rather skewed outcome set. Future research might test whether
a larger proportion of non-persistent regimes would allow the hexagon to identify more common-
alities.

29The prime implicants are the end products of the logical minimization process and cannot be
omitted from the solution formula without violating the truth table statement. In contrast to this,
the logically redundant prime implicants can be dropped since all primitive expressions are also
covered without them (Schneider and Wagemann, 2012, 109-111).
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imization but were dropped from the respective solution term during the process
of logical minimization due to their redundancy. The second part of the table, row
4 to 7, gives information about the type of cases covered by each path. Follow-
ing Schneider and Rohlfing (2013), the categorization into typical, most typical,
uniquely covered, and deviant cases facilitates a more fine-graded interpretation
of the solution formula. The last row of the table contains those cases which are
not covered by any paths of the solution formula.?' These deviant cases regarding
coverage would need to be analyzed in explorative process tracing (Schneider and
Rohlfing, 2013, 574) since their mechanisms of ensuring authoritarian persistence
are not explained by the hexagon.

The defining feature of the first configuration - called hegemonic - is that it uses
cooptation as simulating pluralism together with high amounts of diffuse legitima-
tion and repression of civil and political rights.?? In other words, these authoritar-
ian regimes can be described by their hegemonic multiparty systems which merely
pretend pluralism. This fagade is backed up by intensively propagating ideologies,
foundational myths or the personality of autocratic leaders and secured by strictly
limiting the liberties of the population such as freedom of speech, assembly and
association.

The most typical case?® of the hegemonic configuration is Uzbekistan. Besides
having an appalling human rights record (Human Rights Watch, 2010), the regime
strongly propagates an official ideology as a pre-political consensus on delicate
issues such as religion and the role of the state (Maerz, 2017). Furthermore, the
regime maintains an elaborated system of satellite parties, each of them having
fallacious names such as Uzbekistan’s Liberal Democratic Party or People’s Demo-

cratic Party of Uzbekistan. Particularly tricky in this regard is that although the

YINote that these are mostly conflict-ridden countries and rather marginal cases of authoritarian
persistence.

22Besides relying on a less ambiguous operationalization, the decisive difference to earlier cate-
gorizations of hegemonic authoritarianism is precisely this focus on the combined effects of these
three features of the hexagon: | consider only those regimes as hegemonic which display high
amounts in each of these features and thereby prove to be persistent.

2The most typical case has the highest consistency due to being closest to the ideal typical case
which has full membership in all the conditions of the respective path (Schneider and Rohlfing,
2013, 581).
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latter party enjoyed the official support of the recently deceased president Islam
Karimoy, it is not a dominant party (Bader, 2009, 111). Thus, parliamentary elec-
tions in Uzbekistan make indeed a pluralistic impression - at least at first glance -
since the parties’ share of seats is rather equally distributed (OSCE, 2009).

The other typical cases of the hegemonic configuration, most of them uniquely
covered, also combine repression, diffuse legitimation and fake pluralism as their
strategy of survival. However, some of them have a more distinctive dominant-
party system. In Angola, for example, the ruling Movimento Popular de Libertagao
de Angola (MPLA) draws its legitimacy from the myths about the country’s war of
independence and is uncontested in its predominance. The repressive regime offi-
cially tolerates other parties, yet, none of them receives significant shares of seats
in the elections which are frequently accompanied by corruption, official intimida-
tion or other incidences of fraud (Vines and Weimer, 2009, 288). Not so obvious
cases which exhibit this configuration of authoritarianism are Laos and Turkmen-
istan.?* Egypt, Yemen and Syria proved to be persistent throughout the period of
observation in this analysis. However, while the latter has been going through a
highly entangled and cruel civil war for several years, the first two countries ex-
perienced regime changes after the Arab Spring. These cases and the regime of
the lvory Coast would need to be studied in more detail to illuminate the deviant
mechanism leading to regime failure after 2010.

The second configuration of persistent authoritarianism are the so-called per-
formance-dependent regimes due to their strong reliance on specific sources of
legitimacy. Typical cases showing this configuration of the hexagon are the United
Arab Emirates, Iran, Algeria or Oman - all resource-rich countries which allure their
people with a good socio-economic performance but also broadly control them by
suppressing civil and political rights. Many of the performance-dependent regimes,

in particular the uniquely covered Gulf states of Kuwait, Qatar and Bahrain and the

24Laos grants a small amount of non-partisan people seats in the National Assembly (Gainsbor-
ough, 2012, 40). Simulating these elites political participation points to similar cooptation patterns
as observed in the other cases of hegemonic authoritarianism. While the Turkmen regime allows
de jure for multiple parties, the registration of the Party of Industrialists and Entrepreneurs in 2012
is the first de facto incidence in this regard.
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most typical case of Saudi Arabia, are classical examples of rentierism (Beblawi
and Luciani, 1987). Yet, this configuration includes also China, Vietnam and Cuba.
These communist regimes might have high growth rates or claim significant im-
provements in the field of education and health as their achievements, but are also
known for boosting non-material, symbolic or simply non-existing successes as
their accomplishments (e.g. Hoffmann, 2015). Besides combining carrot and stick,
the third defining feature of the performance-dependent regimes is that none of
them greatly simulates pluralism. On the contrary, they rather divide at both ex-
treme ends of this cooptation strategy: While some are long-running monarchies
or communist states, the others do indeed allow for real electoral competition.

The most striking characteristic of the third configuration is that these regimes
hugely apply both forms of repression. Following Schneider and Maerz (2017, 229),
| call this configuration rigid authoritarianism. The name is based on the assump-
tion that autocracies which are severe offenders of physical integrity rights are
less flexible since their legitimacy is constantly at stake (Gerschewski, 2013, 28).
Furthermore, such terrorizing and intimidating methods are costly. Nevertheless,
there is still a range of autocratic regimes with a rampant history of human rights
violations. This configuration of authoritarianism typically includes internationally
isolated regimes which are known for their extremely ruthless and brute leaders:
North Korea, the military regime of Myanmar, conflict-ridden Sudan and Eritrea,
also known as the North Korea of Africa (Weldehaimanot, 2010, 232).

Puzzling cases of this configuration are those regimes which allow for elec-
toral competition (e.g. Russia, Uganda or Algeria). Since the approval of even min-
imal amounts of competition creates significant uncertainties for the ruling elites
(Schedler, 2013), these regimes try to control such risks by using intense repres-
sion of physical integrity rights. However, this is an irrational and highly ambiguous
strategy since it can easily delegitimize the regime and play into the hands of the
opposition. Therefore, it is a rather unstable configuration of the hexagon, which

nevertheless results in authoritarian persistence.
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The nexus between high amounts of specific legitimation and repression of
physical integrity rights constitutes another unstable but persistent configuration
of the hexagon.?® This rather counter-intuitive combination of strategies is found
in all those regimes - competitive or closed - which are covered by both the rigid
and performance-dependent configuration. Post-QCA case studies could further
reveal how these regimes nevertheless endure. In addition, a closer examination
of Libya and Myanmar as those cases which turned out to be less resilient after
2010 would provide insights into the ambiguous effects of severe repression on
the resilience of authoritarian regimes.

The fourth configuration is called kleptocratic. In contrast to the other con-
figurations, kleptocratic regimes intensively use both forms of legitimation and
cooptation, resulting in over-compensation and kleptocracy. This configuration in-
cludes only few cases. The only uniquely covered case - Cambodia - uses also high
amounts of repression of physical integrity rights. This indicates that in light of
the more parsimonious configurations of the other persistent autocracies, klep-
tocratic authoritarianism fritters resources. Most of the persistent autocracies do
not need to use as many strategies at once as this configuration does. Particularly
concerning the two cooptation strategies, it seems like applying both of them in
high amounts is not needed for autocratic survival. As it is the case in Cambodia,
this merely promotes a kleptocratic elite (Hughes, 2008, 71).

Adaptive authoritarianism is the last configuration of persistent authoritarian-
ism in this analysis. These regimes are more flexible since they promote specific
and diffuse support of legitimation without applying severe forms of repression
of physical integrity rights (Schneider and Maerz, 2017, 225). Instead, they adopt
and exploit seemingly democratic institutions and rely on electoral fraud, censor-
ship and other, subtler means of limiting civil and political rights. Particularly the
resource-rich countries with this configuration combine this “rule by velvet fist”
(Guriev and Treisman, 2015) with a sophisticated usage of the new information

technologies. Kazakhstan, for example, has an impressive set of e-government

2Gerschewski (2013, 28) calls this combination the Achilles heel of autocracies.
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websites, revealing a surprising citizen-responsiveness (Maerz, 2016). Together
with various claims to legitimacy, such tools enhance the efficiency and capacity
of the regimes and thereby strengthen their resilience. Studies on typical cases of
this modern form of authoritarianism could further explore such institutional ma-
nipulations that seem to replace traditional forms of coercion. Research about the
deviant cases of Mauritania, Ghana or the long-running but recently failed regimes
of Burkina Faso and Gambia might hint at instances in which this mechanism stops
working. As mentioned, one hunch in this regard is that the intense use of both
forms of cooptation is a waste of resources which can have destabilizing effects
over longer periods of time. The majority of the resilient regimes with this config-
uration applies only one of the cooptation techniques in high amounts. Overall,
the adaptive configuration might be trendsetting in modern authoritarianism: By
combining one of the cooptation strategies with both forms of legitimation, these

regimes are capable of largely avoiding the risks and costs of harsh repression.

3.7 Conclusion

This article classified persistent authoritarian regimes as per their strategies to sur-
vive by applying fuzzy-set Qualitative Comparative Analysis. Based on the frame-
work of the hexagon of authoritarian persistence, the analysis inquired about suc-
cessful combinations of different strategies of repression, cooptation and legiti-
mation. The empirical assessment of 62 regimes resulted in five configurations of
the hexagon which provide novel and multifaceted explanations about why some
authoritarian regimes are more enduring than others.

Based on these findings, there are several avenues for future research. The
discussion of the five configurations of authoritarian persistence could merely il-
lustrate the key aspects of the regimes’ varying survival strategies. However, fol-
lowing Schneider and Rohlfing (2013), | made detailed suggestions for post-QCA re-
search on typical and deviant cases which would help to further explore the mech-

anisms of authoritarian persistence and breakdown, respectively. Apart from this,
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future studies might find better ways of operationalizing the concept of authori-
tarian persistence which minimize the constraints when using censored data and
allow to test the configurations in a larger set of cases. While this article bene-
fited from novel indicators on legitimating authoritarianism, such innovative ap-
proaches are still rather limited in their empirical scope. Hence, itis another desider-
atum to further improve the data availability for this crucial aspect of authoritarian

rule and thereby advance our understanding of authoritarian resilience.
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The Language of Democracy in Hegemonic

Authoritarianism

This study was prepared for the APSA Annual Meeting 2017 in San Francisco and
has been submitted to a peer-reviewed journal. The full title is “Simulating Plural-

ism: The Language of Democracy in Hegemonic Authoritarianism.”

4.1 Introduction

Does is matter what autocrats say? Recent contributions point to the linkages be-
tween the language style of authoritarian leaders and the survival of their regime
(Windsor et al., 2015; Dowell et al., 2015; Windsor et al., 2017). This article adds
to this nascent strand of literature and studies the language authoritarian leaders
use to legitimate their rule on national and international level. More concretely, |
look at the rhetoric differences in the official communication of closed, competi-
tive, and hegemonic authoritarian regimes.’

Hegemonic authoritarian regimes are frequently seen as a residual category,
comprising all those regimes which do not classify as competitive or closed autoc-
racies (Donno, 2013). Furthermore, the mechanism of how these regimes manage
to survive remains nebulous since recent studies have drawn most attention to the

phenomenon of competitive authoritarianism (Levitsky and Way, 2010; Schedler,

This article uses autocracy, authoritarian regime and dictatorship interchangeably.
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2013; Handlin, 2016, 2017). While closed regimes have no elected legislative or a
single-party rule, competitive regimes allow for several parties to compete during
elections. In contrast to this, hegemonic regimes typically install non-competitive
multiparty systems which merely pretend pluralism while the regime maintains
a strong grip on power (Brownlee, 2009). This article is particularly interested in
how the leaders of hegemonic systems use language to justify and perpetuate
their non-competitive multiparty regimes.

The findings of the article show that hegemonic regimes make use of a sur-
prisingly democratic style of language to maintain the fagcade of simulating plu-
ralism. The rhetoric strategy of talking like democrats and faking a participatory
style of government helps them to promote elite cohesion, gain legitimacy and
thereby prolong their rule. Contrary to Windsor et al. (2017, 9) who suggest that
there is only little variation among authoritarian regime types concerning their
use of formal language, | find that this linguistic strategy of hegemonic regimes is
systematically different to the official communication styles in closed or competi-
tive regimes: Although politically more open, competitive regimes talk less about
democracy. The findings further reveal that the leaders of closed regimes hardly
refer to democracy in their speeches.

The empirical examinations in this article compare the language of political
leaders by applying quantitative and qualitative text analysis. Due to the general
problems of data availability in autocratic regimes, the quantitative text analysis
is limited to those autocracies which provide on their official websites a collection
of translated English speeches delivered by their leaders. The text corpus for the
dictionary-based logit scaling (Laver and Garry, 2000; Lowe et al., 2011) comprises
2,074 speeches of the leaders in 22 countries. The analysis focuses on autocracies
but includes also a selection of speeches delivered by current leaders of democra-
cies to better illuminate the differences between autocratic and democratic styles
of language. The subsequent case studies are a qualitative and contextualized as-
sessment of the language used by the leaders of hegemonic Uzbekistan, closed
Saudi Arabia and competitive Russia to further highlight the rhetoric differences

among autocrats.
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The article proceeds as follows: The next section provides a conceptualization
of autocratic and democratic styles of language. Subsequently, | elaborate on the
simulation of pluralism as the defining feature of hegemonic authoritarianism and,
based on this, formulate hypotheses for the analysis of the language of political
leaders. After summarizing the major findings of the twofold empirical examina-
tions, | consider alternative explanations for the results. The conclusion discusses
broader implications of the findings and provides some recommendation for fu-

ture research.

4.2 Autocratic and Democratic Styles of Language

Recent autocracy research highlights the importance of legitimation for the sur-
vival of authoritarian regimes (Gerschewski, 2013; Schneider and Maerz, 2017;
Dukalskis and Gerschewski, 2017). Following a non-normative understanding of
legitimation as the rulers’ efforts to make the population belief in their legitimate
authority (Weber, 2002), most of these novel contributions focus on this process
of institutionalizing persuasion.? Language is a powerful tool in this regard and au-
tocracies organize spectacular events for spreading the word of their rulers (e.g.
Adams, 2010). In the age of the Internet, an increasing number of authoritarian
regimes translate these speeches into English and publish them on shiny official
websites to further strengthen their national and international legitimacy (Maerz,
2016).

Several contributions assess public discourses and the language of autocrats in
one or a small number of cases (March, 2003; Megoran, 2008; Omelicheva, 2016;
Maerz, 2017). However, there is only little research about the rhetoric of authori-
tarian regimes which is based on large quantities of texts. The recently expanded
toolbox of quantitative text analysis provides innovative approaches for analyzing

political texts (Grimmer and Stewart, 2013) - yet, this burgeoning literature has

2Due to general problems of accessing reliable data in authoritarian settings and especially
because of the issues of conducting surveys in such surroundings, measuring the actual amount
of legitimacy belief among the population of authoritarian countries poses great difficulties. First
attempts are Frye et al. (2017); Mazepus (2017) and Thyen (2017).
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been mainly focused on democratic settings. Exceptions are Dowell et al.’s (2015)
and Windsor et al.’s (2015) study of the language of Mao Tse-Tung, Fidel Castro,
and Hosni Mubarak during natural disaster crises or Windsor et al.’s (2017) analy-
sis of leaders’ language and political survival strategies in the MENA region. By ap-
plying computational linguistic analysis, these contributions investigate about the
leaders’ mental constructs from a psychological perspective. Dowell et al. (2015)
and Windsor et al. (2015), for example, illustrate how autocrats use more com-
plex and formal language during crises in order to demonstrate authority and lead-
ership strength. In addition, Windsor et al.’s (2017) analysis proposes that those
leaders who use a more positive language and reduce blame and anxiety in their
speeches have higher chances to survive times of political instability.

This article continues these first and fruitful explorations of how language can
contribute to authoritarian persistence. Yet, as opposed to Windsor et al. (2017, 9)
who suggest that different types of autocracies use similar language, | anticipate
that there are crucial variations among autocratic regimes concerning their use of
formal language - particularly if it concerns the leaders claims to legitimacy. First
observations show that several autocrats apply a rigorously authoritarian style of
language. They legitimate their authority by constantly emphasizing that they pro-
vide for stability, order, and unity. They stress traditional values and thereby jus-
tify their paternalist style of ruling, promote nationalism or - depending on the
regime type - refer to religion and remind the people that they see themselves
called by God. Yet, there seem to be other authoritarian leaders which attempt
to talk like democrats. While it is rather obvious that they rule in an authoritarian
manner, these leaders refer to their country as democratic and speak strikingly
often about reforms and democratic institutions. It is the aim of the article to fur-
therilluminate these different rhetoric patterns and thereby contribute to a better
understanding of the varying mechanisms of legitimating authoritarian rule.

To analyze the rhetoric strategies of political leaders, | broadly distinguish be-
tween autocratic and democratic styles of language. The general ambiguity of

language poses challenges when defining such categories. Autocrats make use of
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both concepts of language in varying degrees. The leaders of democracies also oc-
casionally draw on rather autocratic categories of language - in particular populist
and overly conservative ones. Therefore, measures of autocratic and democratic
styles of language are fuzzy in this regard because they do not necessarily reflect
the de-facto degree of authoritarianism or democracy. However, since this arti-
cle does not aim at measuring degrees of authoritarianism but rather focuses on
how different autocrats make strategic use of language, this twofold division is
meaningful for the analysis.

Figure 4.1 illustrates the multilevel concept of language which | construct as
a framework to study the language of political leaders. By following the basic
guidelines of Goertz (2006) for concept formation, the two categories of the first
level represent the mutually exclusive antipodes of autocratic versus democratic
language. The second level contains more fine-graded categories to distinguish
whether the political leaders emphasize autocratic or democratic procedures and
illiberal or liberal ideological orientations. The key words in each of these subcate-
gories further describe these concepts and serve as semantic orientation for build-

ing the dictionary for the analysis.

Concepts of Language

} '

Autocratic Style of Language VvS. Democratic Style of Language
v v v v
Autocratic Procedures Illiberalism Liberalism Democratic Procedures
Maintenance of Power, Traditionalism, Liberal Values, Democracy,
Authoritarian Law Nationalism, Women, Institutional
and Order Paternalism Minorities Reforms

Figure 4.1: Autocratic and Democratic Styles of Language

The subcategory of autocratic procedures is emphasized by a comparatively
frequent usage of terms which represent a strict and uncontested maintenance
of power (e.g. defense, military, monarchy). Authoritarian law and order means,
for example, that autocrats construct a discourse of danger which condemns op-
ponents as “evil” and constantly threatens them with penalty, prosecution, and

prison. llliberal ideological orientations are expressed by overemphasizing tradi-
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tional values, paternalism, and nationalism - typically done by a range of auto-
crats but currently also a distressing trend among Western right-wing populists.
As opposed to this, the subcategories of a democratic style of language imply that
political leaders stress liberal values, the rights of women and minorities or hu-
man rights in general, and speak about the (seemingly) democratic procedures
and implemented reforms in their (authoritarian) country. The section on the con-
struction of the dictionary further highlights the differences between these two
styles of language and provides word examples.

Based on this concept of language, the dictionary-based analysis of autocratic
and democratic styles of language in this article is a straight-forward assessment of
how often and when political leaders emphasize certain political procedures and
ideological orientation. In this sense, my text-analytic approach is similar to those
guantitative text analyses which typically examine party manifestos and speeches
in democracies to infer policy positions on a left-right scale (e.g. Laver and Garry,
2000; Laver et al., 2003; Lowe et al., 2011; Proksch and Slapin, 2012). Several of
these left and right classifiers - particularly concerning liberal and traditional val-
ues - are also reflected in the concept of democratic and autocratic styles of lan-
guage. Yet, due to the inclusion of autocratic settings, my analysis comes along
with different assumptions about the intention of the speeches in authoritarian
or democratic contexts.

One crucial difference between the speeches in democratic and autocratic con-
texts is that the latter follow a more distinct purpose of legitimation. Contrary to
authoritarian regimes, the legitimacy of democracies relies on a range of concrete
procedures and transparent processes and is not merely a facade controlled by
the regime. The speeches of political leaders in democracies might also aim at
strengthening the people’s belief in the legitimacy of the government. Yet, their
main intentions are to communicate diplomatic goals to an international audience
or policy positions to potential voters and electioneer in a competitive struggle
over political influence. Based on this, | argue that with decreasing degrees of elec-
toral competition and growing authoritarianism, the leaders’ speeches are less

about policy positions and more about legitimating authoritarianism.
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4.3 Simulating Pluralism in Hegemonic Regimes

This article classifies autocracies in competitive, hegemonic, and closed regimes.
Compared to other regime classifications which are based on discrete data (e.g.
Geddes et al., 2014; Wahman et al., 2013; Cheibub et al., 2010), this categorization
refers to continuous data and helps to distinguish the fully closed regimes from
their more open counterparts. As illustrated in Figure 4.2, hegemonic and compet-
itive regimes are generally seen as sub types of electoral authoritarianism which
is situated between democracy and closed autocracy. Closed autocracies have no
elected legislature or rule with a single-party regime. Competitive regimes allow
for at least a minimum amount of real competition during multiparty elections.
Hegemonic regimes are frequently seen as a residual category which includes all
those regimes which do not classify as competitive or closed autocracies (Brown-
lee, 2009; Donno, 2013). This article zooms in on hegemonic authoritarianism and
provides deeper theoretical reflections and new empirical findings about how this

hitherto rather under-studied regime type manages to survive.

Closed Electoral Autocracy

Autocracy

Democracy

Hegemonic Regimes | Competitive Regimes

Figure 4.2: Concepts of Political Regimes

If compared to competitive regimes, the most crucial difference and also defin-
ing feature of hegemonic regimes is that even though they hold regular elections,
they do not allow for real electoral competition, hence there is no meaningful level
of contestation (Brownlee, 2009, 524). Instead, they exhibit a hegemonic party sys-
tem (Sartori, 2005, 205-206) which is either clearly dominated by the party of the
ruling regime or an artificial arrangement of several satellite parties to pretend
contestation and pluralism.

Cameroon’s ruling party - called the People’s Democratic Movement - is one
example of a hegemonic party next to which officially allowed opposition parties

have no real chance to compete (Pelizzo and Nwokora, 2016). Uzbekistan set up
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several satellite parties which also have impressively democratic names - e.g. Peo-
ple’s Democratic Party of Uzbekistan or the Liberal Democratic Party. At first sight,
this multiparty system makes indeed the impression that the regime shares some
of its power. Yet, at second sight, the agendas of these “government-friendly par-
ties” hardly differ and it is rather evident that they have been installed by the
regime as a farce while keeping full control over the party system and marginaliz-
ing any real opposition (Bader, 2009).

How do hegemonic regimes manage to maintain these toy parliaments and
rubber stamp politics over longer periods of time? As recent contributions high-
light, authoritarian rulers rely not only on repression but institutionalize sophis-
ticated strategies of cooptation and legitimation to ensure their survival (Gandhi,
2008; Gerschewski, 2013; Schneider and Maerz, 2017). Beside strictly limiting civil
and political rights, hegemonic authoritarian regimes use their non-competitive
multiparty systems to co-opt elite groups. Engaging them in hegemonic or satellite
parties makes these elites believe that they have a stake in the regime’s survival.

To credibly promote the non-competitive multiparty systems as seemingly plu-
ralistic institutions and make their authority look legitimate, | further argue that
hegemonic regimes strategically use a democratic style of language. Speaking like
democrats is one tool of legitimation which they use to disguise the fully-fledged
authoritarian nature of the regime and sustain the illusory facade of pluralism.
Thus, | expect to find an inflated use of democratic terms in the speeches of hege-
monic regimes. Based on this, | formulate a first hypothesis for the analysis of the

official communication of hegemonic, closed or competitive regimes.

H1: Theleaders of hegemonic regimes use a democratic style of language in their

official speeches.

Using democratic terms in their official speeches is not an exclusive charac-
teristic of the leaders of hegemonic regimes. Yet, | assume that there are crucial
variations in frequency and context of using such terms in hegemonic, closed and

competitive regimes. | expect that the leaders of closed regimes hardly deploy
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them in their speeches - simply because they do not set up non-competitive mul-
tiparty systems which need to be communicated as being democratic institutions.
As their name says, these regimes are politically closed and | expect their rhetoric
strategies to focus rather on legitimating their heredity lines and other autocratic

procedures of power maintenance.

H2: Closed regimes hardly refer to a democratic style of language in their official

communication.

Compared to hegemonic and closed regimes, competitive regimes are polit-
ically more open and closer to democracies. Hence, one could assume that the
leaders of competitive regimes also use the most democratic style of language
among all autocrats. Yet, | expect that the speeches of competitive regimes re-
veal less democratic terms than those of hegemonic regimes because competitive
regimes invest not as much resources and rhetorical means in faking pluralism.
| hold that they rather have to deal with the repercussions of allowing minimal
amounts of real electoral competition and emphasize in their official communica-

tion those topics and policies which help them to maintain the status quo.

H3: The leaders of competitive regimes use less democratic terms than those of

hegemonic regimes.

To empirically test these hypotheses, the different regime categories need to
be operationalized. Recent literature on regime classifications engages with the
challenges of distinguishing between competitive authoritarianism and early forms
of democracy (e.g. Handlin, 2017; Bogaards, 2012). To avoid ambiguity, this article
relies on the rather minimal definition of autocracy by Geddes et al. (2014, 317)
which is based on the electoral process.® Concerning the borderlines between the
three autocratic regime types, non-competitive multiparty systems are generally

seen as a defining feature of hegemonic regimes (Sartori, 2005; Brownlee, 2009).

3Aregime s autocraticif (1) the executive achieved power by other means than fair, competitive
and free elections, (2) the executive achieved power by fair, competitive and free elections but
changed these rules afterwards or (3) the military prevents the compliance with these rules or
changes them.
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Yet, operationalizations of this regime type have been rather coarse and classified
several regimes which simulate pluralism as closed or competitive regimes, as |
explain in more details in Table D.1 in the Appendix. This Table further illustrates
how | follow Brownlee (2009, 524) and make use of the DPI indicators on com-
petitiveness in legislative and executive elections (Beck et al., 2001) but suggest
two crucial refinements of the operationalization. The section about data and case
selection provides further information about how many cases in each of these

regime types the analysis refers to.

4.4 Comparing the Language of Political Leaders

4.4.1 Methods and Dictionary

| use quantitative and qualitative techniques of text analysis to examine the lan-
guage of autocrats. Given the novelty of analyzing large quantities of speeches
from authoritarian contexts, this mixed-method approach is most suitable and en-
ables me to cross-validate the results. It is also in line with one of the basic princi-
ples of text analysis suggested by Grimmer and Stewart (2013, 4): Automated text
analysis can augment, but not replace thorough reading of texts. The quantitative
dictionary-based analysis of 2,074 speeches is preceded by the careful construc-
tion and validation of the dictionary and succeeded by qualitative case studies.

The dictionary comprises 241 terms and is based on the additive concepts of
language in Figure 4.1: A democratic style of language is measured by word fre-
guencies in the subcategories of democratic procedures and liberalism. The mea-
surement of an autocratic style of language refers to the frequencies in the sub-
categories of autocratic procedures and illiberalism.

Generally, the dictionary consists of terms with as little ambiguity as possible.

Some of the terms* were adopted from Laver and Garry’s (2000) dictionary for

*Laver and Garry’s (2000) categories on institutions, law and order, values and groups were
partly adopted and renamed. However, my dictionary does not include any economic terms be-
cause these terms are not explicitly autocratic or democratic (e.g. economic liberalism does not
necessarily conform with political liberalism).
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estimating policy positions from political texts. Yet, because the validity of a dic-
tionary for quantitative text analysis is highly context-specific, | collected the large
majority of the terms during the qualitative assessment of a stratified sample of
speeches’ - used as a pool of key words - and with the help of recent literature
on legitimation patterns and official rhetoric in authoritarian regimes (e.g. von
Soest and Grauvogel, 2017a; Maerz, 2017; Omelicheva, 2016; Pruzan-Jgrgensen,
2010; Matveeva, 2009; Megoran, 2008). To validate the dictionary, | qualitatively
checked the context of all codings in a sample of 110 speeches.® This robustness
test allowed me to identify and exclude frequent negations and ambiguous terms
and thereby ensure that the assigned terms in the dictionary do indeed measure
the proposed concepts.’

Examples of those terms which measure the emphasize of democratic pro-
cedures include the stemmed words democra*, election*, fair*, parliament*, re-
form*, transparen*, or vote*. The category on liberalism comprises evident terms
such as free*, liberal*, tolera*, but includes also words such as discriminat*, au-
thoritarian®, or repressi* which are typically used to demand for more civil and
political liberties. Following this logic vice versa, anarch*, chaos, destabili*, and
obscen* or pervert* are in the categories of autocratic procedures and illiberalism.
Other terms for autocratic procedures are defen*, protect™, securit® or stabil*, for

illiberalism discipline, moral*, tradition*, patriot* or pride.®

4.4.2 Data and Case Selection

This article studies the language of autocrats by looking at their publicly delivered
speeches. A growing number of autocratic regimes sets up official e-government
websites to propagate modernity and thereby gain national and international le-

gitimacy (Maerz, 2016). The case selection for the analysis is guided, first, by the

5| chose the most recent international and national speech in each case to grasp current termi-
nology.

8 randomly picked 5 per cent of the speeches in each case, excluding those taken as pool of
key words.

7] used Lowe’s (2015) Yoshikoder for constructing and validating the dictionary.

8The full lists of words in each category of the dictionary are available at: https://dataverse.
harvard.edu/dataverse/sfm.
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installation of such websites and second, by the number of the uploaded and of-
ficially translated English speeches of the regimes’ current leaders. To qualify as
selected case, there had to be at least 10 translated speeches on the website of
the respective regime.® This two-step procedure of case selection resulted in a col-
lection of 2,074 speeches from the leaders of 22 countries, as shown in Table 4.1.
The democratic cases were randomly selected by data availability. | included them
primarily forillustration purposes and to contrast the language styles of democrats
with those of autocrats. | also included Turkey and Hungary as so-called backslid-
ing cases (Blockmans and Yilmaz, 2017; Greskovits, 2015) because | was curious
whether and how their recent reverting to authoritarian practices is reflected in

their official communication.

Table 4.1: Cases and Corpus of Speeches for the Analysis

Case Type? Leaders First Last Speeches®
Kuwait closed Sabah Al-Ahmad Al-Jaber Al-Sabah 2006 2015 128
North Korea closed Kim Jong Un 2012 2016 24
Saudi Arabia closed King Abdullah, King Salman*¢ 2010 2016 63
United Arab Emirates closed Mohammed bin Rashid Al Maktoum 2000 2016 86
Azerbaijan hegemonic Ilham Aliyev 2010 2017 442
Cameroon hegemonic Paul Biya 2013 2017 51
Jordan hegemonic King Abdulla I1. 1999 2017 100
Kazakhstan hegemonic Nursultan Nazarbajev 2007 2017 15
Singapore hegemonic Lee Hsien Loong 2010 2017 59
Tajikistan hegemonic Emomali Rahmon 2004 2017 68
Uzbekistan hegemonic Islam Karimov, Shavkat Mirziyoyev® 2010 2016 27
Malaysia competitive Dato’ Sri Mohd Najib 2017 2017 13
Morocco competitive King Mohammed VI. 2012 2017 101
Russia competitive Vladimir Putin 2012 2017 325
Uganda competitive Yoweri Museveni 2011 2016 59
Hungary backsliding Viktor Orban 2014 2017 162
Turkey backsliding Recep Tayyib Erdogan 2014 2017 39
Canada democratic Justin Trudeau 2015 2017 23
Denmark democratic Lars Lgkke Rasmussen 2009 2017¢ 55
Germany democratic Angela Merkel 2009 2017 64
Norway democratic Erna Solberg 2013 2017 122
Great Britain democratic Theresa May 2016 2017 48
Corpus 2,074

2 While some speeches were delivered in 2016 and 2017, the DPlindicators for the categorization of closed, hegemonic
and competitive regimes (Beck et al., 2001, cf. Table D.1 in the Appendix) go only until 2015 - yet, none of the
autocratic countries in this analysis significantly changed during the last two years.

b Table D.2 in the Appendix provides the sources of the speeches.

¢ The cases of Saudi Arabia and Uzbekistan include also several speeches of the new leaders since 2015 and 2016
because leadership succession was not followed by regime change.

¢ The speeches cover Rasmussen’s |., Il. and lll. cabinet (2009-2011 and 2015-2017).

°The material of North Korea consists rather of letters than speeches - yet, remarkably, all
available texts were translated in 9 different languages and published on the official website of
the regime. The uploaded texts of Russia, Hungary and Great Britain include occasional interviews
and dialogues or joint statements with other persons. These texts were filtered to get the leaders’
statements only. Speeches uploaded in languages other than English were excluded.
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Due to the general problems of data availability for authoritarian contexts, a
rather obvious constraint concerning data selection is that the collection of speech-
es is limited to those which are made publicly available in English on the offi-
cial website of authoritarian regimes. This could bear the potential of selection
bias. One problem, for example, could be that it is only certain types of regimes,
countries or leaders that install such websites and upload their speeches in En-
glish. However, as Maerz (2016) illustrates, the habit of maintaining professional
websites to gain internal and external legitimacy is not a unique characteristic of
one particular regime type but rather a general trend in modern authoritarianism.
Moreover, also if alternative classifications of authoritarian regimes in military,
monarchic or party-based types (Geddes et al., 2014, e.g.) are applied, there is
no regular pattern observable. The same is true concerning types of leaders: the
selected regimes are ruled by various kinds of leadership groups. While several au-
thoritarian regimes which offer numerous speeches on their website are resource-
rich countries, other regimes such as Uzbekistan and Tajikistan illustrate that such
country-specific characteristics vary among the selected cases.

Beside this, another potential selection bias could be that it is only a certain
type of speeches which are made available on the website of authoritarian regimes.
Yet, as the mentioned robustness tests with a random sample of the selected
speeches in each case have shown, the collection of texts is a diverse mixture of
speeches delivered at various national and international occasions. Hence, they
address either a national or international audiences (or both) and deal with a
range of economic and political issues and are therefore representative for assess-
ing the general language styles of political leaders.

The speeches are of varying number, length, and quality and cover diverging
periods of time. Yet, while the summary of the findings provides confidence in-
tervals for the estimated positions in each case, | broadly neglect these differ-
ences of range and time coverage for building the corpus because | assume that a
regime consciously creates its “electronic face” and thereby controls its perceived

image in the Internet. In this sense, the analysis captures a double process of le-
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gitimation which addresses a national or international public (or both): the actual
text of a speech delivered at some real-life national or international occasion and
the subsequent selection of speeches published online by the respective regime.
The corpus of 2,074 speeches' was cleaned of punctuation, numbers and sepa-
rators. Words were set to lowercase and stemmed before the frequencies of the

(stemmed) dictionary terms were counted.

4.4.3 Statistical Model

To get from the “raw” counts of the dictionary application to a sound measure-
ment of relative frequencies of autocratic and democratic styles of language, |
adopt Lowe et al.’s (2011) spatial model of logit scaling. | chose this model because
their approach has no pre-defined endpoints, accounts for the relative difference
between opposed categories, works also well for aggregated categories and is gen-
erally superior to earlier methods of scaling, as the comparisons of Lowe et al.
(2011) illustrate. They apply the model to measure the relative balance of policy
positions on a left-right scale with a logistic function of word counts attached to
the positive and negative (left and right) side of the dimension.

In this article, | assign the positive ends to democratic and the negative ends
to autocratic styles of language. | denote the number of scores for democratic em-
phasis D and for autocratic emphasis A. The output @ is an estimate of the position
on the autocratic-democratic scale. Drawing on Lowe et al.’s (2011) empirical logit
scale, this is defined as:

A
6P =log—
g

To improve the model structure, Lowe et al. (2011) add 0.5 to all counts. This is a
standard statistical practice which can also be used as a measure to reduce bias in
the case of estimating the proportions of categories. As explained by Lowe et al.

(2011, 132), this makes particularly those estimates more stable which are derived

10| collected all speeches with the help of web-scraping techniques, comprising several packages
in R as explained in Munzert et al. (2015) and the 3.4.0 Selenium (2017) package in Python.
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from rather small counts. The logit is therefore expressed as:

A+ .5
6P = Iog—jL

D+5
The application of the model in this article comes with three constraints. First, the
resulting scale does not account for differences in the language of autocrats over
time. Yet, this is rather a problem of data availability since there are simply not
enough speeches available in each case for measurements per year. Second, the
model does not account for the varying size of data in each case, influencing the
robustness of the respective results. Thirdly, | expect the word frequency counts
to be affected by random noise and other bias. Due to the latter two constraints,
| adopt Lowe et al. (2011, 134) simple Bayesian approach of computing standard
errors and confidence intervals for the estimates of 8. Given that a standard Beta
prior over the proportions of A and D words with parameters of ¢ = aP =a

implies a posterior distribution over position, this is approximated for A+ D > 10

as:

9P| A, D~Normal(u,0?)

A+a
D+a

o?=(A+a) '+ (D+a)?

p=log

As Lowe et al. (2011, 134) explain, setting a = .5 corresponds to a symmetrical
invariant Jeffreys prior, here over autocratic and democratic styles of language.

This suggests the following 95 percent confidence interval:"

(6P —1.965,6 +1.960]

"All operations were done in R (2017, v. 3.4.0.) with the quanteda (Benoit et al., 2017, v. 0.9.9.)
and tm package (Feinerer and Hornik, 2017, v. 0.7-1.). The replication files are available at: https:
//dataverse.harvard.edu/dataverse/sfm.
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4.4.4 Findings
Quantitative Analysis

Figure 4.3 illustrates the findings of the dictionary-based logit scaling of 2,074
speeches by political leaders from 22 countries. It shows the estimated position for
each case on the scale of autocratic to democratic styles of language as negative to
positive ends of both axes. Following the concepts of languages in Figure 4.1, the
X axis measures the leaders’ emphasis of liberalism or illiberalism, the y axis the
leaders’ emphasis of democratic or autocratic procedures. Similar to Medzihorsky
et al. (2017, 6), | integrated the 95 percent region of the estimated confidence

intervals as lightly-colored ellipses around each case.
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Figure 4.3: Comparing the Language of Political Leaders

Itis striking that almost all hegemonic regimes in this analysis emphasize demo-
cratic procedures in a comparatively high degree. With the slight deviation of Sin-
gapore, they outperform all the other inspected cases of authoritarianism. Uzbek-

istan is at the very top of the scale, closely followed by Kazakhstan, Jordan and
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Tajikistan. Their scores of speaking about democratic procedures compare to those
of democracies or even outrun them. Yet, a crucial difference is that the language
of hegemonic regimes clearly accentuates illiberalism whereas the democrats in
this analysis stress liberalism. While these findings confirm my first hypothesis and
show that the leaders of hegemonic regimes overstate the talk about democracy,
they also highlight that this language of democracy in non-democratic surround-
ings typically lacks elements of liberalism.

Regarding the closed regimes in this analysis, it is not surprising that in contrast
to the other cases, they are all below the zero level of emphasizing democratic
procedures or liberalism. This supports my second hypothesis: Intensively talking
about democracy is neither a plausible nor a particularly effective strategic tool
in the long-running monarchies of Saudi Arabia, Kuwait and United Arab Emirates.
Also the isolated regime of North Korea seems to draw mostly on other rhetoric
strategies. While Saudi Arabia has the highest scores in stressing autocratic proce-
dures in its official communication, it is North Korea which makes use of the most
illiberal language in this analysis.

The findings concerning the competitive regimes in this analysis suggest that
their leaders are also talking about democracy - yet, as assumed in the third hy-
pothesis, in more moderate dimensions. Uganda, Morocco, and Malaysia show
average performances concerning the democratic procedures dimension. Due to
a comparatively small amount of speeches from the current Malaysian prime min-
ister Dato’ Sri Mohd Najib, this distinct case of competitive authoritarianism' is
based on a relatively coarse estimate. Yet, the more robust findings for Russia - the
other typical case of competitive authoritarianism in this analysis - suggest that
Putin is hardly talking about democratic procedures or liberal values if compared
to hegemonic regimes. This is a counter-intuitive finding because hegemonic reg-
imes are generally more closed, isolated and often also more repressive than com-

petitive regimes.

2Malaysia and Russia score 7 in both DPI indicators and are therefore considered as typical
competitive regimes (Beck et al., 2001, cf. Table D.1 in the Appendix). Uganda and Morocco are
rather borderline cases: Uganda scores 6 in the legislative and 7 in the executive elections indicator
but is generally considered as competitive (Levitsky and Way, 2010, 32). Morocco has low scores in
the executive elections indicator due to its monarchic nature, yet, allows for competitive legislative
elections which are not based on a satellite party system (score of 7 and Stepan et al., 2014).
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The democratic cases in this analysis score as one would expect for the speech-
es delivered by the leaders of consolidated democracies: situated in the positive
area of both axes, they speak explicitly of democratic procedures and stress lib-
eral values. Interestingly, the two backsliding cases of Hungary and Turkey devi-
ate from this pattern. Their reverting to less open forms of government manifests
in the speeches of Viktor Orban and Recep Tayyib Erdogan with illiberal styles of
language which are similar to those of several authoritarian regimes.

It is generally noticeable that illiberalism outweighs in all of the observed au-
thoritarian regimes. While Uganda is the only case which is closest to positive
scores on liberalism, Juche-driven North Korea and religious Saudi Arabia have
strikingly negative values on this dimension. Furthermore, all regimes - also the
closed ones - perform better in emphasizing democratic procedures than speak-
ing about liberal values. This indicates that autocrats feign less about freedom,
openness, equality and transparency but rather speak about seemingly demo-
cratic elections and reforms in their country. One reason for this could be that
it is much more challenging to fake liberalism in illiberal surroundings. Hence, the
illiberalism-liberalism scale can be seen as a rough predictor of authoritarianism
and democracy, while the scale of democratic versus autocratic procedures points
to the hypocritical cases of hegemonic authoritarianism which vapor about democ-

racy while perpetuating a full-blown authoritarian rule.

Qualitative Analysis

The qualitative analysis have the purpose to further illustrate the difference in lan-
guage styles among autocrats by looking at the context of frequently used terms in
the official communication of Uzbekistan, Saudi Arabia, and Russia. | chose these
cases because they represent each of the authoritarian regime types: Uzbekistan
is a hegemonic regime, the monarchic regime of Saudi Arabia is politically closed,
Russia holds regular elections which are generally considered as (minimally) com-
petitive (Beck et al., 2001; Hyde and Marinov, 2012). The analysis assesses ex-

cerpts of the regimes’ speeches with the help of Yoshikoder’s key-word-in-context
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tool (Lowe, 2015). This tool extracts for each term of the dictionary the five prece-
dent and subsequent words in the respective texts, allowing to access the back-
ground of recurring terms and, based on this, select relevant text passages for

further inquiries.

The Language of Democracy in Hegemonic Uzbekistan

Authoritarian Uzbekistan refers remarkably frequent to democratic procedures in
its official communication. The qualitative analysis provides details about this in-
tense rhetoric boasting of democracy in national and international speeches. Islam
Karimov, the long-running but last year deceased president of independent Uzbek-
istan, constantly stresses in his speeches the regime’s apparent aim of building a
democratic state, intensifying the democratic transformation and “consolidating
democratic values in the minds of the people”.”® However, similar to the justifica-
tion patterns in other post-Soviet regimes (Roberts, 2015a, 154), he keeps pointing
out that the country follows its “own model of democratization,” dispelling any cri-
tique about the failure to achieve this goal. After the death of Karimov in 2016, the
regime managed a smooth leadership succession and installed Shavkat Mirziyoyev
as president. Loyal to his predecessor, he praises the democratic reforms which
have been apparently accomplished under Karimov’s rule and likewise claims to
be committed to “building a free, democratic, humane state.”

Another iterative element in the official communication of the regime is the
alleged democratic electoral process. Both leaders talk about their “meetings with
voters” and thereby pretend a citizen-orientated style of governance. Political par-
ties in Uzbekistan exist at the pleasure of the president, share similar agendas and
have no real influence in the personalist regime (Beachain and Kevlihan, 2015;
Bader, 2009). Yet, both leaders claim the elections to be guided by democratic
principles. Despite the ridiculously high election outcomes of the last decades

(Beachain and Kevlihan, 2015, 501), the regime speaks of competitive campaigns.

BAll direct and indirect citations from the speeches refer to the corpus of texts for each case.
The Appendix provides the sources for the text corpora.
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Mirziyoyev comments for the most recent electoral results that “all foreign ob-
servers openly and unanimously acknowledged that the elections were conducted
in the atmosphere of sound competition and struggle among political parties.”
This statement is in sharp contrast to the OSCE’s final report about these elec-
tions which repeatedly finds a lack of competitiveness and lists a plethora of se-
rious concerns about undue limitations on fundamental freedoms of expression,
association and assembly during the electoral process (OSCE, 2016, 1-2). However,
as also boldly reported in local newspapers (Tashkenttimes, 2016), other interna-
tional organizations such as the Shanghai Cooperation Organization (SCO), known
for promoting authoritarian norms in Central Asia (Ambrosio, 2008), support this
pretense of democracy.

Repeatedly using a few selected terms such as “democratic,” “free,” and “lib-
eral” is a striking characteristic of Uzbekistan’s linguistic strategy. Both presidents
apply these buzzwords with great formulaicity - as if the mantra-like repetitions
would belie the national and international audience about the fact that Uzbekistan
is neither a democratic nor a liberal country and, as the past decades have shown,
has also not been en route of becoming one.

While the Uzbek regime strategically uses these buzzwords to simulate democ-
ratization and a participatory style of government, its leaders also apply a rather
illiberal language. National values and traditions and the spiritual heritage of the
Uzbek people are recurring motives. Furthermore, there are frequent references
to the country’s “centuries-long history” and famous figures claimed to be the
glorious ancestors of the Uzbek people (e.g. Amir Timur). As already assessed in
great detail in other contributions (Kurzman, 1999; March, 2002; Maerz, 2017),
such historic reinterpretations and inventions of a long-standing Uzbek nation-
hood™ serve the regime to foster national consciousness, patriotism, and unity
among the people living in post-Soviet Uzbekistan. The regime claims legitimacy
for its “great leadership,” often equated with Amir Timur’s heroic qualities, by

highlighting Uzbekistan’s stability and contrasting it to the unstable conditions

“The country of Uzbekistan as such has actually a rather short history, cf. Baldauf (1991).
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in neighboring countries. Strict border controls and other means of repression
are justified by security needs and the assurance of “not allowing any evil to the
country’s doorsteps.” Combining empty phrases about democratization with such
patterns of power maintenance further unmasks the Uzbek presidents’ double
tracked strategy of speaking like democrats while upholding a strictly authoritar-

ian rule.

The Closed Regime of Saudi Arabia
The speeches of Saudi Arabia’s leaders are among the most authoritarian if com-
pared to the rhetoric styles of the other cases in this analysis - both in terms
of stressing illiberalism and speaking about autocratic procedures. In contrast to
the official communication of hegemonic Uzbekistan, the closed regime uses the
terms “democratic” or “democracy” not even once in any of the 63 speeches col-
lected for the analysis. Although Saudi Arabia allows for regular municipal elec-
tions, the leaders mention these elections only twice in the assessed material,
indicating their insignificance for shaping the politics of the country. Other terms
emblematic for a democratic style of language are barely used: “free” appears nei-
ther often nor in terms of freedom in the country but rather in the context of Saudi
Arabia’s international demands such as “establishing a free and independent state
of Palestine” or making “the middle east free from atomic weapons.” “Liberaliza-
tion” is mentioned only once in economic contexts, the term “liberal” does not
occur at all. It is obvious that King Abdullah and King Salman avoid terms with a
strong connotation of democracy and use more innocuous words and platitudes
such as “peace,” “harmony” and “friendship.” Yet, also such sporadically applied
terminology is outweighed by the frequent use of those words in this article’s dic-
tionary which represent an autocratic style of language.

Religion and the authority of the royal family are recurring topics in the official

addresses of the long-standing Islamic monarchy.”™ While Uzbekistan - also a coun-

SRobustness tests have shown that also without including such religious and monarchic terms
in the dictionary, Saudi Arabia still outperforms most of the other cases in terms of an autocratic
style of language.
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try in which the majority of the people is Muslim - rarely refers to “Allah” or “Is-
lam” in its official communication, these and other religious words are among the
most frequently used terms in the speeches of Saudi Arabia. As perpetual formu-
las, both monarchs remind the people in their speeches that they see themselves
called by God and led by his will. Other prominent subjects are the country’s sta-
bility, security in the region and national unity. Sedition calls are considered evil
and the people are constantly urged to preserve this unity.

In most of the official speeches of the Saudi kingdom, women are neither
addressed nor mentioned. Although for the first time in Saudi Arabia’s history
women were allowed to run for office during the municipal elections in 2015, they
are still subject to a deep-rooted exclusion in Saudi Arabia (Al-Rasheed, 2013). The
absence of women in various spheres of life might also explain why in the majority
of the speeches, the kings address their audience merely with “dear brothers” and
have only recently started to speak occasionally of “brothers and sisters.” Despite
these and other minimal signs of opening (Le Renard, 2014), Saudi Arabia remains
one of the politically most closed regimes in the world. Confirming my second hy-
pothesis, the analysis of its official communication illustrates that the country is

also linguistically ruled in a very authoritarian and unprogressive style.

The Competitive Regime of Russia

The analysis of the speeches delivered by Vladimir Putin during his current term
of office as president of Russia (2012-2017) demonstrates that there is a slight
prevalence of talking more about democratic than autocratic procedures. Yet, at
the same time, Putin makes use of a comparatively illiberal style of language. The
contextualized examination of the texts reveals that while Putin speaks about cul-
tural and ethnic diversity in Russia and describes the country as open and self-
respecting, he is also emphasizing traditional values, nationalism and paternalism.
Compared to the other cases of authoritarianism, the president’s references to
the military are remarkably frequent. “Russia’s glorious military traditions,” its

academies, skills, achievements, and latest technologies are overly praised. The
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“Great Patriotic War” (WW |Il) is a recurring topic, the memory about its heroes
and sentences like “Russia will always remain invincible” are to endow patriotism,
national pride and unity among the people. Other frequent terms are “defend,”
“Russia’s strength” and “stability.” These terms are often mentioned in the context

” .

of fighting “illegal drugs and migration,” “trafficking” and other crimes. Similar to
Uzbekistan, the regime is depicted as protector from such threats, legitimizing the
strict and repressive policies and measures in this regard.

Concerning democratic procedures, the most salient difference to the rhetoric
strategy of hegemonic Uzbekistan is that while Putin talks about recent elections
or requires to fight corruption and improve justice and transparency, his speeches
broadly lack the cant about the great aim of building a democracy. Indeed, if com-
pared to the Uzbek speeches, the terms “democratic” or “democracy” appear only
occasionally,’® indicating that speaking about democracy is not deemed to be an
efficient legitimation strategy for the Russian regime.

One reason for why Putin is rarely applying the terms “democratic” or “democ-
racy” could be Russia’s short but resonating experiences with some forms of democ-
racy under the presidency of Boris Yeltsin during the early 1990s. While the Rus-
sian constitution adopted in 1993 did not stipulate for today’s superpresidential-
ism, it provided the environment for creating such a large presidential apparatus.
As a consequence, the early forms of democracy in Russia were more and more
identified with one single person (Fish, 2005, 217). Yet, this also meant that the
failures and declining popularity of Yeltsin were accompanied by a growing public
skepticism about democracy. As Fish (2005, 224-225) writes, for many Russians
the term “democrat” even became a curse word at that time.

Another, more general explanation for why the Russian regime is not exces-
sively using the vague telos of democracy could be that the at least minimally
competitive surroundings and de facto existing oppositional forces in the country
push the president to talk about concrete policies and agendas. To win the highly

asymmetrical but nevertheless existing struggle over political popularity and le-

'®In the 27 speeches of Uzbekistan, the root “democra-" is mentioned at least 44 times. In the
significant larger amount of Russia’s speeches (325), it appears only 37 times.
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gitimacy, he rather stresses the successful performances of the regime and the
strength of existing institutions. Naturally, this includes also the propagation of
his own institution - the well-established and non-democratic system of Putinism

(Fish 2005, Chapter 8.3, Laqueur 2015).

4.5 Alternative Explanations

There are several aspects which could serve as alternative explanations for the
findings of this article. For example, beside the applied regime categories of closed,
hegemonic, and competitive regimes, other regime classifications, e.g. based on
discrete data such as Geddes et al. (2014), have to be considered. One question
in this regard would be whether it is rather the party-based, personalist, military
or monarchic nature which explains why some authoritarian leaders intensively
speak about democracy while others make use of an authoritarian style of lan-
guage. Yet, for the cases observed in this analysis, such categorizations do not
bring meaningful insights: While some monarchic regimes stress illiberalism and
autocratic procedures, others stick out with legends about democracy. Similar con-
tradictions are to be found for the other categories.

Authoritarian diffusion (e.g. Lankina et al., 2016) as an international factor
could also explain why several authoritarian regimes strategically use the telos
of democracy while others apply different linguistic tactics. Indeed, some of the
high-performing cases of hegemonic regimes share similar historical experiences
and geopolitical proximity. Yet, tracing the subtle processes of diffusion is method-
ologically challenging. In addition, such diffusion effects alone cannot explain why
North Korea and Saudi Arabia make use of a particular illiberal rhetoric and hege-
monic regimes of different regions apply similar styles of democratic language.

As another international aspect, the variation in language styles among auto-
crats could be rather a question of whether or not the respective regimes have
strong linkages to Western democracies. Such linkages generally include the var-

ious efforts of the West to promote democracy in these countries. Hence, this
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would suggest that particularly those autocratic regimes which are targeted by
these programs make strategic use of a democratic style of language to pretend
democratization and keep up the financial support and other benefits of these pro-
grams (Bastiaens, 2016, 141). However, while several of the hegemonic regimes in
this article have been indeed the target of Western democratization efforts, the
strength and mutual support for this linkages vary. Furthermore, current trends
among some of these regimes (e.g. Uzbekistan or Tajikistan) to strictly restrict or
even expel Western NGOs from their countries have been further weakened these
linkages (e.g. Ziegler, 2016; Dupuy et al., 2016).

Beside this, factors such as a recent leadership change or even a regime down-
fall could also influence the choice of language style in the officially delivered
speeches by these countries. Yet, the authoritarian regimes in this analysis are
mostly persistent and, as the case studies have illustrated, leadership changes in
Uzbekistan or Saudi Arabia have not significantly changed their democratic or au-
tocratic language style. Furthermore, it is striking that those hegemonic regimes
which intensively talk about democratic procedures and institutional reforms en-
dure already for several decades (e.g. Tajikistan, Kazakhstan, Uzbekistan, Jordan).
This indicates that the leaders of these autocracies deem the rhetoric strategy of
legitimating their non-competitive multiparty system with a possibly democratic

style of language as efficient.

4.6 Conclusion

This article examined autocratic and democratic styles of language by analyzing
2,074 speeches of political leaders from 22 countries. In addition, | conducted a
contextualized and more fine-graded analysis of speeches delivered by the leaders
of hegemonic Uzbekistan, closed Saudi Arabia and competitive Russia. While many
of the recent contributions to modern autocracy research study the phenomenon
of competitive authoritarianism, the main focus of this article was on hegemonic

regimes and the simulation of pluralism as one of their key survival strategies.
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The analysis inquired whether this strategy of facilitating elite cohesion and
gaining legitimacy is also reflected in the official rhetoric of hegemonic regimes.
In this regard, | found evidence for my hypothesis that the leaders of hegemonic
regimes use a democratic style of language. Compared to the other cases in this
analysis, most hegemonic regimes even seem to overemphasize democracy and
democratic procedures in their speeches to feign a clearly non-existing system of
pluralism. Yet, as a crucial difference to leaders of democracies, the findings il-
lustrated that this democratic language style of hegemonic regimes broadly lacks
elements of liberalism. The reasons for this could be that speaking about liberal
values in illiberal surroundings is not of strategic value for the hegemonic regimes
when formulating claims to legitimacy in front of a national or international public.
While the constant talk about seemingly democratic procedures and institutional
reforms is deemed effective, a mock about diversity, openness, and transparency
seems to be a much less convincing tool for the leaders of hegemonic regimes. In
contrast to this linguistic tactic of hegemonic regimes, the findings showed that
the leaders of closed regimes hardly talk about democracy. The results further
suggest that also competitive regimes have less aspirations of using a democratic
style of language in their official communication.

One constraint of the analysis in this article is the limited amount of cases in
each of the three authoritarian regime types. Quantitatively assessing large num-
bers of speeches delivered by autocrats is a new sub field of autocracy research
and this study is rather exploratory. It points to crucial differences concerning the
linguistic strategies of autocracies - yet, particularly the findings for competitive
regimes need to be tested in a larger amount of cases to further generalize them.
Thus, future research needs to find better and more far-reaching methods of data
collection for the quantitative analysis of the language of autocrats. Instead of re-
ferring to merely those cases of authoritarian regimes which upload English trans-
lations on their official websites, improved natural language processing (NLP) and
new text mining tools could help to include more cases and sources in multiple

(non-European) languages.
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The article discussed alternative explanations and illustrated that while some
of the international factors might partly contribute to different language styles
among authoritarian regimes, the observed variations suggest that regime-level
features override other aspects. However, another task for future research would
be to further scrutinize the (reciprocal) effects these language styles have on the
international level - particularly the language of democracy used by the leaders
of hegemonic regimes. Thus, do they indeed gain legitimacy among the interna-
tional audiences addressed in their speeches? In this regard, it would be fruitful to
further disentangle the international from the national speeches. While this anal-
ysis traced democratic terms in both kinds of these speeches, a more fine-graded
differentiation of the rhetoric styles and applied formulaicity is needed. Further
accounting for such language-specific aspects when dealing with hegemonic lead-
ers would help Western democracies and the policy community at large to better
identify whether their financially-strong efforts of promoting democracy nurture
fake democratic institutions to consolidate authoritarianism or real progress to

more open forms of governments.
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This dissertation explored different strategies of autocratic power maintenance
in modern authoritarianism. As an overarching framework for the various analy-
ses, the dissertation conceptualized the hexagon of authoritarian persistence. This
model is based on the assumption that only the combination of various forms of
repression, cooptation, and legitimation ensures autocratic survival. Synthesizing
recent contributions in the field, these different forms are conceptualized as re-
pression of physical integrity rights, repression of civil and political rights, coop-
tation as compensating vulnerability or as simulating pluralism, and specific and
diffuse support of legitimation. Each of the four studies of this cumulative disserta-
tion illuminated single aspects of these fundamental principles of autocratic rule.
Furthermore, they collectively highlighted how authoritarian regimes rely on very
different sets of strategies to prolong their rule.

In this concluding chapter, | first summarize the theoretical, methodological
and empirical contributions of the four studies by looking at legitimation as one
aspect of autocratic rule and major focus of the inquiries. Secondly, | show how the
overall findings of my empirical analyses outline a novel and multifaceted picture
of autocratic survival: the many faces of authoritarian persistence. After explaining
some challenges and limitations of the research in this dissertation and discussing
alternative explanations, | consider broader implications of my results and point

to several avenues of future research.



CEU eTD Collection

Concluding Remarks 129

Novel Forms of Legitimating Authoritarianism

The inquiry about how authoritarian regimes legitimate their rule has been in
many ways the starting point for the research in this dissertation. The relationship
between autocratic rulers and the population at large appeared to me as highly in-
teresting research topic while | conducted field work in several of the Central Asian
countries. By encountering everyday life under authoritarian conditions, | was puz-
zled by the great popularity of the despotic, ruthless, brute and often megaloma-
niac rulers in this region. While this is certainly not true for all parts of the pop-
ulation, | frequently talked with people who obviously believed in the legitimate
rule of the dictators running their countries. Due to extreme censorship and other
strict limitations of civil and political rights, the heavy propagation of such legends
of legitimacy is unrivaled and therefore less surprising in isolated regimes such as
North Korea and Turkmenistan under the rule of Saparmurat Niyazov (1990-2006).
Yet, in light of an increasing globalization and the diffusion of the Internet, modern
autocracies are pushed to find new and more subtle ways of gaining legitimacy.

This dissertation examined several of these novel strategies of legitimation in
great detail and thereby significantly contributed to the nascent strand of liter-
ature on legitimating authoritarianism, as outlined in the introduction (e.g. Ger-
schewski, 2013; Ahrens et al., 2015; Kailitz and Wurster, 2017; Dukalskis and Ger-
schewski, 2017; Dukalskis, 2017).

The first study looked at how different authoritarian regimes make use of the
Internet to strengthen their rule. The qualitative assessment of e-government
platforms in Turkmenistan, Uzbekistan, Kazakhstan, and Russia pointed to crucial
differences between competitive and non-competitive regimes in this regard. By
proposing a new concept of e-government in autocracies, the study illustrated
that while non-competitive regimes use their official websites primarily to gain
external legitimacy, the platforms of competitive regimes serve also as tools for
gaining internal legitimacy. Beside its theoretical contribution, the added value of
this study is also empirical since assessments of e-government in autocracies have

been scarce.
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Along with other contributions published in a special issue on legitimation
strategies in autocracies (edited by Kailitz and Wurster, 2017), the second study,
co-authored with Carsten Q. Schneider, illustrated that claims to legitimacy are
indeed relevant for the stability of autocratic regimes. The study tested Gerschew-
ski’s (2013) three pillars of stability in the context of electoral regimes. While ear-
lier applications of the model looked at the effects of the pillars in isolation of each
other by using regression analysis, this study argued that any test of the pillars
needs to account for their joint effects. Using fuzzy-set Qualitative Comparative
Analysis, the study explored new methodological avenues. The findings revealed
that while legitimation alone cannot stabilize autocracy, it unfolds its effects in
combination with the other pillars.

Based on the second study’s explorations of how repression, cooptation, and
legitimation conjointly affect autocratic stability in electoral regimes, the third
study continued this investigation into survival strategies of autocracies in general.
As the major theoretical contribution of this dissertation, it conceptualized the
hexagon of authoritarian persistence. In contrast to Gerschewski’s (2013) three
pillars, the hexagon is rooted in set theory and able to reflect the diverse com-
binations of survival strategies in persistent autocracies of any type. Empirically,
the fuzzy-set Qualitative Comparative Analysis of the third study provided a more
fine-graded picture on how authoritarian regimes manage to survive.

After the second and third study focused on several aspects of autocratic rule
at once and made rather general claims about the relevance of legitimation for
the survival of autocracies, the last study returned to a detailed assessment of
one crucial factor of legitimating authoritarianism. By using techniques of quan-
titative text analysis to assess 2,074 speeches of current autocratic leaders from
22 countries, this study showed how hegemonic regimes overemphasize demo-
cratic procedures in their official communication to back their cooptation strate-
gies of simulating pluralism. Methodologically enriched by a qualitative analysis
of selected speeches, the study further illustrated that this rhetoric strategy of le-

gitimation is different to the styles of language in closed and competitive regimes.
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How Authoritarian Survival Strategies are Combined

The four parts of this dissertation offered detailed insights from methodologically
different angles into the patterns of legitimating authoritarianism. Yet, the contri-
bution of this dissertation goes beyond the in-depth study of legitimation. Thus,
the second and particularly the third study illuminated how the interplay of le-
gitimation, cooptation and repression affects authoritarian persistence. Further-
more, the conceptualization and empirical application of the hexagon illustrated
that the endurance of authoritarian regimes is not necessarily linked to stability
and can take different, sometimes rather unstable forms. The core concepts of the
hexagon are repression of civil and political rights, repression of physical integrity
rights, cooptation as compensating vulnerability or simulating pluralism, and spe-
cific and diffuse support of legitimation. As one major finding of this dissertation,
the third study presented five different combinations of these strategies which all
stipulate authoritarian persistence and thereby offered a more fine-graded per-
spective on autocratic survival.

The first configuration of the hexagon - called hegemonic - suggested that au-
thoritarian regimes combine cooptation as simulating pluralism, diffuse legitima-
tion and repression of civil and political rights as their key survival strategy. Typ-
ically, these regimes set up fake multiparty systems and toy parliaments and, as
illustrated in the fourth study of this dissertation, legitimate these rubber-stamp
politics by attempting to speak like democrats.

Other persistent autocratic regimes intensively refer to their achievements and
high performance to gain the trust of their people. To maintain full control, they
combine this usage of specific support of legitimation with a strict limitation of
civil and political rights. These are mostly resource-rich countries which have the
capacities to allure the population with socio-economic services. | have called this
second configuration of the hexagon performance dependent.

The empirical application of the hexagon further suggested that while many au-
thoritarian regimes violate physical integrity rights, not all of them seem to really

need this hard form of repression in order to stay in power. Indeed, it is only the so-
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called rigid regimes which rely on both forms of repression. Yet, also for them, this
strategy of autocratic power maintenance is costly because terrorizing and intimi-
dating the population is not only financially wearing but fosters also mistrust and
thereby increases informational and institutional uncertainties (Schedler, 2013).
Particularly those regimes which allow for (minimally) competitive elections but
also excessively use both forms of repression further deepen these uncertainties
and risk uprisings and an empowerment of the opposition.

Some authoritarian regimes make use of most or even all the six strategies of
the hexagon in order to survive. Yet, the findings in the third study of this disser-
tation proposed that this, especially the usage of both forms of cooptation, is an
unnecessary squandering of resources. Such overcompensation nurtures a klep-
tocratic elite which is why this fourth and empirically rather rare combination of
strategies is another unstable configuration of the hexagon.

By combining one of the cooptation strategies with both forms of legitima-
tion, the last configuration of the hexagon, called adaptive, suggested that these
regimes are more flexible because they largely avoid the risks and costs of harsh re-
pression. They rather make strategic use of seemingly democratic institutions, the
new information technologies and other more subtle control mechanisms such as
electoral fraud and censorship. Given the challenges our increasingly globalized
and interconnected world poses to autocratic rulers, the regimes which rely on
this combination of strategies seem more adaptive and therefore comparatively

robust.

Limitations and Alternative Explanations

Generally, research in authoritarian settings is challenging and often constrained
by a rather poor data availability and the problem of preference falsification (Roller,
2013). In many ways, this is also true for the four studies presented in this disserta-
tion. More specifically, there are at least three major limitations which have to be
acknowledged. First, assessing legitimation in authoritarian contexts is method-

ologically challenging, as already discussed in the introduction of this dissertation.



CEU eTD Collection

Concluding Remarks 133

The analyses in this dissertation were faced with the difficulty of finding valid in-
dicators for the degrees of legitimacy in authoritarian regimes. In democratic set-
tings, survey data and interviews are used to estimate how much the population
actually beliefs in the legitimate rule of the government. Yet, if existing at all, sur-
vey data collected in autocracies normally suffers from insufficient reliability. Fur-
thermore, conducting interviews in autocratic settings can bear serious risks (Gen-
tile, 2013) and is scientifically problematic since the respondents might fear the
consequences of sharing their true beliefs. Against this backdrop, the four stud-
ies in this dissertation are limited to an indirect way of measuring legitimation. By
referring to Weber (2002) and Easton (1965), the concepts of specific and diffuse
support of legitimation focus on a regime’s claims to legitimacy instead of the ac-
tual result of the legitimation process. Thus, the empirical measurements here are
constrained by the assumption that an autocratic country’s population considers
the regime as legitimate if the regime provides effectual stimuli for specific and dif-
fuse support. Apart from this, the second study in this dissertation could only refer
to proxy indicators of specific and diffuse support (GDP growth, infant mortality
rate, protests of population and elites) in order to empirically test Gerschewski’s
(2013) three pillars. While the third study was able to make use of von Soest and
Grauvogel’s (2017a) novel expert survey on legitimacy claims in autocracies, also
this data is limited in terms of empirical scope and time sensitivity.

Second and connected to this, the analyses in this dissertation do not account
for change over time. Due to the problems of finding reliable and valid indicators of
legitimation which span over time but also because fuzzy-set Qualitative Compar-
ative Analysis has difficulties to deal with time (Schneider and Wagemann, 2012,
Chapter 10.3), the findings presented here illustrated general tendencies in au-
thoritarian regimes but could not reflect how a regime’s combination of survival
strategies is adjusted over the years or in times of crises, for example. While the
introduction of this dissertation outlined a theory of gradual institutional change
in authoritarian settings, the empirical inquiries have been constrained in terms
of accounting for the effects of these incremental institutional adjustments on au-

thoritarian persistence.
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Third, the research presented in each of the four studies is mostly qualitative
and highly case orientated. The overall inquiry started with the assessment of four
cases (first study) and concluded again with case studies (second part of the last
study). This enabled thorough analyses of single mechanisms and also helped to
cross-validate some of the more general findings of this dissertation on legitima-
tion. However, while it allowed for more refined perspectives, one trade off is that
the findings are limited to the cases studied in the analyses. In addition, also the
results of the other studies, referring to up to 62 cases of authoritarian regimes,
would need to be tested in a larger amount of cases before they can be further
generalized. More generally this means that the hexagon needs to be tested in
a larger set of cases. This would also illustrate whether the five configurations of
the hexagon presented in this dissertation are collectively exhaustive or if those
persistent regimes which could not be included into the analysis reveal other com-
binations of strategies.

Given these limitations, alternative explanations for this dissertation’s findings
have to be considered. While several of the studies have already discussed other
perspectives of how to explain some of the individual findings such as the rise of
e-government in autocracies or the strategic use of a democratic style of language,
| reflect here on more general accounts of interpreting the longevity of authoritar-
ian regimes.

Regarding the challenges of measuring legitimation, for example, one could
argue that the analysis of legitimacy claims does not illustrate that it is indeed the
belief of the population in the legitimate authority of a regime which contributes
to its persistence. Similar to Marquez’s (2016) critique, this would imply that le-
gitimation is irrelevant for explaining autocratic survival - at least as long as its
measurement is not directly reflecting the amount of institutionalized persuasion.
In addition, a regime’s attempts of gaining the support of the people could rather
be seen as one aspect of cooptation, supporting the mentioned approaches in
current autocracy research which do not analyze legitimation as an individual and

crucial factor of autocratic rule (e.g. Gandhi, 2008).
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While such a rather parsimonious explanation of authoritarian endurance might
sound theoretically compelling and methodologically also more feasible, the sec-
ond and third study in this dissertation clearly illustrated that the amount and na-
ture of autocratic claims to legitimacy does make a difference for the persistence
of the regime. Furthermore, this dissertation draws a clear line between these
claims to legitimacy and the concept of cooptation. The efforts of a regime to gain
legitimacy address the population at large. In contrast to this, cooptation refers to
the strategic ties a regime maintains to a small circle of influential elites which is
why these two concepts should not be confused.

Due to this dissertation’s limitations of accounting for the changing configura-
tions of the hexagon over time and generalizing the results beyond the assessed
cases, there is the possibility that the analyses overlooked other or additional fac-
tors of authoritarian persistence. Typically, structural aspects such as the varying
size of the autocratic countries, natural resources or the differing degrees of eco-
nomic development could be brought forward. Such factors certainly have their
share and also determine a regime’s capacities to make use of the various forms
of repression, cooptation, and legitimation. However, none of these aspects alone
explain authoritarian survival. As the empirical explorations in this dissertation
showed, persistent authoritarian regimes do not all share abundance in natural
resources or economic progress but ensure their survival under very different com-
binations of conditions. Having said this, there could be still other aspects which
might significantly contribute to stabilize authoritarian rule in one or several cases
not included in the analyses of this dissertation. For example, international factors
such as authoritarian diffusion (Lankina et al., 2016) can impact a country’s polit-
ical nature. While the hexagon of authoritarian persistence broadly accounts for
such external influences by illustrating the regimes’ varying capabilities of applying
repression, cooptation, and legitimation, post-QCA case comparisons as discussed
in the third study of this dissertation could provide deeper insights and point to

crucial factors which might have been omitted in the analyses.
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Broader Implications of the Findings and Future Research

Generally speaking, the findings in this dissertation illustrated that authoritarian-
ism seems to get smarter and uses more and more sophisticated methods of en-
suring its survival. This poses a range of new challenges - not only for the field of
autocracy research but also for the Western policy community at large.

The empirical application of the hexagon of authoritarian persistence high-
lighted that there is a type of modern autocracies - called adaptive - which largely
avoids severe repression. This, in turn, makes these regimes more flexible. First,
because they spend less resources on a costly system of hard repression. Second,
because they are less exposed to the risk that the broad application of harsh co-
ercion backfires and alienates the population, resulting in serious crises of legit-
imacy. Due to this flexibility and also because they apply various kinds of more
subtle repression and combine them with highly sophisticated ways of cooptation
and legitimation, these regimes appear particularly robust and seem trendsetting
in modern authoritarianism.

A typical case which displays the adaptive configuration is the Kazakh regime
under Nursultan Nazarbayev. While there have been instances of severe repres-
sion (e.g. the Zhanaozen massacre in 2011), they occur rather infrequently. Yet,
civil and political rights are still widely restricted (Human Rights Watch, 2017a).
Noteworthy are also the many efforts the regime puts in gaining both specific
and diffuse support of legitimation among the population (Kudaibergenova, 2016;
Omelicheva, 2016; Lewis, 2016). For example, the new capital Astana was created
out of basically nothing and has become a shiny symbol of the nation (Fauve, 2015).
Based on the country’s wealth in natural resources, an ideology of development
and growth is heavily propagated (Kudaibergenova, 2015). Ever since the coun-
try’s independence, today’s 77-year old president Nazarbayev has had a solid grip
to power. Nevertheless, the regime has managed to adjust to the challenges of
modernity and works to appear as progressive as possible. By using a democratic
style of language, it wants its citizens to believe that there is real political com-

petition. However, the seemingly pluralistic party system is clearly dominated by
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the president’s party Nur Otan (Isaacs and Whitmore, 2013; Del Sordi, 2016) and
there has never been a real choice during executive elections (Beck et al., 2001).
These novel ways of legitimation and cooptation are not only to be found in
adaptive authoritarian regimes. Kazakhstan’s neighboring regime of Uzbekistan is
known for its ruthless abuse of harsh coercion (e.g. the 2005 incidents in Andijan)
and differs in many ways from the Kazakh political and economic system (Adams
and Rustemova, 2009). Yet, it also increasingly adopts sham democratic institu-
tions. As the findings of this dissertation illustrated, the current president Shavkat
Mirziyoyev and also last years deceased president Islam Karimov attempt to speak
like democrats, have set up an elaborated system of satellite parties, and simulate
competitive election campaigns to hide the true nature of their regime. In partic-
ular during the last few years, the regime has started to intensively use the new
information technologies and installed a selection of official websites (cf. the first
study in this dissertation). While other autocracies such as China and Russia are
hesitant to officially embrace Western social media and rather promote their own
(controllable) versions of it, Uzbek president Mirziyoyev goes a step further and
maintains a daily-updated and responsive facebook profile (Mirziyoyev, 2017).
What are the broader implications of the diffusion of such novel, smart and
modern authoritarian styles of government? While the seemingly democratic insti-
tutions of a range of contemporary autocracies might have misleadingly appeared
to some as first signs of democratization, this new trend in authoritarianism is
rather an even stronger opponent to open and liberal political systems. Certainly,
the prevention of hard repression is welcomed - yet, as the example of Uzbekistan
illustrates, this is not the rule and autocracies find ways to avoid the backfiring ef-
fects of severe repression. Furthermore, they invent new methods of coercion and
control. While there is research on censorship in autocracies (e.g. Stier, 2015a),
more systematic analyses of how authoritarian regimes censor, (ab)use, and ma-
nipulate the Internet are needed. Cunning practices such as Russia’s “troll factory”
(The Guardian Newspaper, 2017) and its (intended) impact on other countries, for

example, are still widely unexplored.
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Such exertion of influence is linked to the currently growing research on the
international dimension of authoritarianism (Tansey, 2016; Bank and Josua, 2017;
Tansey et al., 2017; Ambrosio, 2014; Tolstrup, 2015; Bader et al., 2010). While au-
tocratic regimes do not per se promote authoritarianism (Tansey, 2015), regional
powers such as Russia or Saudi Arabia (counter)react to Western efforts of promot-
ing democracy in neighboring countries - especially if their interests are at stake
(Delcour and Wolczuk, 2015; Hassan, 2015). This interplay between democratic
and authoritarian forces can have very unintended effects in those countries the
democracy promotion was originally aimed at (Risse and Babayan, 2015; Borzel,
2015) - a field of research which surely needs to be further scrutinized.

Beside this, the international dimension of authoritarianism concerns also the
mentioned effects of authoritarian diffusion or learning (Lankina et al., 2016; Bader,
2014). In this regard, another avenue for future research is to link the inquiries
about the mechanisms of authoritarian diffusion to detailed assessments of grad-
ual institutional change in authoritarian contexts. While the introduction of this
dissertation provided first theoretical concepts, the reflections on how authoritar-
ian regimes adopt new ideas and adjust their institutional settings require to be
empirically tested and further enhanced. One example for such diffusion effects
is the strikingly similar NGO legislations adopted in Russia, China, and a range of
other countries which fear that (foreign funded) NGOs would support political op-
ponents and thereby threaten their rule (Flikke, 2016; Hsu et al., 2017; Dupuy
et al., 2016). The investigation into such diffusion effects might also illuminate
novel ways of external cooptation. First studies deal with the question of how and
under which conditions authoritarian regimes collaborate (von Soest, 2015). Yet,
how these forms of external cooptation affect the durability of autocratic regimes
still require to be systematically analyzed.

Lastly, and as already discussed in several of the studies in this dissertation,
there is the need for deeper and encompassing analyses of the many new meth-
ods autocrats apply to legitimate their rule. In that respect, future research might

also formulate alternative concepts to specific and diffuse support of legitimation
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which enable fine-graded insights into single mechanisms (first steps into this di-
rection are Dukalskis and Gerschewski, 2017; von Haldenwang, 2017). While von
Soest and Grauvogel’s (2017a) expert survey represents a fruitful starting point,
such seminal data sets require to be more comprehensive and time-sensitive. Be-
side this, surveys among the population in particularly those regimes which | called
adaptive could also facilitate crucial insights about legitimating this less repressive
and more flexible form of authoritarianism. In the age of the Internet, autocracies
leave a growing digital footprint. By making use of the innovative toolbox of quan-
titative text analysis, the study of the mentioned facebook profile of the Uzbek
president and other adaptations to a modern and globalized style of government

could help to unmask further faces of authoritarianism.
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Supplementary Material Study 1

A.1 Guiding Questions for the Analysis

1. Audience, Style and Purpose

Who is the target audience of the website?

What style of language is used? How many languages are used? What is the primary

language and how is the quality of the translations? Is all translated?

What kind of pictures, photos or symbols does the website display? How many?

What is the overall impression of the website’s first page - is it a diffuse or specific

source of legitimacy (Easton, 1965)?

What is the primary purpose of the website? Is there a mission statement (About)?
2. Information and Transparency

¢ To what extend does the website provide information about the ongoing political

process? What is emphasized? What seems to be less important?
¢ To what extend does the website provide business related information?
¢ To what extend does the website provide information about government officials?

¢ To what extend are the roles and responsibilities of each brand of government ex-

plained?



CEU eTD Collection

A. Supplementary Material Study 1 141

¢ To what extend can citizens access legislative texts? Are new laws posted on the

website?
3. Service, Interaction and Participation
¢ What are the major services offered on the website?
¢ Does the website provide links to other government services?

¢ How professionalized are the service functions? Is the website regularly maintained

and updated?
¢ Are there any user statistics?

¢ Does the website display interactive functions? What kind of functions and to what

extend do they facilitate citizens’ participation?
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B.2 Overview of Cases

NOTE: The raw data is adopted from Lueders et al. (2014).

Label Country Year Soft Hard Unrest Unrest GDP Infant Party Rents Sector Defeat
repr. repr. mass elite growth mort. Inst.
DZA_97 Algeria 1997 4 3 0 0 4.10 -15.03 2 44.73 28.42 0
DZA_99 Algeria 1999 1 4 0 0 5.10 -15.82 2 34.80 29.07 0
DZA_02 Algeria 2002 3 4 4 0 2.60 -15.87 2 61.69 32.68 0
DZA_04 Algeria 2004 1 1 0 0 6.90 -16.14 2 72.75 44.91 0
DZA_07 Algeria 2007 1 1 0 0 2 -15.90 2 164.67 36.28 0
DZA_09 Algeria 2009 0 5 0 0 2.40 -17.24 2 232,94 44.65 0
ARM_07 Armenia 2007 3 5 0 0 13.20 -20.40 2 8.57 17.82 0
ARM_08 Armenia 2008 3 3 0 0 13.75 -21.34 2 10.75 15.64 0
AZE_01 Azerbaijan 2001 2 4 0 0 11.10 -16.86 2 20.67 40.73 0
AZE_03 Azerbaijan 2003 3 4 0 0 10.60 -16.59 2 25.68 40.73 0
AZE_06 Azerbaijan 2006 2 2 3 1 26.40 -15.52 2 85.79 40.73 0
AZE_08 Azerbaijan 2008 2 2 0 0 25.05 -14.96 2 251.01 42.86 0
BGD_08 Bangladesh 2008 2 0 3 0 6.43 -21.06 0 118 13.88 1
BWA_04 Botswana 2004 4 7 0 0 6.28 -14.26 2 24.03 43.47 0
BWA_09 Botswana 2009 3 6 0 0 294 -42.28 2 49.94 35.17 0
BFA_05 Burkina Faso 2005 4 4 0 0 4.63 -6.67 2 1.10 19.56 0
CMR_97 Cameroon 1997 2 4 0 0 5.00 -2.24 2 6.36 11.56 0
CMR_02 Cameroon 2002 2 2 0 0 4.51 -1.60 2 7.36 9.17 0
CMR_04 Cameroon 2004 1 4 0 0 4.03 -2.19 2 8.33 10.22 0
CMR_07 Cameroon 2007 3 4 0 0 3.22 -3.26 2 14.47 10.92 0
CMR_97.1 Cameroon 1997 2 4 0 0 5.00 -2.24 2 6.36 11.56 0
CAF_05 Central African Republic 2005 4 3 0 0 1 -0.89 0 1.92 33 0
CAF_05.1 Central African Republic 2005 4 3 0 0 1 -0.89 0 192 33 0
COG_09 Congo 2009 5 4 1 0 5.57 -3.98 2 176.88 28.45 0
EGY_90 Egypt 1990 3 4 1 0 4.97 -24.89 2 494 42.73 0
EGY_93 Egypt 1993 2 4 4 0 4.43 -22.65 2 3.73 48.57 0
EGY_95 Egypt 1995 2 3 1 0 397 -23.15 2 3.66 51.14 0
EGY_99 Egypt 1999 2 5 0 0 4.04 -25.00 2 2.79 42.97 0
EGY_00 Egypt 2000 4 3 0 0 6.11 -25.59 2 3.27 37.60 0
EGY_05 Egypt 2005 1 2 0 0 4.09 -25.93 2 6.05 40.29 0
EGY_07 Egypt 2007 3 3 0 0 6.84 -26.57 2 11.69 48.80 0
EGY_05.1 Egypt 2005 1 2 0 0 4.09 -25.93 2 6.05 40.29 0
Slv_91 El Salvador 1991 3 1 0 0 4.83 -18.56 2 1.34 12.55 0
SLV_94 El Salvador 1994 6 5 0 1 7.37 -14.64 2 1.39 14.02 0
SLv_94.1 El Salvador 1994 6 5 0 1 737 -14.64 2 1.39 14.02 0
ETH_05 Ethiopia 2005 1 1 2 0 13.57 -19.93 2 1.01 30.92 0
GAB_97 Gabon 1997 6 7 0 0 3.63 -6.67 2 243.91 12.92 0
GAB_98 Gabon 1998 7 6 0 0 5.74 -6.32 2 227.47 11.56 0
GAB_01 Gabon 2001 5 8 0 0 -1.88 -5.49 2 179.64 8.83 0
GAB_05 Gabon 2005 4 6 0 0 1.35 -6.72 2 237.44 10.83 0
GAB_06 Gabon 2006 4 5 0 0 3.02 -7.30 2 319.03 12.13 0
GAB_09 Gabon 2009 3 6 0 0 232 -9.33 2 585.63 11.58 0
GHA_00 Ghana 2000 5 6 0 0 4.40 -7.92 2 1.80 31.19 1
GHA_00.1 Ghana 2000 5 6 0 0 4.40 -7.92 2 1.80 31.19 1
GTM_91 Guatemala 1991 4 1 0 0 3.10 -19.68 2 132 13.77 1
HTI_00 Haiti 2000 5 2 2 1 2.70 -14.11 2 1 20.38 0
HUN_90 Hungary 1990 6 8 3 2 0.74 -17.67 1 8.18 90.40 1
IDN_99 Indonesia 1999 1 0 37 2 -13.13 -16.84 2 6.57 17.26 1
IRN_92 Iran 1992 0 1 0 0 12.59 -17.64 0 26.25 25.81 0
IRN_93 Iran 1993 1 3 4 0 4.25 -17.20 0 2537 27.37 0
IRN_96 Iran 1996 0 2 1 0 2.65 -17.20 0 24.32 30.49 0
IRN_97 Iran 1997 0 2 0 0 7.10 -16.34 0 30.86 28.11 1
IRN_98 Iran 1998 0 1 1 0 3.38 -14.84 0 25.04 25.73 1
IRN_00 Iran 2000 0 0 5 0 1.93 -10.32 0 22.41 23.36 0
IRN_01 Iran 2001 0 1 0 0 5.14 -9.49 0 38.63 20.98 0
IRN_04 Iran 2004 0 2 6 0 7.11 -18.11 0 42.35 29.43 1
IRN_08 Iran 2008 0 1 0 0 7.82 -19.62 0 104.17 30.74 0
IRN_09 Iran 2009 0 0 0 1 2.30 -21.12 0 131.56 31.10 0
CIV_00 Ivory Coast 2000 3 3 2 0 1.59 -4.77 0 434 21.76 1
Clv_01 Ivory Coast 2001 4 1 9 1 -3.70 -4.91 2 5.40 17.01 0
CIv_00.1 Ivory Coast 2000 3 3 2 0 1.59 -4.77 0 434 21.76 0
KEN_92 Kenya 1992 1 3 5 1 1.44 837 1 1.97 27.60 0
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KEN_94
KEN_97
KEN_02
KEN_92.1
KEN_97.1
KEN_02.1
KGZ_05
KGZ_07
KGZ_09
KGZ_05.1
MDG_92
MDG_93
MDG_93.1
MYS_90
MYS_95
MYS_99
MYS_04
MYS_08
MEX_91
MEX_94
MEX_97
MEX_00
MEX_94.1
MEX_00.1
MOZz_09
MO0Z_09.1
NAM_04
NAM_09
NAM_04.1
NAM_09.1
NPL_91
NIC_90
NIC_90.1
NER_99
NGA_99
PAK_08
PRY_93
PRY_93.1
PER_95
PER_00
PER_95.1
PER_00.1
RUS_95
RUS_03
RUS_04
RUS_07
RUS_08
RWA_03
RWA_08
RWA_03.1
SEN_93
SEN_98
SEN_00
SEN_93.1
SGP_91
SGP_93
SGP_97
SGP_01
SGP_06
ZAF_94
LKA_94
TZA_00
TZA_05
TZA_00.1
TZA_05.1
THA_92
THA_07
THA_92.1
TGO_98
TGO_99
TGO_02
TGO_03
TGO_05

Kenya
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Kyrgyz Republic
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Madagascar
Malaysia
Malaysia
Malaysia
Malaysia
Malaysia
Mexico
Mexico
Mexico
Mexico
Mexico
Mexico
Mozambique
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TGO_07 Togo 2007 2 3 0 0 4.05 -3.46 2 1.67 9.34 0
TUN_99 Tunisia 1999 2 4 0 0 4.97 -21.55 2 5.73 38.02 0
TUN_04 Tunisia 2004 2 4 0 0 5.47 -22.34 2 9.23 41.88 0
TUN_09 Tunisia 2009 1 3 0 0 4.52 -22.64 2 36.65 28.18 0
TUN_99.1 Tunisia 1999 2 4 0 0 4.97 -21.55 2 5.73 38.02 0
TUN_09.1 Tunisia 2009 1 3 0 0 4.52 -22.64 2 36.65 28.18 0
UGA_96 Uganda 1996 3 4 0 0 11.52 -6.60 0 1.02 20.12 0
UGA_01 Uganda 2001 3 2 0 0 3.14 -13.62 0 119 23.75 0
UGA_06 Uganda 2006 2 2 1 0 6.33 -15.77 0 1.20 12.29 0
UGA_06.1 Uganda 2006 2 2 1 0 6.33 -15.77 0 1.20 12.29 0
VEN_06 Venezuela 2006 3 2 0 0 10.32 -16.32 2 195.12 50.29 0
ZMB_06 Zambia 2006 4 4 0 0 534 -16.48 2 10.81 16.23 0
ZMB_08 Zambia 2008 4 5 0 0 6.19 -19.77 2 30.24 9.95 0
ZMmB_01 Zambia 2001 3 5 0 0 3.52 -15.66 2 4.67 31.30 0
ZMB_06.1 Zambia 2006 4 4 0 0 534 -16.48 2 10.81 16.23 0
ZWE_95 Zimbabwe 1995 3 6 3 0 9.24 11.50 2 2.88 17.38 0
ZWE_96 Zimbabwe 1996 3 4 2 0 0.16 11.24 2 3.13 16.32 0
ZWE_02 Zimbabwe 2002 2 3 0 0 1.44 4.03 2 2.89 24.45 0
ZWE_05 Zimbabwe 2005 1 2 0 0 -5.81 -8.77 2 5.00 30.95 0
ZWE_08 Zimbabwe 2008 1 1 0 0 -3.65 -14.64 2 6.88 28.95 0
ZWE_08.1 Zimbabwe 2008 1 1 0 0 -3.65 -14.64 2 6.88 28.95 1
Each Case’s Membership Score in Outcome Electoral Defeat and Conditions

Label Country Year leg_spec leg_diff coop_form coop_inf rep_h rep_s Defeat
DZA_97 Algeria 1997 0.95 1 1 0.71 0.99 0.73 0
DZA_99 Algeria 1999 0.96 1 1 0.63 0.95 1.00 0
DZA_02 Algeria 2002 0.96 1 1 0.82 0.95 0.95 0
DZA_04 Algeria 2004 0.96 1 1 0.87 1.00 1.00 0
DZA_07 Algeria 2007 0.96 1 1 1.00 1.00 1.00 0
DZA_09 Algeria 2009 0.97 1 1 1.00 0.73 1.00 0
ARM_07 Armenia 2007 0.99 1 1 0.03 0.73 0.95 0
ARM_08 Armenia 2008 0.99 1 1 0.06 0.99 0.95 0
AZE_01 Azerbaijan 2001 0.97 1 1 0.51 0.95 0.99 0
AZE_03 Azerbaijan 2003 0.97 1 1 0.55 0.95 0.95 0
AZE_06 Azerbaijan 2006 1.00 0.0001 1 0.92 1.00 0.99 0
AZE_08 Azerbaijan 2008 1.00 1 1 1.00 1.00 0.99 0
BGD_08 Bangladesh 2008 0.99 1 0.04 0.004 1.00 0.99 1
BWA_04 Botswana 2004 0.94 1 1 0.54 0.05 0.73 0
BWA_09 Botswana 2009 1.00 1 1 0.75 0.27 0.95 0
BFA_05 Burkina Faso 2005 0.62 1 1 0.004 0.95 0.73 0
CMR_97 Cameroon 1997 0.50 1 1 0.02 0.95 0.99 0
CMR_02 Cameroon 2002 0.33 1 1 0.02 1.00 0.99 0
CMR_04 Cameroon 2004 0.19 1 1 0.03 0.95 1.00 0
CMR_07 Cameroon 2007 0.15 1 1 0.16 0.95 0.95 0
CMR_97.1 Cameroon 1997 0.50 1 1 0.02 0.95 0.99 0
CAF_05 Central African Republic 2005 0.02 1 0.83 0.005 0.99 0.73 0
CAF_05.1 Central African Republic 2005 0.02 1 0.83 0.005 0.99 0.73 0
COG_09 Congo 2009 0.58 1 1 1.00 0.95 0.27 0
EGY_90 Egypt 1990 1.00 1 1 0.01 0.95 0.95 0
EGY_93 Egypt 1993 0.99 1 1 0.01 0.95 0.99 0
EGY_95 Egypt 1995 1.00 1 1 0.01 0.99 0.99 0
EGY_99 Egypt 1999 1.00 1 1 0.01 0.73 0.99 0
EGY_00 Egypt 2000 1.00 1 1 0.01 0.99 0.73 0
EGY_05 Egypt 2005 1.00 1 1 0.02 1.00 1.00 0
EGY_07 Egypt 2007 1.00 1 1 0.08 0.99 0.95 0
EGY_05.1 Egypt 2005 1.00 1 1 0.02 1.00 1.00 0
SLv_91 El Salvador 1991 0.98 1 1 0.004 1.00 0.95 0
SLV_94 El Salvador 1994 0.94 0.95 1 0.004 0.73 0.05 0
SLV_94.1 El Salvador 1994 0.94 0.95 1 0.004 0.73 0.05 0
ETH_05 Ethiopia 2005 0.99 1 1 0.004 1.00 1.00 0
GAB_97 Gabon 1997 0.62 1 1 1.00 0.05 0.05 0
GAB_98 Gabon 1998 0.61 1 1 1.00 0.27 0.01 0
GAB_01 Gabon 2001 0.54 1 1 1.00 0.01 0.27 0
GAB_05 Gabon 2005 0.62 1 1 1.00 0.27 0.73 0
GAB_06 Gabon 2006 0.66 1 1 1.00 0.73 0.73 0
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GAB_09
GHA_00
GHA_00.1
GTM_91
HTI_00
HUN_90
IDN_99
IRN_92
IRN_93
IRN_96
IRN_97
IRN_98
IRN_00
IRN_01
IRN_04
IRN_08
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CIV_00
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KEN_92.1
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NIC_90
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PAK_08
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RUS_03
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Gabon
Ghana
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SEN_00
SEN_93.1
SGP_91
SGP_93
SGP_97
SGP_01
SGP_06
ZAF_94
LKA_94
TZA_00
TZA_05
TZA_00.1
TZA_05.1
THA_92
THA_07
THA_92.1
TGO_98
TGO_99
TGO_02
TGO_03
TGO_05
TGO_07
TUN_99
TUN_04
TUN_09
TUN_99.1
TUN_09.1
UGA_96
UGA_01
UGA_06
UGA_06.1
VEN_06
ZMB_06
ZMB_08
ZMB_01
ZMB_06.1
ZWE_95
ZWE_96
ZWE_02
ZWE_05
ZWE_08
ZWE_08.1

Senegal
Senegal
Singapore
Singapore
Singapore
Singapore
Singapore
South Africa
Sri Lanka
Tanzania
Tanzania
Tanzania
Tanzania
Thailand
Thailand
Thailand
Togo
Togo
Togo

Togo
Togo

Togo
Tunisia
Tunisia
Tunisia
Tunisia
Tunisia
Uganda
Uganda
Uganda
Uganda
Venezuela
Zambia
Zambia
Zambia
Zambia
Zimbabwe
Zimbabwe
Zimbabwe
Zimbabwe
Zimbabwe

Zimbabwe

2000
1993
1991
1993
1997
2001
2006
1994
1994
2000
2005
2000
2005
1992
2007
1992
1998
1999
2002
2003
2005
2007
1999
2004
2009
1999
2009
1996
2001
2006
2006
2006
2006
2008
2001
2006
1995
1996
2002
2005
2008
2008

0.69
0.63
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
0.99
0.59
0.97
0.93
0.99
0.93
0.99
1.00
0.96
1.00
1.00
0.22
0.24
0.18
0.17
0.20
0.99
0.99
0.99
0.99
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0.98
0.93
0.96
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0.96
0.97
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B.3 Raw Data and Calibration Strategy

Figure B.1: Histograms of the Distribution of the Raw Data
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Figure B.2: Histograms of Membership Scores in Condition and Outcome Sets
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Figure B.3: Plots of Fuzzy Sets Against Base Variables
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B.4 Additional Tables for the Analyses

Table B.3: Parameters of Fit, Necessity, Outcome Electoral Defeat

300 500 700

External Rents

Conditions?® Consistency of Necessity Coverage of Necessity Relevance of Necessity
leg_spec 0.838 0.201 0.237
leg_diff 0.793 0.165 0.088
coop_form 0.776 0.167 0.126
coop_inf 0.101 0.072 0.744
rep_h 0.862 0.200 0.207
rep_s 0.656 0.164 0.264
not leg_spec 0.162 0.157 0.827
not leg_diff 0.207 0.532 0.963
not coop_form 0.224 0.402 0.933
not coop_inf 0.899 0.237 0.327
not rep_h 0.138 0.154 0.850
not rep_s 0.344 0.287 0.824

2 No conjunction passes the consistency threshold of 0.9.
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Table B.4: Truth Table for the Outcome Electoral Defeat

row leg_spec leg_diff coop_form coop_inf

rep_h rep_s Outcome

incl

PRI

cases

a1
44
43
52

20
56
59

12
57
25
60

28

63
64

58
61
62

1

1
1
1

o

= O R o

0

0
0
1

-

=)

1

1
1
0

o

s

-

0

0
0
0

o r o

oooo

0

1
1
1

-

= O OoR

o

0

1
0
1

= O OoR

o

1

0
0
0

ooo

oooo

o o

ocoo

NAw

N
~N

15

N

0.94
0.65
0.52
0.39

0.33
0.32
0.27

0.25
0.22
0.20
0.19

0.18

0.14
0.09

0.08
0.01
0.01

0.94
0.65
0.52
0.39

0.33
0.32
0.27

0.25
0.22
0.20
0.19

0.18

0.14
0.09

0.08
0.01
0.01

HUN_90,MDG_93,MDG_93.1
PAK_08,IDN_99

MDG_92,HTI_00
PER_95,UGA_96,UGA_01,UGA_06,
BGD_08,THA_92,THA_07,PER_95.1,
UGA_06.1,THA_92.1

CIV_00,CIV_00.1

IRN_00,IRN_01
MEX_91,MEX_94,MEX_97,MEX_00,
SLV_94,PER_00,SEN_93,MEX_94.1,
MEX_00.1,5LV_94.1,PER_00.1,SEN_93.1,
LKA_94

CIV_01,KEN_92,KEN_92.1
PRY_93,GHA_00,PRY_93.1,GHA_00.1
NAM_04,NAM_04.1
GTM_91,5LV_91,NIC_90,ARM_07,
ARM_08,SEN_00,NER_99,BFA_0S5,
TGO_98,CMR_97,KEN_02,TZA_00,
TZA_05,RWA_03,RWA_08,ETH_05,
MOZ_09,ZMB_06,ZWE_05,ZWE_08,
ZAF_94,TUN_99,TUN_04,EGY_90,
EGY_93,EGY_95,EGY_99,EGY_00,
EGY_05,EGY_07,KGZ_05,KGZ_07,
NPL_91,NIC_90.1,CMR_97.1,NGA_99,
KEN_02.1,TZA_00.1,TZA_05.1,RWA_03.1,
MOZ_09.1,ZMB_01,ZMB_06.1,ZWE_08.1,
TUN_99.1,EGY_05.1,KGZ_05.1
TGO_99,TGO_02,TGO_03,TGO_05,
TGO_07,CMR_02,CMR_04,CMR_07,
CAF_05,KEN_94,KEN_97,ZWE_96,
ZWE_02,CAF_05.1,KEN_97.1
RUS_03,COG_09
VEN_06,RUS_04,RUS_07,RUS_08,
AZE_01,AZE_03,AZE_08,GAB_06,
ZMB_08,DZA_97,DZA_99,DZA_02,
DZA_04,DZA_07,DZA_09,TUN_09,
IRN_92,IRN_93,IRN_96,IRN_97,
IRN_98,IRN_04,IRN_08,IRN_09,
MYS_95,MYS_99,MYS_04,MYS_08,
SGP_97,TUN_09.1

ZWE_95,KGZ_09
GAB_97,GAB_98,GAB_01,MYS_90
GAB_05,GAB_09,NAM_09,BWA_04,
BWA_09,SGP_91,SGP_93,SGP_01,
SGP_06,NAM_09.1

Table B.5: Parsimonious Solution Formula for the Outcome Electoral Defeat

Solution terms?

Consistency PRI®

Cov.r¢

leg_diffxrep_h

0.935

0.935 0.082

@ Capital letters indicate presence, small letters absence, * denotes logical AND.
b PRI = proportional reduction in inconsistency (Mendel and Ragin 2011, Schneider and Wagemann 2012, p. 242).

¢ Cov.r indicates the raw coverage.

Table B.6: Parsimonious Solution Formula, Outcome No Electoral Defeat (Two Models)

Sufficient terms, connected by logical OR®

Consistency PRIP

Cov.r¢ Cov.u¢ M1 M2

LEG_DIFFxCOOP_FORMx*REP_S
COOP_FORM=#*COOP_INF
COOP_INFx*rep_s

M1 Overall

M2 Overall

0.878
0.928
0.896
0.878
0.881

0.878
0.928
0.896
0.878
0.881

0.697
0.302
0.066

0.445 0.661 0.445
0.021 0.050
0.000 0.030

0.726
0.747

2 Capital letters indicate presence, small letters absence, * denotes logical AND.
® PRI = proportional reduction in inconsistency (Mendel and Ragin 2011, Schneider and Wagemann 2012, p. 242).

¢ Cov.r = the raw coverage; Cov.u = unique coverage.
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B.5 Robustness Tests

Table B.7: Alternative Truth Table (n.cut = 1) for the Outcome No Electoral Defeat

row leg_spec leg_diff coop_form coop_inf

rep_h rep_s Outcome

n

incl

PRI

cases

62

61
58
64

63
28

60

a8
25

57
12
59

27
56
20
52

43
a4
a1

1

-
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R OROOR

= O o

e
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PrORrRLRRO
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1

-
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e

1

-

-

OO OrROR

=Nl ]

ooo

0

= o0

PR OROR

i

1

RN o] Or OO0

[N

1

[=NeNeNeNe N

oooo

ooo

10

47

[
LwbhrNR

-
SNN e

NN

0.990

0.986
0.920
0.914

0.864
0.821

0.814

0.810
0.798
0.793
0.783
0.749
0.732

0.706
0.684
0.667
0.609

0.484
0.354
0.063

0.990

0.986
0.920
0.914

0.864
0.821

0.814

0.810
0.798
0.793
0.783
0.749
0.732

0.706
0.684
0.667
0.609

0.484
0.354
0.063

GAB_05,GAB_09,NAM_09,BWA_04,
BWA_09,5GP_91,SGP_93,5GP_01,
SGP_06,NAM_09.1
GAB_97,GAB_98,GAB_01,MYS_90
ZWE_95,KGZ_09
VEN_06,RUS_04,RUS_07,RUS_08,
AZE_01,AZE_03,AZE_08,GAB_06,
ZMB_08,DZA_97,DZA_99,DZA_02,
DZA_04,DZA_07,DZA_09,TUN_09,
IRN_92,IRN_93,IRN_96,IRN_97,
IRN_98,IRN_04,IRN_08,IRN_09,
MYS_95,MYS_99,MYS_04,MYS_08,
SGP_97,TUN_09.1

RUS_03,COG_09
TGO_99,TGO_02,TGO_03,TGO_05,
TGO_07,CMR_02,CMR_04,CMR_07,
CAF_05,KEN_94,KEN_97,ZWE_96,
ZWE_02,CAF_05.1,KEN_97.1
GTM_91,SLV_91,NIC_90,ARM_07,
ARM_08,SEN_0O,NER_99,BFA_05,
TGO_98,CMR_97,KEN_02,TZA_00,
TZA_05,RWA_03,RWA_08,ETH_05,
MOZ_09,ZMB_06,ZWE_05,ZWE_08,
ZAF_94,TUN_99,TUN_04,EGY_90,
EGY_93,EGY_95,EGY_99,EGY_00,
EGY_05,EGY_07,KGZ_05,KGZ_07,
NPL_91,NIC_90.1,CMR_97.1,NGA_99,
KEN_02.1,TZA_00.1,TZA_05.1,RWA_03.1,
MOZ_09.1,ZMB_01,ZMB_06.1,ZWE_08.1,
TUN_99.1,EGY_05.1,KGZ_05.1
AZE_06

NAM_04,NAM_04.1

RUS_95
PRY_93,GHA_00,PRY_93.1,GHA_00.1
CIV_01,KEN_92,KEN_92.1
MEX_91,MEX_94,MEX_97,MEX_00,
SLV_94,PER_00,SEN_93,MEX_94.1,
MEX_00.1,5LV_94.1,PER_00.1,SEN_93.1,
LKA_94

SEN_98

IRN_00,IRN_01

CIV_00,CIV_00.1
PER_95,UGA_96,UGA_01,UGA_06,
BGD_08,THA_92,THA_07,PER_95.1,
UGA_06.1,THA_92.1

MDG_92,HTI_00

PAK_08,IDN_99
HUN_90,MDG_93,MDG_93.1

Table B.8: Alternative Intermediate Solution Formula (consistency threshold = 0.9) for the

Outcome No Electoral Defeat

Sufficient terms, connected by logical OR® Consistency PRIP Cov.r¢  Cov.u®
LEG_SPEC*LEG_DIFF*COOP_FORM#%COOP_INF*rep_h 0.991 0.991 0.098 0.014
LEG_SPEC*LEG_DIFF*COOP_FORMx*COOP_INF*REP_S 0.930 0.930 0.248 0.164
LEG_SPEC*LEG_DIFF*COOP_FORM#*rep_h*REP_S 0.955 0.955 0.124 0.040
Overall solution 0.927 0.927 0.301

2 Capital letters indicate presence, small letters absence, * denotes logical AND.
® PRI = proportional reduction in inconsistency (Mendel and Ragin 2011, Schneider and Wagemann 2012, p. 242).

¢ Cov.r indicates the raw coverage.
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Table B.9: Alternative Intermediate Solution Formula (consistency threshold = 0.74, two

models) for the Outcome No Electoral Defeat

Sufficient terms, connected by logical OR? Consist. PRI  Cov.r¢ Cov.u® M1 M2
LEG_SPEC*LEG_DIFF*COOP_FORM=#*COOP_INF  0.925 0.925 0.273 0.011 0.023 0.126
LEG_DIFF*COOP_FORM=#*coop_inf*rep_h#*rep_s 0.808 0.808 0.054 0.009 0.029 0.009
leg_specxCOOP_FORMx*coop_inf*xREP_H*REP_S 0.820 0.820 0.145 0.014 0.091 0.014
LEG_SPEC*LEG_DIFFx*COOP_FORMx*rep_h 0.923 0.923 0.160 0.003 0.012
LEG_SPEC*LEG_DIFF*COOP_FORM=#*REP_S 0.871 0.871 0.584 0.051 0.294
LEG_DIFF*COOP_FORM=#*coop_inf*REP_H*REP_S 0.832 0.832 0.448 0.020 0.239
M1 Overall 0.879 0.879 0.728

M2 Overall 0.864 0.864 0.700

@ Capital letters indicate presence, small letters absence, * denotes logical AND.
b PRI = proportional reduction in inconsistency (Mendel and Ragin 2011, Schneider and Wagemann 2012, p. 242).

¢ Cov.r = the raw coverage; Cov.u = unique coverage.

Figure B.4: Alternative Calibrations: Plots of Fuzzy Sets Against Base Variables
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For further robustness tests and alternative calibrations of the other conditions, see R scripts.

B.6 Theory Evaluation

The theory evaluation refers to Gerschewski’s (2013) hypothesis of two stable configurations of

the pillars. Further theoretical insights not discussed in the paper refer to cells ~TE and T~E which

express where our two autocracy models disagree. As shortly mentioned in the paper, our QCA re-

sults identify in the lower-left cell (~TE) 8 elections in stable autocracies that Gerschewski does not

predict. Because in that cell there is not a single non-stable autocracy, there are good arguments

to expand Gerschewski’s world in this direction. From Table B.11 below, one can also see how well

Gerschewski and we perform in the overall attempt at identifying stable autocracies. Notice, for
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instance, that there are 13 electoral defeats in cell TE (~Y) that neither Gerschewski nor we would
expect to find there. These puzzling cases lend themselves to closer analysis. Even more puzzling
are those 26 cases of stable autocracies (Y) in cell ~T~E. For those, neither Gerschewski nor we
would expect the outcome, yet they are stable. These cases should be subjected to within-case
analysis with the goal of identifying conditions for stability that are ignored by the WZB model and
thus also by our QCA.

Table B.10: Intersections of Gerschewski’s Two Worlds of Autocracies (T) and Empirical
Findings (E), Boolean Expressions

Our QCA solution formula identifies:

Stable autocracies (E) Non-stable autocracies (~E)
Stable LEG_SPEC*LEG_DIFF*COOP_FROM*REP_S*REP_H + led_spec+LEG_DIFF*COOP_FROMx*COOP_INF*REP_S*REP_H +

— LEG_DIFF*COOP_FROM*Coop_inf*REP_S¥REP_H + LEG_SPECxleg_diff*COOP_INF*REP_S +
= autocracies LEG-SPECKLEG_DIFFxCOOP_FORMx*COOP_INFXREP_S LEG_SPECcoop_form*COOP_INFxREP_S

; .o (T) Y:PCovered most likely cases [89]¢ Y: Uncovered most likely cases [3]

[V} ~Y: Inconsist. most likely cases [13] ~Y: Consist. most likely cases [0]
£ 0

b Non

a (] LEG_SPECLEG_DIFF*COOP_FROM*COOP_INFsrep_s + 'eg—s"f“*'e*g-d'ﬁ*.+f'ig|—d'f;’ffcf‘;°p—'"f: leg_s ‘;ec*i""p—f":’" +
G- stable LEG_SPEC*LEG_DIFF*COOP_FORM#coop_infREP_Skrep_h €00p_torm*coop_int + 1eg_Clit¥rep_s + c0op_form*rep_s

coop_infrep_s + leg_spec*rep_s + leg_spec*rep_h

a utOCI”aCies Y: Covered least likely cases [8]
~Y: Inconsist. least likely cases [0]
(~T)

Capital letters indicate presence, small letters absence, * denotes logical AND, + logical OR.

Y: cases with fuzzy set membership in outcome “No Electoral Defeat” of higher than 0.5, _Y: cases with fuzzy set membership in outcome “No Electoral Defeat”
of lower than 0.5.

The numbers in squared brackets indicate the number of cases being member of each of the four intersections between T and Y and that are members of the
outcome Y and Y, respectively.

Y: Uncovered least likely cases [26]
~Y: Consist. least likely cases [17]

E

Table B.11: Intersections of Gerschewski’s Two Worlds of Autocracies (T) and Empirical
Findings (E), Names of the Cases

Our QCA solution formula identifies:

Stable autocracies (E) Non-stable autocracies (~E)

Y:SLV_91, VEN_06, RUS_04, RUS_07, RUS_08, ARM_07,
ARM_08, AZE_01, AZE_03, AZE_08, BFA_05, TGO_98,
TGO_99, TGO_02, TGO_03, TGO_05, TGO_07, CMR_97,
CMR_02, CMR_04, CMR_07, GAB_05, GAB_06, GAB_09,
CAF_05, KEN_94, KEN_97, TZA_00, TZA_05, RWA_03,
RWA_08, ETH_05, MOZ_09, ZMB_06, ZMB_08, ZWE_96,
ZWE_02, ZWE_05, ZWE_08, NAM_09, BWA_04, BWA_09,

Stable DZA_97, DZA_99, DZA_02, DZA_04, DZA_07, DZA_09,
i e TUN_99, TUN_04, TUN_09, IRN_92, IRN_93, IRN_96, IRN_08,  Y: AZE_06, IRN_00, IRN_01
autocracies IRN_09, EGY_90, EGY_93, EGY_95, EGY_99, EGY_00, EGY_05,  ~Y¥: [no cases]
(T) EGY_07, KGZ_05, KGZ_07, NPL_91, MYS_95, MYS_99,

MYS_04, MYS_08, SGP_91, SGP_93, SGP_97, SGP_01,
SGP_06, CMR_97.1, CAF_05.1, KEN_97.1, TZA_00.1,
TZA_05.1, RWA_03.1, MOZ_09.1, ZMB_01, ZMB_06.1,
NAM_09.1, TUN_99.1, TUN_09.1, EGY_05.1, KGZ_05.1
~Y: GTM_91, NIC_90, SEN_00, NER_99, KEN_02, ZAF_94,
IRN_97, IRN_98, IRN_04, NIC_90.1, NGA_99, KEN_02.1,

Gerschewski predicts:

ZWE_08.1.
Y: MEX_91, MEX_94, MEX_97, SLV_94, PER_95, PER_00,
Non- PRY_93, SEN_93, SEN_98, CIV_01, UGA_96, UGA_01,
stable Y: RUS_03, GAB_97, GAB_98, GAB_01, COG_09, ZWE 95, UGA_06, KEN_92, NAM_04, HTI_00, MEX_94.1, SLV_94.1,

PER_95.1, PER_00.1, PRY_93.1, SEN_93.1, CIV_00.1,
autocracies KGZ_09, MYS_30 UGA_06.1, KEN_92.1, NAM_04.1.
~Y: [no cases]
~Y: MEX_00, HUN_90, RUS_95, CIV_00, GHA_00, MDG_92,
(~T) MDG_93, PAK_08, BGD_08, THA_92, THA_07, IDN_99,
MEX_00.1, GHA_00.1, MDG_93.1, LKA_94, THA_92.1

*

Y: cases with fuzzy set membership in outcome No Electoral Defeat of higher than 0.5, ~Y: cases with fuzzy set membership in outcome “No Electoral Defeat”
of lower than 0.5.
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C

C.1 Overview Raw and Calibrated Data

NOTE: The time specification behind the regimes’ names refer to Geddes et al.’s (2014) definition

of autocracy and are the basis for determining a regime’s (non-) persistence. NA means that the

respective regime was persistent until 2010, the end of their observation. Column 4 and 5 follow

von Soest and Grauvogel (2017b) and specify the time span covered by the data.

List of Cases and Indicators before Calibration

abbr. cowcode  regime start end pers repp repc coopv coops fomyth  ideo perso inteng proc perf
obs. obs.
ALG 615 Algeria 92-NA 1999 2010 1 3.50 4.67 0.85 7.00 4.67 3.67 3.50 3.00 433 3.67
ANG 540 Angola 75-NA 2008 2010 1 3.00 4.00 0.08 5.00 4.00 2.50 3.50 2.00 3.50 5.00
AZE 373 Azerbaijan 93-NA 1993 2010 1 3.28 4.28 1.24 6.92 1.00 225 3.25 1.25 3.00 4.00
BAH 692 Bahrain 1971-NA 1991 2010 1 5.40 4.85 -0.72 2.60 2.00 1.00 3.00 0.67 4.67 333
BNG 771 Bangladesh 07-08 1999 2010 0 1.42 7.17 1.27 6.00 3.67 2.67 2.00 1.67 333 2.67
BLR 370 Belarus 94-NA 1994 2010 1 4.35 271 0.21 5.82 275 3.50 3.50 2.00 3.50 4.00
BFO 439 Burkina Faso 87-NA 1991 2010 1 5.10 9.95 7.82 5.90 3.00 233 4.67 4.33 333 3.67
CAM 811 Cambodia 79-NA 1993 2010 1 294 8.44 1.41 5.89 4.50 3.50 4.00 1.50 4.50 4.00
CAO 471 Cameroon 83-NA 1992 2010 1 2.89 4.47 3.42 6.47 1.50 2.00 3.00 2.00 1.50 3.00
CEN 482 Cen Afr Rep 03-NA 2003 2010 1 2.88 5.00 2.54 5.75 2.00 1.50 1.50 1.00 2.50 2.50
CHA 483 Chad 90-NA 1996 2010 1 273 5.53 437 6.73 1.00 0.00 2.00 0.50 2.00 2.50
CHN 710 China 49-NA 1991 2010 1 1.50 0.80 311 3.00 5.00 4.75 2.00 3.00 3.50 4.75
CON 484 Congo-Brz 97-NA 2002 2010 1 4.56 8.67 0.42 6.44 3.00 1.00 4.00 4.00 5.00 4.50
DRC 490 Congo/Zaire 97-NA 1997 2010 1 1.10 2.80 0.95 3.43 1.50 1.50 2.50 0.50 2.00 4.00
cus 40 Cuba 59-NA 2008 2010 1 4.00 0.00 4.08 4.00 5.00 5.00 2.50 4.00 4.50 4.00
EGY 651 Egypt 52-NA 1991 2010 1 3.15 3.85 171 6.00 3.25 175 2.50 3.25 4.25 4.00
ERI 531 Eritrea 93-NA 1993 2010 1 3.67 3.94 -1.26 2.00 5.00 3.75 3.25 0.75 1.75 3.75
ETH 530 Ethiopia 91-NA 1995 2010 1 1.94 5.94 0.85 6.38 4.40 4.00 4.00 4.40 3.80 4.80
GAB 481 Gabon 60-NA 1991 2010 1 6.35 6.75 3.72 7.00 233 1.67 2.00 2.00 333 3.67
GAM 420 Gambia 94-NA 1997 2010 1 5.50 8.36 3.68 7.00 4.00 5.00 4.00 3.50 5.00 4.00
GHA 452 Ghana 81-00 1991 1992 0 5.50 8.50 3.66 2.00 1.67 233 333 3.67 3.67 4.33
INS 850 Indonesia 66-99 1991 1998 0 112 238 271 6.00 4.25 4.00 4.00 3.50 4.25 5.00
IRN 630 Iran 79-NA 1991 2010 1 117 135 0.17 6.25 4.50 5.00 2.50 3.00 4.00 3.00
CDI 437 Ivory Coast 99-00 2000 2010 1 227 5.00 5.12 6.91 2.50 4.00 2.50 0.00 2.50 2.00
JOR 663 Jordan 46-NA 1991 2010 1 4.60 4.10 1.59 5.70 3.00 3.00 3.67 3.67 4.00 3.00
KzZK 705 Kazakhstan 91-NA 1991 2010 1 5.11 4.63 0.85 5.89 1.67 3.00 4.67 3.50 4.00 4.00
PRK 731 Korea North 48-NA 1991 2010 1 0.19 0.05 1.48 3.00 5.00 5.00 4.67 033 2.00 1.67
KUwW 690 Kuwait 61-NA 1991 2010 1 5.20 4.00 0.87 3.70 2.40 2.00 2.20 2.00 4.20 3.20
KYR 703 Kyrgyzstan 05-10 2005 2010 0 4.67 5.50 1.96 6.50 133 1.00 033 1.00 2.67 1.67
LAO 812 Laos 75-NA 1991 2010 1 5.10 3.40 0.62 4.55 3.00 333 0.67 0.67 2.33 2.00
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LB
MAL
MAA
MEX
MOR
MzZM
MYA
OMA
PAK
PER

RUS
RWA

SEN
cs
SuD
SWA
SYR
TA)
TAZ
THI

TUN
TKM
UGA

uzB
DRV
YEM
ZAM
m

620
820

70

600
541
775
698
770
135
694
365
517
670
433
345
625
572
652
702
510
800

616
701
500
696
704
816
679
551
552

Libya 69-NA
Malaysia 57-NA
Mauritania 08-NA
Mexico 15-00
Morocco 56-NA
Mozambique 75-NA
Myanmar 88-NA
Oman 41-NA
Pakistan 99-08
Peru 92-00

Qatar 1971-NA
Russia 93-NA
Rwanda 94-NA
Saudi Arabia 27-NA
Senegal 60-00
Serbia 91-00

Sudan 89-NA
Swaziland 68-NA
Syria 63-NA
Tajikistan 91-NA
Tanzania 64-NA
Thailand 06-07
Togo 63-NA

Tunisia 56-NA
Turkmenistan 91-NA
Uganda 86-NA

Unit Arab Emir 71-NA
Uzbekistan 91-NA
Vietnam 54-NA
Yemen 78-NA
Zambia 96-NA
Zimbabwe 80-NA

1991
1991
2008
1991
1991
2009
1991
1991
1999
1991
1991
2000
1994
1991
1991
1992
1991
1991
1991
1992
1995
2006
2005
1991
1991
2009
1991
1991
1991
1993
1996
1991

2010
2010
2010
1999
2010
2010
2010
2010
2010
1999
2010
2010
2010
2010
1999
2000
2010
2010
2010
2010
2010
2010
2010
2010
2006
2010
2010
2010
2010
2010
2007
2010

B R R R R R R R R B O R R R RREROOHRHERERIEROOHRHRERROO R R

2.50
4.90
5.00
211
4.00
5.00
1.20
7.00
0.75
2.22
7.22
1.82
2.35
4.10
2.56
1.56
0.60
5.55
3.00
2.58
4.44
1.60
3.50
3.85
4.80
2.00
6.55
3.21
3.95
2.28
4.33
3.15

2.15
4.40
4.67
10.67
4.15
7.50
0.50
2.30
4.00
10.00
4.00
3.82
5.53
0.25
10.33
2.78
0.80
4.20
1.60
532
519
5.60
5.33
5.05
2.53
3.00
1.20
2.16
1.20
3.83
8.25
4.90

3.64
2.60
374
463
193
339
-0.08
2.44
2550
052
191
1.80
2.10
-0.09
3.06
-1.84
0.98
5.85
2.70
025
5.23
188
332
478
0.89
0.12
8.95
0.62
219
-0.10
571
264

2.00
7.00
5.33
7.00
7.00
6.50
2.00
2.25
5.50
7.00
2.00
7.00
3.82
2.00
7.00
7.00
3.45
3.70
6.95
6.59
6.44
5.80
7.00
5.80
5.00
7.00
2.00
5.74
3.90
6.42
7.00
6.50

4.00
2.20
1.00
4.00
4.50
5.00
3.00
4.50
0.67
0.33
1.67
1.00
5.00
4.50
133
2.00
3.33
3.50
4.50
3.33
3.20
1.00
2.50
2.50
4.50
4.67
4.00
3.25
4.50
4.67
1.50
4.75

433
3.40
4.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
0.00
1.00
1.00
2.67
1.33
4.50
5.00
1.33
3.67
4.67
5.00
4.00
2.33
3.00
3.00
2.50
2.50
4.50
3.00
4.50
4.25
4.50
4.00
1.00
4.00

4.00
1.60
4.00
1.67
4.50
1.33
2.50
5.00
0.33
2.67
3.33
3.17
5.00
5.00
0.67
3.33
1.67
5.00
4.00
3.00
2.00
0.50
2.50
2.00
5.00
433
4.00
3.25
0.50
4.00
4.00
4.25

3.67
2.80
0.00
2.00
1.50
1.50
2.00
2.00
1.67
033
4.33
3.40
4.00
4.50
1.33
1.00
2.33
2.00
0.50
0.67
1.60
2.00
2.00
1.00
1.00
4.00
3.00
2.00
1.50
2.00
1.50
225

3.00
4.60
4.50
4.67
3.50
4.33
2.50
1.00
3.33
4.33
1.67
433
4.50
0.50
5.00
3.67
3.67
4.00
2.00
2.67
5.00
4.50
3.50
4.00
2.50
4.00
2.00
3.67
5.00
3.67
4.00
4.25

3.33
4.80
0.00
433
2.50
2.00
3.00
4.00
2.00
5.00
5.00
433
5.00
4.50
2.33
0.67
1.67
3.00
3.00
433
4.25
1.50
2.00
4.00
4.50
433
4.50
4.25
4.50
3.33
4.50
3.75

The time specification behind the regimes’ names refer to Geddes et al.’s (2014) definition

of autocracy and are the basis for determining a regime’s (non-) persistence. NA means that the

respective regime was persistent until 2010, the end of their observation. Column 4 and 5 follow

von Soest and Grauvogel (2017b) and specify the time span covered by the data.

Calibrated Set Membership Values of All Cases

abbr. cowcode  regime start end pers repp repc coopv coops fomyth  ideo perso inteng proc perf
obs. obs.
ALG 615 Algeria 92-NA 1999 2010 1 0.53 0.77 0.30 0.00 0.96 0.87 0.76 0.87 0.85 0.58
ANG 540 Angola 75-NA 2008 2010 1 0.72 0.74 0.21 1.00 0.87 0.25 0.76 0.43 0.55 0.95
AZE 373 Azerbaijan 93-NA 1993 2010 1 0.73 0.78 0.44 1.00 0.00 0.17 0.67 0.09 0.30 0.73
BAH 692 Bahrain 1971-NA 1991 2010 1 0.09 0.59 0.12 0.00 0.05 0.02 0.55 0.02 0.91 0.42
BNG 771 Bangladesh 07-08 1999 2010 0 0.95 0.22 0.51 1.00 0.77 031 0.20 0.24 0.46 0.16
BLR 370 Belarus 94-NA 1994 2010 1 0.56 0.94 0.16 1.00 0.28 0.79 0.76 0.43 0.55 0.73
BFO 439 Burkina Faso 87-NA 1991 2010 1 0.20 0.02 0.99 1.00 0.43 0.20 0.97 0.99 0.46 0.58
CAM 811 Cambodia 79-NA 1993 2010 1 0.70 0.10 0.64 1.00 0.95 0.79 0.90 0.17 0.88 0.73
CAO 471 Cameroon 83-NA 1992 2010 1 0.72 0.74 0.81 1.00 0.01 0.12 0.55 0.43 0.02 0.27
CEN 482 Cen Afr Rep 03-NA 2003 2010 1 0.81 0.58 0.72 1.00 0.05 0.05 0.10 0.05 0.13 0.12
CHA 483 Chad 90-NA 1996 2010 1 0.78 0.61 0.91 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.20 0.01 0.05 0.12
CHN 710 China 49-NA 1991 2010 1 0.95 0.98 0.84 0.00 0.98 1.00 0.20 0.87 0.55 0.92
CON 484 Congo-Brz 97-NA 2002 2010 1 0.25 0.07 0.11 1.00 0.43 0.02 0.90 0.98 0.95 0.88
DRC 490 Congo/Zaire 97-NA 1997 2010 1 0.95 0.90 0.29 1.00 0.01 0.05 0.35 0.01 0.05 0.73
cus 40 Cuba 59-NA 2008 2010 1 0.55 0.99 0.89 0.00 0.98 1.00 0.35 0.98 0.88 0.73
EGY 651 Egypt 52-NA 1991 2010 1 0.78 0.79 0.56 1.00 0.58 0.08 0.35 0.92 0.83 0.73
ERI 531 Eritrea 93-NA 1993 2010 1 0.79 0.92 0.02 0.00 0.98 0.89 0.67 0.03 0.03 0.62
ETH 530 Ethiopia 91-NA 1995 2010 1 0.90 0.57 0.25 1.00 0.94 0.95 0.90 0.99 0.68 0.93
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481
420

850
630
437
663
705
731
690
703
812
620
820
435
70

600
541
775
698
770
135
694
365
517
670
433
345
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572
652
702
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800
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701
500
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Gabon 60-NA
Gambia 94-NA
Ghana 81-00
Indonesia 66-99
Iran 79-NA

Ivory Coast 99-00
Jordan 46-NA
Kazakhstan 91-NA
Korea North 48-NA
Kuwait 61-NA
Kyrgyzstan 05-10
Laos 75-NA

Libya 69-NA
Malaysia 57-NA
Mauritania 08-NA
Mexico 15-00
Morocco 56-NA
Mozambique 75-NA
Myanmar 88-NA
Oman 41-NA
Pakistan 99-08
Peru 92-00

Qatar 1971-NA
Russia 93-NA
Rwanda 94-NA
Saudi Arabia 27-NA
Senegal 60-00
Serbia 91-00
Sudan 89-NA
Swaziland 68-NA
Syria 63-NA
Tajikistan 91-NA
Tanzania 64-NA
Thailand 06-07
Togo 63-NA
Tunisia 56-NA
Turkmenistan 91-NA
Uganda 86-NA
Unit Arab Emir 71-NA
Uzbekistan 91-NA
Vietnam 54-NA
Yemen 78-NA
Zambia 96-NA
Zimbabwe 80-NA

1991
1997
1991
1991
1991
2000
1991
1991
1991
1991
2005
1991
1991
1991
2008
1991
1991
2009
1991
1991
1999
1991
1991
2000
1994
1991
1991
1992
1991
1991
1991
1992
1995
2006
2005
1991
1991
2009
1991
1991
1991
1993
1996
1991

2010
2010
1992
1998
2010
2010
2010
2010
2010
2010
2010
2010
2010
2010
2010
1999
2010
2010
2010
2010
2010
1999
2010
2010
2010
2010
1999
2000
2010
2010
2010
2010
2010
2010
2010
2010
2006
2010
2010
2010
2010
2010
2007
2010
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0.03
0.18
0.08
0.95
0.96
0.83
0.49
0.34
0.98
0.09
0.39
0.37
0.79
0.31
0.21
0.86
0.53
0.21
0.96
0.01
0.97
0.83
0.01
0.91
0.76
0.57
0.86
0.93
0.96
0.14
0.81
0.67
0.40
0.92
0.61
0.61
0.51
0.88
0.02
0.75
0.62
0.85
0.45
0.85

0.28
0.08
0.05
0.92
0.98
0.63
0.82
0.80
0.99
0.79
0.53
0.90
0.94
0.79
0.55
0.01
0.65
0.17
0.99
0.90
0.84
0.02
0.79
0.89
0.57
0.99
0.02
0.92
0.97
0.75
0.96
0.64
0.53
0.43
0.47
0.73
0.97
0.86
0.98
0.98
0.98
0.89
0.10
0.88

0.88
0.84
0.90
0.73
0.16
0.95
0.60
0.34
0.61
0.38
0.64
0.40
0.85
0.71
0.85
0.91
0.67
0.85
0.12
0.71
0.74
0.33
0.01
0.62
0.47
0.23
0.80
0.02
0.53
0.98
0.00
0.19
0.96
0.62
0.79
0.93
0.30
0.19
1.00
0.21
0.71
0.16
0.96
0.70

0.00
0.00
0.00
1.00
0.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
0.00
0.00
1.00
1.00
0.00
0.00
1.00
0.00
0.00
1.00
0.00
0.00
1.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
1.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
0.00
1.00
1.00
0.00
0.00
1.00
0.00
1.00
0.00
1.00

0.11
0.87
0.02
0.92
0.95
0.17
0.43
0.02
0.98
0.13
0.01
0.43
0.87
0.08
0.00
0.87
0.95
0.98
0.43
0.95
0.00
0.00
0.02
0.00
0.98
0.95
0.01
0.05
0.62
0.70
0.95
0.62
0.55
0.00
0.17
0.17
0.95
0.96
0.87
0.58
0.95
0.96
0.01
0.97

0.07
1.00
0.20
0.95
1.00
0.95
0.45
0.45
1.00
0.12
0.02
0.68
0.98
0.73
0.95
0.45
0.45
0.12
0.45
0.00
0.02
0.02
0.31
0.04
0.99
1.00
0.04
0.87
0.99
1.00
0.95
0.20
0.45
0.45
0.25
0.25
0.99
0.45
0.99
0.98
0.99
0.95
0.02
0.95

0.20
0.90
0.70
0.90
0.35
0.35
0.82
0.97
0.97
0.25
0.02
0.03
0.90
0.12
0.90
0.13
0.96
0.08
0.35
0.98
0.02
0.41
0.70
0.63
0.98
0.98
0.03
0.70
0.13
0.98
0.90
0.55
0.20
0.02
0.35
0.20
0.98
0.94
0.90
0.67
0.02
0.90
0.90
0.93

0.43
0.95
0.96
0.95
0.87
0.00
0.96
0.95
0.01
0.43
0.05
0.02
0.96
0.81
0.00
0.43
0.17
0.17
0.43
0.43
0.24
0.01
0.99
0.94
0.98
0.99
0.11
0.05
0.62
0.43
0.01
0.02
0.21
0.43
0.43
0.05
0.05
0.98
0.87
0.43
0.17
0.43
0.17
0.58

0.46
0.95
0.62
0.83
0.75
0.13
0.75
0.75
0.05
0.81
0.18
0.10
0.30
0.90
0.88
0.91
0.55
0.85
0.13
0.01
0.46
0.85
0.03
0.85
0.88
0.00
0.95
0.62
0.62
0.75
0.05
0.18
0.95
0.88
0.55
0.75
0.13
0.75
0.05
0.62
0.95
0.62
0.75
0.83

0.58
0.73
0.84
0.95
0.27
0.05
0.27
0.73
0.03
0.36
0.03
0.05
0.42
0.93
0.00
0.84
0.12
0.05
0.27
0.73
0.05
0.95
0.95
0.84
0.95
0.88
0.09
0.00
0.03
0.27
0.27
0.84
0.81
0.02
0.05
0.73
0.88
0.84
0.88
0.81
0.88
0.42
0.88
0.62
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Figure C.1: Histograms of the Distribution of the Raw Data
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Figure C.3: Plots of Fuzzy Sets Against Base Variables
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C.2 Test of Necessity

Table C.3: Parameters of Fit, Necessity for the Outcome Authoritarian Persistence

Conditions Consistency Coverage Relevance
repp 0.58 0.79 0.76
repc 0.72 0.89 0.82
coopv 0.54 0.79 0.80
coops 0.53 0.82 0.83
legd 0.79 0.87 0.72
legs 0.75 0.82 0.66
not repp 0.42 0.88 0.92
not repc 0.28 0.69 0.86
not coopv 0.46 0.86 0.90
not coops 0.47 0.83 0.87
not legd 0.21 0.69 0.90

not legs 0.25 0.82 0.94
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Table C.4: Parameters of Fit, Necessity for the Outcome No Authoritarian Persistence

Conditions Consistency Coverage Relevance
repp 0.72 0.21 0.46
repc 0.41 0.11 0.36
coopv 0.64 0.21 0.50
coops 0.54 0.19 0.54
legd 0.55 0.13 0.28
legs 0.75 0.18 0.29
not repp 0.28 0.12 0.63
not repc 0.59 0.31 0.74
not coopv 0.36 0.14 0.59
not coops 0.46 0.17 0.56
not legd 0.45 0.31 0.81
not legs 0.25 0.18 0.78

C.3 Alternative Solution Formulas

Table C.5: Conservative Solution Formula for the Outcome Authoritarian Persistence

Sufficient terms, connected by logical OR? Consistency Cov.r® Cov.u®
REPC*LEGD*LEGS 0.90 0.54 0.09
COOPV*COOPS*LEGD*LEGS 0.78 0.18 0.01
REPC*coopv*COOPS*LEGD 0.91 0.21 0.02
repp*COOPS*LEGD*LEGS 0.89 0.17 0.01
repp*COOPV*LEGD*LEGS 0.87 0.28 0.02
REPP*REPC*COOPV*LEGD 0.90 0.29 0.02
repp*REPC*coopv*coops*LEGS 0.97 0.11 0.01
REPP*REPC*coopv*coops*legd*legs 0.85 0.03 0.00
Overall solution 0.89 0.68

2 Capital letters indicate presence, small letters absence, * denotes logical AND.

b Cov.r = raw coverage; Cov.u = unique coverage.

Table C.6: Parsimonious Solution Formula for the Outcome Authoritarian Persistence

Sufficient terms, connected by logical OR? Consistency Cov.r® Cov.u®
REPC*coops 0.95 0.38 0.03
REPC*LEGD 0.91 0.63 0.04
repp*LEGD 0.90 0.37 0.03
COOPS*LEGD*LEGS 0.85 0.32 0.04
Overall solution 0.89 0.78

2 Capital letters indicate presence, small letters absence, * denotes logical AND.

b Cov.r = raw coverage; Cov.u = unique coverage.
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C.4 Truth Table, No Authoritarian Persistence

Table C.7: Truth Table for the Outcome No Authoritarian Persistence

Row Repp Repc Coopv Coops Legd Legs Outcome n  Consist. Cases

34 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0.511 PER

42 1 0 1 0 0 1 1 2 0.497  SEN,TOG

44 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 0.336 MEX

46 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 0.302  THI

10 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0.284 GAB

61 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 3 0.275 CEN,CHA,PAK

62 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 0.263 TUN

54 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0.252 DRC

29 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 0.250 KYR

47 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0.236 BNG

12 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 3 0.218 GAM,GHA,ZAM

48 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 0.206 CAM

64 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 3 0.196  ZIM,EGY,INS

49 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0.145 MYA

32 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 3 0.136 MAA,TAZ,JOR

55 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 0.119 SYR

63 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 2 0.114  CDI,CAO

16 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 2 0.112 BFO,MZM

56 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 9 0.110 BLR,AZE,RWA,
ETH,ANG,
YEM,
TKM,TAJ,UZB

52 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 6 0.099  CS,UGA,ERI,
ALG,IRN,SAU

23 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 0.097 LAO

8 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 0.085 CON

18 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0.068 KUW

24 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0.067 KzK

59 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 0.034 PRK

20 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 2 0.033 BAH,QAT

28 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 4 0.018  SWA,UAE,OMA,
MAL

60 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 7 0.018  CUB,RUS,MOR,
LIB,SUD,CHN,
DRV
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D.1 DPI Operationalization of Regime Types

Table D.1: Using the DPI Legislative and Executive Indices of Electoral Competitiveness
(Beck et al., 2001) for Measuring Political Regimes

Closed Hegemonic Competitive

Both indices have scores of 1. One or both scores of >4 Executive index or both in-
<4: no legislature, unelected < 7: multiple parties allowed, dices have scores of 7: com-
legislature, or only one butonegetsallor75percent petitive elections for execu-
elected candidate or party. of available seats. tive, largest party got less
2. Legislative index scores 7, than 75 percent of available
executive < 7: satellite par- seats in legislative elections.
ties to simulate competition
while regime has full control.

This operationalization proposes two refinements of Brownlee’s (2009) usage of the DPI indices:
First, while Brownlee (2009, 524) states that a regime has to score 7 in at least one index to be
classified as competitive, | suggest to be more precise here: if it is both or at least the executive
index which scores 7 - meaning that the elections for the executive have been competitive - then |
consider this regime indeed as competitive. If it is merely the legislative index which scores 7, | clas-
sify such regimes as hegemonic because this indicates that the regime maintains satellite parties
to simulate pluralism while having full control over the party system. Second, | argue that a regime
has to score on both the legislative and executive indices <4 to be categorized as closed. While
Brownlee (2009, 524) is not fully clear in this regard and assumedly categorizes also those regimes
as closed which score in one of the indices <4, this refinement draws a clear borderline between
hegemonic and closed regimes and rightly accounts for those regimes in which the executive index

scores <4 but which has a non-competitive multiparty system (score > 4) as hegemonic.
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D.2 Sources of Analyzed Speeches

Table D.2: Sources of Speeches

Country Source of speeches
(all accessed in April-August 2017)

Azerbaijan http://en.president.az/news/speeches

Canada http://pm.gc.ca/eng/news-type/speeches

Cameroon https://www.prc.cm/en/news/speeches-of-the-president

Denmark http://www.stm.dk/index.dsp?page=11004&action=page_overview_
search&ll_valg=3175&12_valg=-1

Germany https://www.bundeskanzlerin.de/SiteGlobals/Forms/Webs/BKin/Suche/
EN/Solr_aktuelles_formular.html?nn=645302&doctype=speech

Hungary http://www.kormany.hu/en/the-prime-minister/
the-prime-minister-s-speeches?items=30

Jordan https://kingabdullah. jo/en/speeches

Kuwait http://www.da.gov.kw/eng/speeches/amir_speeches_2016.php

Kazakhstan  http://www.akorda.kz/en/speeches

Malaysia http://www.pmo.gov.my/home.php?page=1676&menu=speech&speech_cat=2

Morocco http://www.maroc.ma/en/royal-speeches

Norway https://www.regjeringen.no/en/whatsnew/speeches_articles/id1334/

North Korea
Russia
Saudi
Arabia
Singapore

Tajikistan
Turkey
United Arab
Emirates
Uganda
Great
Britain
Uzbekistan

7ownerid=875

http://www.naenara.com.kp/en/politics/?leader3+3
http://en.kremlin.ru/events/president/transcripts/statements/
http://www.mofa.gov.sa/sites/mofaen/servicesandinformation/news/
kingofficialspeeches/Pages/Default.aspx
http://www.pmo.gov.sg/newsroom?f%5B0%5D=field_from},3A250&f%5B1
5D=field_media_category’3A8
http://www.president.tj/en/taxonomy/term/5/4
https://www.tccb.gov.tr/en/category/558/category/1.html
https://sheikhmohammed.ae/en-us/Speeches

http://www.statehouse.go.ug/media/speeches
https://www.gov.uk/government/announcements?k

http://www.press-service.uz/en/news/performance/



http://en.president.az/news/speeches
http://pm.gc.ca/eng/news-type/speeches
https://www.prc.cm/en/news/speeches-of-the-president
http://www.stm.dk/index.dsp?page=11004&action=page_overview_search&l1_valg=3175&l2_valg=-1
http://www.stm.dk/index.dsp?page=11004&action=page_overview_search&l1_valg=3175&l2_valg=-1
https://www.bundeskanzlerin.de/SiteGlobals/Forms/Webs/BKin/Suche/EN/Solr_aktuelles_formular.html?nn=645302&doctype=speech
https://www.bundeskanzlerin.de/SiteGlobals/Forms/Webs/BKin/Suche/EN/Solr_aktuelles_formular.html?nn=645302&doctype=speech
http://www.kormany.hu/en/the-prime-minister/the-prime-minister-s-speeches?items=30
http://www.kormany.hu/en/the-prime-minister/the-prime-minister-s-speeches?items=30
https://kingabdullah.jo/en/speeches
http://www.da.gov.kw/eng/speeches/amir_speeches_2016.php
http://www.akorda.kz/en/speeches
http://www.pmo.gov.my/home.php?page=1676&menu=speech&speech_cat=2
http://www.maroc.ma/en/royal-speeches
https://www.regjeringen.no/en/whatsnew/speeches_articles/id1334/?ownerid=875
https://www.regjeringen.no/en/whatsnew/speeches_articles/id1334/?ownerid=875
http://www.naenara.com.kp/en/politics/?leader3+3
http://en.kremlin.ru/events/president/transcripts/statements/
http://www.mofa.gov.sa/sites/mofaen/servicesandinformation/news/kingofficialspeeches/Pages/Default.aspx
http://www.mofa.gov.sa/sites/mofaen/servicesandinformation/news/kingofficialspeeches/Pages/Default.aspx
http://www.pmo.gov.sg/newsroom?f%5B0%5D=field_from%3A250&f%5B1%5D=field_media_category%3A8
http://www.pmo.gov.sg/newsroom?f%5B0%5D=field_from%3A250&f%5B1%5D=field_media_category%3A8
http://www.president.tj/en/taxonomy/term/5/4
https://www.tccb.gov.tr/en/category/558/category/1.html
https://sheikhmohammed.ae/en-us/Speeches
http://www.statehouse.go.ug/media/speeches
https://www.gov.uk/government/announcements?k
http://www.press-service.uz/en/news/performance/
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The glossary explains a selection of key terms used in this dissertation and provides definitions
applied throughout the work. The glossary also clarifies that for several terms, the operationaliza-
tion was improved during the four studies of the dissertation because indicators were fruitfully

combined or used in a new way and novel data became available.

Adaptive configuration The empirical application of the hexagon of authoritarian persistence in
the third study of this dissertation illustrates that there are several regimes which largely
avoid the use of severe repression (cf. also the results of the second study). Instead, they
intensively use both forms of legitimation and combine them with one of the cooptation
strategies in order to remain persistent. By preventing the risks and high costs of harsh
repression, these regimes become more flexible which is why | call this configuration adap-
tive.

Authoritarian persistence This dissertation defines authoritarian persistence as a regime’s en-
durance over time - possibly also under unstable conditions. By referring to Schedler’s
(2013) theory of uncertainty in authoritarian regimes, | see this endurance as a constant
struggle between pro-regime and anti-regime actors over the power to shape the institu-
tional settings. As the various studies in this dissertation illustrate, authoritarian persistence
can take many faces. The concept is thus different from Gerschewski’s (2013, 23) rather
static model of stability which suggests that autocratic regimes rest on the three pillars
of repression, cooptation, and legitimation once they have managed the stabilization pro-

cesses.

Authoritarianism Linz (2000, orig. 1975) proposed the term authoritarianism to describe the new
forms of autocratic regimes which increased in number during the 1970s. These regimes
were clearly different to the earlier discussed forms of totalitarianism (see below) because
they possessed no guiding ideology or extensive mass mobilizations and typically allowed
for limited amounts of pluralism. This first distinction of different forms of autocracies

paved the way for later, more fine-graded typologies (e.g. Geddes 1999). While the term
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totalitarianism is rarely applied in recent autocracy research, authoritarianism is frequently

used as an umbrella term for current types of autocracies.

Autocracy This dissertation uses autocracy, authoritarianism, authoritarian regime (regime is a set
of formal and informal institutions), and dictatorship interchangeably and follows Geddes et
al’s (2014, 317) definition which classifies autocracies as such if (1) the executive achieved
power by other means than fair, competitive, and free elections, (2) the executive achieved
power by fair, competitive, and free elections but changed these rules afterwards or (3) the

military prevents the compliance with these rules or changes them.

Autocratic style of language The fourth study in this dissertation conceptualizes a multilevel con-
cept of language to analyze the rhetoric styles of political leaders. This framework distin-
guishes between autocratic and democratic styles of language. An autocratic style of lan-
guage comprises the emphasis of autocratic procedures (maintenance of power, authori-

tarian law and order) and illiberalism (traditionalism, nationalism, paternalism).

Closed authoritarianism Closed autocracies have no elected legislature or rule with a single-party
regime. While the second study in this dissertation followed Lueders et al.’s (2014) opera-
tionalization, Table D.1 in Appendix D provides details about how this regime type is oper-

ationalized in a more nuanced way for the last study in this dissertation.

Competitive authoritarianism Competitive authoritarian regimes allow for at least a minimum
amount of real competition during multiparty elections. The operationalization of this reg-
ime type has been a process in the various studies of the dissertation. While the first study
draws on the “national elections across democracy and autocracy” data set (NELDA) of Hyde
and Marinov (2012), the subsequent studies rely on Beck et al.’s (2001) indicators on the
competitiveness during legislative and executive elections. The latter data (last updated
in 2012) provides a more fine-graded scale of (non)competitiveness and handles border-
line cases such as Kazakhstan in more appropriate ways. While NELDA categorizes recent
Kazakh elections as broadly competitive, Beck et al. (2001) rightly point to the highly non-
competitive nature of the executive elections in Nazarbayev’s Kazakhstan. Different to hith-
erto usages of Beck et al.’s (2001) indicators, the last study in this dissertation proposes a
more nuanced differentiation between competitive, hegemonic and closed regimes which

is based on both indicators and further explained Table D.1 in the Appendix.

Cooptation |follow Gerschewski’s (2013, 22) definition of cooptation as the capacities to tie strate-
gic partners to the regime. | further distinguish between two forms of cooptation: Borrow-
ing from Schmotz (2015, 442), | see the first form of cooptation as compensation of vulnera-
bility. Schmotz defines this form of cooptation as the capacity of a regime to compensate for

different pressure groups (military, capital, parties, labor, ethnic groups, and landowners)
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by offering material benefits or institutional inclusion. Yet, not all regimes offer real com-
pensation - some merely simulate political participation by setting up satellite parties and
toy parliaments. This simulation of pluralism is another form of cooptation - typically ob-
served in hegemonic authoritarianism - which gives the elites the feeling that some power
is allocated to them while all power remains in the inner circles of the regime (cf. Sartori

2005, 205-206).

Critical junctures This dissertation discusses critical junctures in the context of institutional change
in autocracies. Following Capoccia and Kelemen (2007, 348), | define critical junctures “as
relatively short periods of time during which there is a substantially heightened probability

that agent’s choices will affect the outcome of interest”.

Democratic style of language The fourth study in this dissertation conceptualizes a multilevel con-
cept of language to analyze the rhetoric styles of political leaders. This framework distin-
guishes between autocratic and democratic styles of language. A democratic style of lan-
guage comprises the emphasis of democratic procedures (democracy, institutional reforms)

and liberalism (liberal values, women, minorities).

E-government Generally, e-government is defined as “all efforts of governments to use ICTs, par-
ticularly the Internet, in order to support government operations, engage citizens, and pro-
vide government services” (Linde and Karlsson, 2013, 269). Beside this, the first study in this
dissertation proposes a new concept of e-government in autocracies and defines this “as all
efforts of the regime to use ICTs, especially the Internet, in order to enhance its legitimacy.
Hereby, the regime applies propagandistic language and symbolism but can also exhibit
citizen-responsiveness by offering services, access to government-related information and
possibilities for interaction which enhance the efficiency, accountability, and modernity of

the regime and stimulate economic growth” (cf. Study 1, chap. 1.2).

E-participation E-participation is a sub-concept of e-government and “refers to government ini-
tiated efforts to stimulate and increase citizen participation and interaction with govern-
ment authorities (which is a fundamental value of democratic politics) with the support
of ICTs” (Linde and Karlsson, 2013, 269). The first study in this dissertation illustrates that
e-participation in autocracies is either underdeveloped or relates to sham or mere routine

interactions.

Electoral authoritarianism Electoral authoritarianismisan umbrella term for hegemonicand com-
petitive regimes. Both of these regime types hold regular elections in multiparty systems.
Yet, these elections are generally non-competitive in hegemonic authoritarianism, as fur-
ther explained below. To distinguish between electoral autocracy and democracy, this dis-

sertation draws on Geddes et al.’s (2014) definition of autocracy (see above).
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Hegemonic authoritarianism Hegemonic regimes typically display non-competitive multiparty sys-
tems and are thereby different to competitive or closed regimes (see the explanations of
both terms above). While the second study followed Lueders et al.’s (2014) operationaliza-
tion, Table D.1 in the Appendix provides details about how this regime type is operational-
ized in a more nuanced way for the last study of this dissertation. The third study illustrates
how hegemonic regimes remain persistent by combining repression of civil and political
rights, diffuse support of legitimation, and cooptation as simulating pluralism as their key
survival strategy. | call this successful combination of strategies the hegemonic configura-

tion of the hexagon.

Hexagon of authoritarian persistence This dissertation conceptualizes the hexagon of authoritar-
ian persistence as a framework to explain how authoritarian regimes manage to survive.
The hexagon is based on Gerschewski’s (2013) three pillars of stability but proposes several
modifications. The hexagon is rooted in set theory and accounts for asymmetric causal re-
lations, conjunctural causation, and equifinality. Based on this, it can grasp the causal com-
plexity of authoritarian persistence and illuminates how authoritarian regimes use multiple,
mutually non-exclusive survival strategies. The hexagon proposes six core survival strate-
gies of autocratic rule: repression of physical integrity rights, repression of civil and politi-
cal rights, cooptation as compensating vulnerability or as simulating pluralism, and specific

and diffuse support of legitimation.

Institutions This dissertation relies on a rather broad historic institutionalist definition of institu-
tions as behavioral patterns, formal and informal procedures, routines, norms, principles

and conventions (Hall and Taylor, 1996, 6).

Kleptocratic configuration The empirical application of the hexagon of authoritarian persistence
illustrates that some authoritarian regimes make use of most or even all the six strategies
of survival (called the kleptocratic configuration, cf. the results in study three). Yet, the find-
ings of the analysis suggested that compared to the more parsimonious survival strategies
of other persistent regimes, the usage of both forms of cooptation is an unnecessary squan-

dering of resources. Such overcompensation nurtures a kleptocratic elite.

Legitimacy Legitimacy is the result of legitimation, as explained below. In this sense, | distinguish
between claims to legitimacy which political leaders make to gain the support of their peo-
ple (the process of legitimation) and the actual amount of legitimacy belief among the
population (the result). Due to the discussed measurement problems, the studies in this

dissertation focus on claims to legitimacy.
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Legitimation Legitimation is understood as the process of justifying authority whereas legitimacy
refers to its result (see above). | further draw upon the non-normative concept of legiti-
mation by Weber (2002) which assumes that social action is “guided by the belief in the
existence of a legitimate order” (ibid., 31). As shown in the various studies of this disserta-
tion, this belief in legitimate authority is not only generated by ideological indoctrination
but also performance dependent. To illustrate the two sources of legitimation, | follow Ger-
schewski (2013) and use Easton’s (1965) differentiation between specific (socio-economic
performance, the fulfillment of the demands for domestic security, etc.) and diffuse sup-
port (ideologies, religious, nationalistic, traditional claims, the charisma of autocratic lead-
ers). While the second study in this dissertation relies on proxy indicators for both forms
of legitimation (cf. Table 2.1), the third study suggests a more valid operationalization (cf.

Table 3.2) by referring to von Soest and Grauvogel’s (2017a) novel survey data.

Performance-dependent configuration The empirical test of the hexagon of authoritarian persis-
tence in the third study of this dissertation suggests that some persistent regimes heavily
rely on specific sources of legitimation and combine this with a strict limitation of civil and
political rights to ensure their survival. Typically, these are resource-rich countries which

allure their people with a good socio-economic performance.

Regime This dissertation broadly defines a regime as a set of formal and informal institutions
(Schedler, 2013, 23). Authoritarian regime is a synonym to autocracy, authoritarianism, and

dictatorship (see above).

Repression Repression is broadly defined as the use of force to control people. | further distin-
guish between highly visible, violent acts that target a large number of people or well-
known individuals and less visible forms of coercion such as surveillance, harassment or the
denial of employment and education (Levitsky and Way, 2010, 57, and Gerschewski 2013,
21). Borrowing the names for both forms of repression from the CIRI Human Rights Data
Project (Cingranelli and Richards, 2013), | call the first form repression of physical integrity

rights and the second repression of civil and political rights.

Rigid configuration The empirical application of the hexagon of authoritarian persistence in the
third study of this dissertation shows that one defining feature of the so-called rigid config-
uration is that the regimes which display this configuration make heavily use of both forms
of repression (cf. also the findings of the second study). The name for this configuration
is based on the assumption that those regimes which are severe offenders of physical in-
tegrity rights are less flexible since their legitimacy is constantly at stake (Gerschewski, 2013,
28). In addition, the application of heavy coercion is costly which further limits the scope

of action for those regimes.
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Three pillars of autocratic stability Gerschewski’s (2013) framework of the three pillars is based
on the assumption that any type of autocratic regime relies on repression, cooptation, and
legitimation to stabilize its rule. What differs between the various types of autocracy is the
degree of institutionalizing these three fundamental principles of autocratic rule. The three
pillars are conceptualized as having two dimensions each: high and low-intensity repression,
formal and informal cooptation, specific and diffuse support of legitimation. Gerschewski
further hypothesizes that out of all logically possible configurations of the (non)use of these
dimensions, only two stipulate autocratic stability - the “two worlds of autocracies” (Ger-
schewski, 2013, 29-30). While the second study of this dissertation empirically tests the
model of the three pillars and the “two worlds” in the context of electoral regimes, the
third study further discusses the framework and proposes several modifications. Based on

these changes, | conceptualize the hexagon of authoritarian persistence.

Totalitarianism By analyzing Bolshevist Russia, Fascist Italy, and Nazi Germany, Arendt (1951) and
also Friedrich and Brzezinski (1965) provided detailed descriptions of what they called the
phenomenon of totalitarianism. Friedrich and Brzezinski’s definition of the term comprises
six traits, shortly summarized as possessing an elaborate ideology, a single mass party, a
system of terror, a technologically conditioned, near-complete monopoly of control over
the entire economy, the media and the military (ibid., 22). These early works of modern au-
tocracy research provided crucial knowledge about the mechanisms of totalitarian systems.
Yet, the concept itself was heavily questioned during the early 1970s because of its linkages
to the polemics of the Cold War. Because of that and also due to the newly emerged forms
of authoritarianism (see above) the term totalitarianism is rarely used in current autocracy

research.
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