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ABSTRACT

During modern protest movements, the regimes targeted by dissidents have issued

largely similar kinds of statements about the events. Participants tend to be depicted

as national traitors, criminals, or otherwise illegitimate. This project seeks to un-

derstand the role such regime rhetoric plays in a government’s resistance to protest.

I develop a theory that argues that such statements are intentionally designed so

as to reduce the amount of support protesters receive from the domestic population

and international community by framing them as illegitimate actors. As a result,

the government can prevent the growth of protests without relying on costly uses of

force. I test the need and capacity for states to carry out this strategy through the

level of openness and construction of state-owned media institutions, the relationship

between rhetoric and protests, and whether rhetoric reduces the pressure states ex-

perience from the international community. I find that transparent states tend to

replace state repression with rhetoric, and that this framing allows states to reduce

the number of protests. While rhetoric does not change the level of pressure states

experience from international organizations, it successfully decreases the amount of

pressure that other states bring to bear on a target state.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

When protesters took to the streets in Russia to protest the conduct of elections in

2011, government officials repeatedly claimed that participants were under the di-

rection of the United States (“Russia PM” 2011). During events the same year in

Tunisia, president Ben Ali labeled protesters extremists while foreign media orga-

nizations were accused of intentionally fomenting rebellion (Randeree 2011). More

recently, president Maduro described Venezuelan protesters as selfish participants in

an “economic war” who, with direction from the United States, are interested only

in destabilizing the country (Milne and Watts 2014, Kurmanaev and Pons 2014).

Across these examples, the types of statements made by the government attempt

to project the same image of protesters. The protesting group is extreme in its views,

acting for self-serving or criminal rather than universal reasons, and usually mobilized

at the behest of some foreign power. These statements occur simultaneously with the

opposition’s statements of grievance, their demands for change, and usually some

kind of state repression.
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This dissertation seeks to explain what role such regime statements play in the

opposition-government-international community interaction that takes place during

opposition movements and protests. These statements appear relatively consistent

across countries, and arise in the same circumstances. I argue that this is the result of

regime rhetoric being an effective tactic available to governments that can help those

governments resist pressures to reform from both the domestic and international

levels. Rather than being a knee-jerk reaction to unexpected levels of opposition, a

regime’s rhetoric during these events is designed to aid the government in reducing

or suppressing that opposition.

I examine the conditions that make regime rhetoric occur, what effects this be-

havior has on the use of violent state repression and the level of domestic opposition,

and its transnational consequences. I argue that, through a particular kind of public

statements, a regime can frame itself so as to minimize the efforts of opposition to

gain support while also getting to rely less on violence carried out by security forces.

With this idea in mind, this dissertation relies largely on the protest-repression

nexus, framing, and transnational advocacy network literatures to place rhetoric

within the range of responses available to a government that is facing demands for

reform. This section serves as a general introduction to the project, which consists

of three article-format empirical sections. First, it provides a brief overview of the

previous research that contributes to the idea of regime rhetoric, that this project

contributes to, and that is referenced in more detail in the empirical sections . Sec-

ond, I outline the overarching theory behind regime rhetoric, specific implications of

which are tested in the following sections. Then, I provide a brief summary of the

three articles themselves, including their specific contribution to the dissertation, and
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their basic empirical construction. Finally, I provide a brief preview of the findings.

Literature Addressed

Repression and Protest

Primarily, this project is meant to contribute to the understanding of state repression,

especially that directed against protesters or other groups actively opposing a govern-

ment. While the causes of state repression are relatively well understood, its effects

and interaction with non-violent strategies or other events are less so (Davenport

and Inman 2012). Generally, state repression is understood to be the result of the

threat a regime perceives from a particular opposition movement balanced against the

anticipated costs of using repression (Davenport 1995, Regan and Henderson 2002).

The importance of threat perception is robust across actors and events. If suffi-

ciently threatening, protests can drive the most open democratic systems to rely on

repression (White and White 1995), but the threat does not need to effect the entire

regime for repression to be observed. Within repressive institutions themselves, such

as internal security organizations, the identities and norms valued by the organiza-

tion members themselves influence both the level of threat perceived by dissidents

and the decision-making process about which groups to repress and how much force

to use (Cunningham 2004, Davenport and Loyle 2012). For dissidents, the relative

age (Nordas and Davenport 2013), ideological distance (Davenport 1995), and use

of violence (Soule and Davenport 2012) have all been linked to increased levels of

threat.
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Compared to the onset of state repression, its effects on mobilization are less

clear—and remain so despite a large amount of research. Some work implies that a

state’s full commitment to repress, or proper targeting of dissident group members,

will reduce mobilization (Rasler 1996, Sullivan 2015). Others find that state repres-

sion increases the willingness and ability of opposition members to act against the

government (McLaughlin and Pearlman 2012).

As Davenport and Inman conclude, and as recent work shows, more than just the

use of government force needs to be considered in order to properly understand how

state repression changes mobilizations. For example, findings about the importance of

the internal structure of dissident groups and the ability to survive repression implies

(for example, Finkel 2015 or Bell and Murdie 2016) that target group capabilities

matter. The legacy of dissident-government interactions, and the context this places

on current disputes, also affect the ability for state repression to reduce mobilization

(Sullivan et al. 2012). In a similar vein, this dissertation seeks to contribute to these

recent approaches by considering how regimes can affect the framing and support

acquisition efforts of domestic protest groups.

Framing

The role and effects of regime rhetoric rest firmly within the framing literature, and its

discussion about how groups get the wider public to adopt specific interpretations of

actions or events. Framing is usually considered from the perspective of social move-

ments and their associated actors. It is used by those groups to organize individuals

around a common goal and convince the public that the movement’s interpretation

of events or demands is worthy of their support (Benford and Snow 2000).
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Within this consideration of social movement framing, previous work has examined

the adaptability of framing to account for new demands and events. Initial frames

used to mobilize are updated for new events in order to remain consistent with public

discourse (Ellingson 1995) and various actors can issue competing frames in order to

pull support away from opposing groups (Chong and Druckman 2007).

In specific circumstances, some research has addressed regime framing efforts and

its effectiveness during protests in Russia (Greene 2014), Kazakhstan (Schatz and

Maltseva 2012), and Egypt (Hamdy and Gomaa 2012, Tufecki and Wilson 2012).

This project is partially motivated by these cases, and the application of framing

literature in general, to describe a general measurement of these government efforts

and quantitatively test their effects within a global sample. In this project, instead

of social movements seeking legitimacy and support from the wider public it is the

regime that engages in such behavior to garner support from its population and

international actors, pulling potential supporters away from the social movement.

TANs and Human Rights

While the examination of regime rhetoric in domestic political environments rests

firmly within the protest-repression and framing literature, the consideration of in-

ternational effects addresses the transnational advocacy network and naming and

shaming literature. This largely focuses on the boomerang and spiral processes (Keck

and Sikkink 1998, Risse and Sikkink 1999) which describes how domestic groups seek-

ing concessions from a resistant government use their links to international actors who

value some norm to bring outside pressure against the target government.

This approach works because the domestic group seeks out actors who value the
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norm that is being violated by the government—human rights in the context of this

project. Usually, this process involves links between domestic nongovernmental or-

ganizations and international NGOs that operate in the same issue area (Murdie

and Davis 2012). These distribute information about target state norm violations

throughout the network of actors concerned about compliance with that norm. Net-

work activity, then, can get the attention of, or mobilize action from, states that also

value the particular norm. As a result of this joint pressure from domestic groups,

NGOs, and other states, the target state has greater incentives to change its behavior

(Brysk 1993).

The primary mechanism for this pressure, or at least the starting point, rests in

the ability of NGOs to “name and shame” state actors that violate some valued norm.

By doing so, these organizations call out specific instances of abuse, validating the

stated grievances of domestic groups and giving other network actors—particularly

states—specific instances upon which to base intervention in the target states behav-

ior. Although doing little to impact the target state itself, shaming leads to other

behaviors that can impose significant costs on the target. Shaming is linked to, for ex-

ample, increased risk for economic sanctions and military interventions (Murdie and

Peksen 2013, 2014). As a result, target states appear to anticipate these costs, and

tend to change their human rights behaviors when experiencing naming and shaming

(Franklin 2008, Krain 2012).

While target states are usually assumed to be able to “deny” the validity of the

specific norm or the right of international actors to intervene in the domestic behavior

of the state, TANs are expected to be able to get around these forms of target state

resistance. Target states are considered relatively passive in this process—or the
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specific mechanisms of resistance remain unexamined. This project uses the pressure

that takes place during naming and shaming, and the “denial” stage, to situate regime

rhetoric. Addressing the ability of the target state to react to TAN pressure during

periods of domestic contention, rhetoric is examined as a possible action that can be

used to delay or prevent the onset of pressure from particular actors within advocacy

networks. By carrying out framing, the government can counter that of opposition

groups and interfere with the boomerang process that makes these networks effective.

In sum, this project focuses on contributing to the research about state repression

by considering how regimes can frame themselves and their actions during contentious

periods. It applies the idea of framing to governments, and considers how this impacts

the use and effects of state repression in both domestic and international contexts.

The following section briefly describes how this framing behavior is expected to be-

have before describing the construction of the tests presented in the following three

empirical sections.

The Importance of Regime Rhetoric

Regime rhetoric consists of the range of public statements government actors can

make that are designed to convince the domestic populace—and possibly interna-

tional actors—that its behavior is legitimate and the grievances or demands of some

opposition group is not. These statements, in essence, are responsible for broadcast-

ing the frame of the government with the intent of getting the public to adopt its

view on events rather than that of protesters. If successful, regime rhetoric prevents

the extension of support to the opposition by the general public or international com-
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munity. Rhetoric is non-violent, but designed to promote the regime’s position and

undermine the legitimacy of opposition.

Given its nonviolent nature, this rhetorical strategy has several benefits for the

regimes that rely on it. Primarily, it is relatively easy for regime actors to have their

interpretation of events broadcast to both the general public and the international

community. Absent of state media organizations, both domestic and international

media sources tend to pick up and broadcast statements by members of government

when they choose to speak publicly. Combined with whatever levels of public sup-

port exist from past behavior or co-optation practices, regime actors have an inherent

advantage when framing themselves compared to the opposition group that must con-

vince the general public to join them in making demands and attract media coverage.

Because of these advantages, regimes can carry out a rhetorical response to opposition

relatively quickly and easily, with the understanding that its framing will be widely

distributed.

This advantage in frame distribution is improved if the regime invests in the

construction of state media organizations, or exercises control over nominally private

media outlets. Instead of relying on private organizations or media coverage to simply

distribute regime statements, state media allows these governments to continuously

construct and broadcast the desired image to the public. If granted enough resources,

this can penetrate large segments of the population, ensuring that the majority of

individuals are at least experiencing the government’s frame on particular events—

going so far as to establish informational monopolies for large portions of the country

(Edmond 2013). Placing the responsibility of framing on state media organizations

rather than regime actors may also serve to distance the government itself from the in-
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formation distributed by the media source; if properly packaged, media can distribute

the government’s desired frame without directly indicating that the government is the

source of the frame.

The easy ability for a regime to carry out its framing efforts against opposition al-

lows the government to suppress a social movement without relying on force. Instead,

it works to convince the general public that participation alongside those calling for

reform is an illegitimate expression of grievances and that the group making such

demands does not warrant the support of international actors. If less force is used,

then the domestic populace may have less incentive to mobilize against a violent gov-

ernment, and international actors may be less likely to pay attention to events in,

and bring pressure to bear on, the state.

In addition to providing a low cost and non-violent way to suppress opposition,

regime rhetoric may be useful in justifying the use of state repression against par-

ticular targets. Since such framing involves legitimating the government’s behavior

and harming the legitimacy of opposition movements, this strategy can be used to

offset the negative effects of state repression by casting the target of the state as those

deserving the use of force. In the examples used in the introduction, the protest move-

ments were largely cast as extremists working for foreign powers. If such an effort

was successful, the public may accept the use of force against a group that appears to

be making demands far outside the norm and working with a foreign actor to desta-

bilize the country. To a lesser extent, such framing may also convince international

actors that state repression is being carried out in response to a legitimate domestic

threat—terrorists as opposed to peaceful protesters.

If regime rhetoric carries a number of benefits for governments, it can also serve
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to restrict the ability of domestic opposition actors and movements to frame their de-

mands, garner support, and obtain concessions from the government. As a result from

this inability to gain domestic support, the social movement is less able to continue

making demands on the government. In order to gain concessions, the opposition

must be able to mobilize enough support that the government perceives the need

to make changes. Since the group is small—and potentially new or inexperienced—

when seeking media attention and public support relative to the government, it is at

a disadvantage. Given its size and ability to garner attention, in the face of successful

regime rhetoric, the opposition may find itself isolated from public support and fac-

ing a regime that is legitimizing harsher punishments. As a result, members may be

encouraged to leave the movement, refusing to continue paying the costs associated

with opposing the government (Davenport 2015). The regime benefits from using this

tactic because it can prevent growth and success of the opposition without having to

resort to displays and uses of force that may draw domestic support and international

criticism.

Internationally, the rhetoric of a regime can interfere with the opposition group’s

attainment of attention from actors in particular advocacy networks. The govern-

ment’s rhetoric, if it succeeds in casting the opposition movement as illegitimate or

extremist, may prevent those networks from picking up their demands and pressuring

the state. If the group is marginal, small, or does not represent widely held grievances

within the population, transnational actors may not see that group’s efforts as worth

putting on their agenda. If the target state can make the group appear to be a

national security threat rather than a peaceful protest group, state actors may be

less willing to participate in pressuring for concession to be granted that group. At
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minimum, regime rhetoric is expected to increase the amount of information, or in-

terpretations, of the same event that TAN actors must consider when determining

whether to extend support to some dissident group and pressure the target state.

Instead of taking the opposition’s framing as representative of the situation, the TAN

actors must also consider—the more widely distributed and potentially supported by

segments of the domestic populace—the regime’s justifications for its behavior and

its view on the opposition movement. In general, regime rhetoric should complicate

the spiral process responsible for bring TAN pressure to bear on target states.

There are several testable expectations that result from this theory of regime

rhetoric. First, because it is inherently a non-violent strategy, it is likely to be used

by those states that do not permit mobilized opposition but find their ability to rely

on violence constrained. Therefore, semi-autocratic states that have more transparent

internal politics should rely on this strategy the most, and it should substitute their

use of state repression. Second, the domestic effects of regime rhetoric on domestic

political opposition should be negative as the regime’s framing efforts starve these

movements of support. Third, the framing of domestic opposition as illegitimate and

the bolstering of domestic support that results from regime rhetoric should interfere

with the onset of pressure from transnational advocacy network actors. These three

implications are tested in the articles contained in this dissertation. The following

section briefly describes how the articles are structured and the empirical tests used

to evaluate these expectations.
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Testing Regime Rhetoric

This first section discusses the general factors that make a particular state rely more

heavily on regime rhetoric, and how its use compares to state repression—where state

repression is limited to just the use of force against protest movement.1 It provides a

more detailed description of regime rhetoric, its intended impacts on domestic oppo-

sition, and its potential relationship with state repression.

Rather than directly testing regime types, which focus on how leaders are selected,

this section focuses on some of the lower-level factors that are expected to increase the

government’s use of rhetoric. Primarily, states that rely on transparency (following

Egorov, Guriev, and Sonin 2009) for political survival or t cannot directly restrict

the flow of information are constrained in their ability to use violence. Where these

constraints exist, regimes should rely more heavily on rhetoric to address domestic

opposition.

This section also addresses a state’s capacity to engage in rhetoric, the institutions

a state can build that enables it to rely more heavily on this strategy. It seeks to

measure how a state’s media organizations, amid other sources of information, affect

the amount of rhetoric that is used by that state. Capacity is measured by the

number of state media organizations within the country, where a higher number of

these organization implies a better ability to carry out rhetoric. It accounts for the

general level of media freedom to ensure that rhetoric’s effects are not the result of

other activities like censorship or harassment of journalists. In addition, it controls

for overall state capacity, levels of contention, and government human rights abuses

1This particular specification of state repression is used for each section of the dissertation.
Other human rights abuses sometimes included in measurements of overall repression are accounted
for with their own variables.
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that may coincide with the use of rhetoric.

The second part of this section provides a brief test of the relationship between

rhetoric and state repression that previews the analyses in the subsequent sections.

Because rhetoric is anticipated to be a substitute for repression given its benefits and

effects on mobilization, rhetoric is examined in relation to the amount of repression

observed in the state. A second measure of rhetoric is provided to distinguish my

specification of rhetoric from general media activity by the state, and the range of

human rights violations that may affect the use of state repression are included as

controls.

To test these initial expectations, this section relies primarily on events data—

alongside data on transparency, media freedom, and state capacity (Hendrix 2010).

The capacity for rhetoric is examined with a country-year analysis, while the antici-

pated negative relationship between rhetoric and repression is tested with a monthly

model.

The second empirical section focuses on the domestic consequences of regime

rhetoric, namely how the government’s statements affect the level of domestic mobi-

lization. Using the same events based approach found in the first section, it examines

both the direct effects of regime rhetoric and a possible conditional effect where gov-

ernment statements allow lower levels of repression to effectively reduce mobilization.

These relationships are also tested at the monthly level, and the presented models ac-

count for the range of other human rights abuses a state can bring to bear against its

population. As in the first section, the impact of rhetoric is compared to another set

of statements regimes can make against opposition—the issuing of threats to repress

the movement.
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Directly, rhetoric is expected to reduce mobilization as the government’s state-

ments drown out the framing of opposition groups or convinces the rest of the popu-

lace that the group is somehow illegitimate. Indirectly, the conditional tests examine

the idea that the effects of repression on mobilization will change given the level of

regime rhetoric. Relying on the idea that rhetoric can be used to justify repression by

convincing the population that repression is taking place for a good reason, this sec-

ond test measures this justification and how different levels of these regime behaviors

affect the observed levels of protest.

After examining the capacity for rhetoric and its effects on domestic opposition,

the third section discusses how regime rhetoric may interfere with the boomerang

process that brings attention and pressure from transnational advocacy networks. It

is expected that regime rhetoric can persuade international actors that opposition

groups are illegitimate recipients of support, or that rhetoric increases the informa-

tional costs that present to TAN actors when setting their agenda. This section tests

how demands on the target government from domestic NGOs and unaffiliated civilian

actors are conditioned by rhetoric, and the resulting level of pressure placed on the

target regime by international human rights organizations and other states. While

human rights organizations are expected to be able to see through these efforts and

compensate by increasing pressure on the target states, other state governments are

expected to reduce their activity given higher levels of regime rhetoric.

The three empirical sections outlined above test for the need and ability of a

regime to use rhetoric to suppress opposition, its ultimate effect on repression and

mobilization, and how this behavior interferes with the attention a target state re-

ceives from transnational networks. In the first section, transparency is related to
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the use of regime rhetoric, but the expected regime differences are not indicated by

the available evidence. Domestically, regime rhetoric has a positive direct effect on

protests, as does repression. However, when rhetoric and repression condition each

other, this effect is substantively negative. When used in conjunction, rhetoric re-

duces and eventually reverses any increase in mobilization that occurs from the use

of state repression. The third section examining the effect of rhetoric on TAN pres-

sure finds that the domestic human rights NGO-INGO link remains unaffected by

the presence of regime rhetoric, but such statements by the target government tend

to reduce the amount of pressure brought to bear by other state actors.

In general, this project finds evidence for a real but complex role for a regime’s pub-

lic statements in the interaction between governments, domestic opposition groups,

and international actors. Although rhetoric is considered a relatively easy strategy

that is available to governments, there is significant variation in the conditions that

encourage its use. Rhetoric appears to be able to reduce mobilization, but only in

the context of repression. It can interfere with the acquisition of TAN attention and

pressure from the international community, but only affects certain actors in those

networks. The following three sections discuss these aspects of regime rhetoric in de-

tail, while the final section concludes with a summary of the findings and a discussion

of several avenues of future research that will serve to clarify relationships between

mobilization, rhetoric, and state repression.

The findings presented here make important contributions to the research about

the interaction between dissidents and states, and have implications for policy. First,

this project works to bridge to separate approaches to the ways states maintain po-

litical survival. It extends the consideration of non-violent repressive mechanisms to
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those that can be deployed against an active dissident movement, and how multiple

strategies interact to affect mobilization. Second, it addresses the ways states can

attempt to deny an advocacy network the ability to detect and mobilize against hu-

man rights abuses. Rather than simply attacking the legitimacy of norms themselves,

states can attempt to shape their behavior so that the nature of abuse is less clear by

justifying the behavior as a matter of security or simply providing another perspective

that international actors must consider when setting the TAN agenda. Even if this

only delays the inevitable onset of TAN attention, it provides states with the time

and opportunity to carry out further abuse and offset costs of norm violation to the

future.
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Chapter 2

Government Rhetoric as
Repression:
Capacity and Use

As the ability for regimes to use force has decreased, and as authoritarian governments

have attempted to bolster their survival by incorporating democratic institutions, how

have these governments modified their repressive strategies? It has become more dif-

ficult, and less acceptable, for many regimes to rely on the use of overt force to ensure

their political survival. Ease of observation increases the likelihood of international

actors noticing and acting against open uses of force. Even in dictatorships, force

has become increasingly costly as many regimes have sought some level of democratic

institutionalization in order to increase their legitimacy. In addition, it has become

easier for domestic groups to broadcast information about violent government behav-

ior. In this environment, an alternative to force is necessary.

To illustrate, the 2011 and 2012 protest movements that took place after Russian
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parliamentary and presidential elections were not met with the widespread use of

force—in contrast to the reaction by Ukraine’s government during the Maidan move-

ment. In years preceding these elections, President Vladimir Putin tightened and

centralized restrictions on Russian electoral rules in order to cement his power while

projecting an image of democratic legitimacy (Dawisha 2014). After a relatively weak

electoral showing in 2011, and protests about the conduct of the elections, security

forces largely refrained from the use of force outside some initial arrests. Over the

course of the protest movement, the Russian government engaged in a widespread

propaganda campaign. It sought to cast participants in the protests as dangerous

individuals bent on destabilizing the country at the directions of foreign masters in

the United States.

I argue that campaign is an example of a common turn in state repressive behavior.

Instead of relying on violence and security forces to retain political control, states are

adapting to use less violent, more information oriented means to control dissent and

shape the public’s reaction to it. As a result, not only is there less dissent, but any

opposition that exists will experience regime attempts to frame protesters as harmful

rather than violence from security forces. Below I characterize the factors affecting

the state’s capacity for, and the use of, such non-violent repression, and test whether

such activity is used to replace or supplement the use of force. (Dawisha, 2014)

2.1 Previous Research

While research into the use of force against protests has been thoroughly studied, as

have the non-violent institutional mechanisms used by authoritarian states to control
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dissent, little work outside of specific country studies have examined the non-violent

strategies governments use to resist mobilized opposition. Governments are likely to

use force against protests that threaten their political survival. At the same time,

authoritarian regimes have experienced some success in adopting democratic institu-

tions in order to reinforce their legitimacy. Generally, protest repression involves the

use of security forces while general political repression relies on relatively non-violent

institutional structures. Such regimes, though, should also have non-violent protest

repression strategies available when these movements override existing institutional

restrictions and take to the streets.

(Davenport, 1995; Regan and Henderson, 2002; Davenport, 2007b; Soule and Dav-

enport, 2009; Davenport and Loyle, 2012; ?; Rasler, 1996; Carey, 2006)

In general, the higher level of threat posed by a protest predicts the likelihood

that it will be met with force. Much of the research on threat perception has focused

on deconstructing the variables that construct how regimes value the threat posed by

a movement (Regan and Henderson 2002, Davenport 2007). Increased repression has

been attributed to the difference between mainstream cultural norms and those held

by the dissidents (Davenport 1995), the relative level of violence used by protesters

(Soule and Davenport 2009), the bias of internal security institutions (Davenport and

Loyle 2012), and relative age of potential participants (Nordas and Davenport 2013).

Protest repression is usually considered in terms of the deployment of security forces,

from none to non-violent, and violent (Rasler 1996, Carey 2006). If repression is

too visible to be a viable strategy to remove protesters from the streets, because it

threatens the co-optation of opposition, increases mobilization, or draws international

scrutiny, the state seeking its political survival must find alternative means to restrain
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protests without relying on the use of force.

Research into non-violent protest repression tends to focus on single-country stud-

ies, largely in the United States. For example, both Cunningham (2004) and Dav-

enport (2015) focus on the FBI’s disruption of radical political movements within

the United States, largely focusing on the process by which the FBI interrupted

social movement activities and group cohesion and how the targeted organizations

developed strategies to adapt to repression. Other work examines the role of the

mobilization of pro-regime movements for the purpose of opposing anti-government

movements, projecting an image of public support, and ultimately preventing the con-

ception that a regime is vulnerable to mobilized popular pressure (Robertson 2011,

Lynch 2012). These studies take detailed approaches to countries or cases of anti-

government protest, but their conclusions rest firmly within the specific context of

the countries studied.

(Cunningham, 2004; Davenport, 2015; Robertson, 2010; Lynch, 2012) Other work

has examined the non-violent means regimes use to maintain political control, but

these tend to focus on strategies outside those used to control protest. Generally

focusing on the construction of institutions in authoritarian states and hybrid regimes

(Diamond 2002, Levitsky and Way 2010), these works look at how such institutions

increase the political survival of the regime. Autocratic leaders must balance the mass

population left out of the benefits of government while simultaneously keeping elite

supporters happy (Slater 2003, Svolik 2012). If the regime perceives a threat from

some domestic group, institution can help incorporate these groups into the regime,

aiding survival while reducing the need for state repression (Gandhi and Przeworski

2007).
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However, such institutions do not make the regime completely secure. Institution-

alization has been linked to increased risk of democratization (Wright and Escriba-

Folch 2011) and changes in incentives that make leaders rely more heavily on violence

(Vreeland 2008). If regimes are driven to institutionalize, yet this makes the regime

more vulnerable to public pressure, then the regime may not be able to rely on coer-

cive forces in the event of opposition despite the incentives to do so. In the situation

where force is costly, but opposition mobilized, the state will not be able to reliably use

repression. As a result, the security offered by force needs an effective replacement.

In the following section, I develop the argument that rhetoric—public statements by

government actors targeted at domestic non-government actors—provides such an al-

ternative to state repression. I describe which characteristics of a regime will influence

the use of this behavior, and argue that the states that rely more heavily on rhetoric

will tend to use less violence against mobilized opposition.

(Slater, 2003; Diamond, 2002; Levitsky and Way, 2010; Svolik, 2012; Dawisha,

2014; Gandhi and Przeworski., 2007; Wright and Escriba-Folch, 2011; Vreeland, 2008)

2.2 Theory

The purpose of repressive rhetoric is to use officially approved or created public state-

ments to suppress opposition by framing its behavior and opposition movement ac-

tions to increase the regime’s public support at the expense of support for the dissident

group. If the regime has sufficient control over the flow of information in the country,

or can get its message out better than the protest group, it may be able to rely on

such statements to suppress opposition without employing force.
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If protest movements can be framed by the government as something other than

groups of citizens with legitimate grievances against an incorrectly acting government,

instead threatening the stability of society as a whole, non-participating segments of

the population may see regime use of force as a legitimate response to the protesters

in the streets. Alternatively, if the government can project the image of itself as the

victim of unreasonable or destabilizing attack from radical elements of the population,

and is being forced to respond with repression, regime supporters may rally and

international actors may delay or cease offering support to the dissidents.

In a similar manner to framing by social movements, these public statements

are the government’s chance to get the public to adopt the regime’s definition of

opposition grievances, and its behavior toward dissidents, while convincing the general

population to rally in support of the regime—or to at least avoid joining protests

(Klandermans 1988, Gerhards and Rucht 1992). It can be done to cast protesters as

not only enemies of the regime, but of society itself, while serving to downplay and

delegitimize their grievances about the government (Benford and Snow 2000). Here,

the public statements of the regime repress protests by preventing mobilized groups

from gaining support from the wider public or international actors. (?Gerhards and

Rucht, 1992; Benford and Snow, 2000)

Framing research has illustrated how specific government media and other regime

actors have addressed particular dissident movements. For example, Hmady and

Gomaa (2012) describe the negative frames government media applied toward Arab

Spring protesters in Egypt. In this case, protesters were portrayed as disruptive thugs

who were operating under the direction of foreign conspirators. Under such a threat,

President Mubarak’s continued tenure was framed as essential for restoring Egyptian
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stability. In Russia, the government blamed the United States for promoting the

2011 and 2012 protest movements that surrounded the re-election of Putin (Koesel

and Bunce 2013). Clearly, regimes engage in rhetoric meant to criticize protesters

and dissidents, but the mechanisms that make this possible and its effect on the use of

force and dissident activity remains in the realm of country-specific studies. (?Koesel

and Bunce, N.d.)

A rhetorical tool based around framing the current government as essential to the

stability or prosperity of the country, and casting protesters as a threat to national

stability, would be useful for a regime that needs to maintain political control but

cannot rely on violence. Authoritarian regimes have gained survivability through

the inclusion of democratic institutions and by framing themselves as democratic.

These regimes allow limited opposition in national legislatures, hold competitive but

controlled elections, and permit limited protest activity or pro-regime social move-

ments (Przeworksi and Gandhi 2007, O’Brien 2008, Robertson 2009, Levitsky and

Way 2010). While these strategies help ensure regime survival, they also limit the

benefits of violent repression of protest movements. In these cases, political systems

are slightly more open than in their purely authoritarian counterparts, so protest

is more likely. However, given the governments commitment to semi-open political

institutions, these protests cannot always be met with a strong use of force (Kitschelt

1986). (?O’Brien, 2008; Robertson, 2010; Levitsky and Way, 2010; Kitschelt, 1986)

Where violence is more costly, these regimes need a way to suppress dissent with-

out using force. Such a strategy needs to prevent the protest movement from gaining

domestic support and increasing the number of participants. It also needs to prevent

international attention to the protests that creates a conception of regime weakness
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or solidarity with protesters. Because force is costly, the regime relies more heavily

on its ability to manage information by using public statements to repress protests.

The international costs from the use of force also increases incentives for these

regimes to avoid its use. Violence against protesters can bring a wide range of

responses from shaming to military intervention. Since protesters will be seeking

support from their movement against a government resistant to their demands, they

may trigger advocacy networks that bring international pressure to bear on the regime

(Keck and Sikknk 1999). For example, beating and arresting a group of protesters can

grab the attention of domestic human rights organizations, which get the attention

of international human rights organizations (Murdie and Davis 2012). In turn, this

naming and shaming can increase the risk of international intervention against the

repressive government (Murdie and Peksen 2014). (?Murdie and Davis, 2012; Murdie

and Peksen, 2014)

Public statements critical of protesters are also designed to divert and distract

international attention, subverting the process used by domestic protest movements to

gain international support. If protesters are successfully cast as a threat to the overall

stability of the government, if the government can make itself appear to be the victim

of the opening stages of a rebellion, or can cast the participants as enemies rather than

angered citizens, the state may be able to delay the onset of international support.

This is not to say that a state will completely be able to hide the reasons for which

there are protests, or fool states into thinking they are somehow completely blameless.

Instead, this strategy seeks to provide a frame where protests are illegitimate or

dangerous, and to delay potential supporters or advocacy networks from bringing

their full pressure to bear during the movement.
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In general, the goal of such repressive rhetoric is to successfully frame the protesters

as dangerous, preventing their growth and ability to demand concession. First, the

government’s public statements can be used to frame protesters as working against the

interests of society as a whole. For example, during Russia’s 2011 election protests,

then Prime Minister Vladimir Putin argued that protesters were under foreign influ-

ence, and working for the benefit of Western powers. Second, protests can be used

as evidence of domestic political instability, justifying the continued control of the

government. Third, such statements can simply be used to criticize protesters, or

their stated grievances, making them appear to the wider public to be specific and

unimportant, and therefore not worthy of participation.

Regimes facing protests are caught between needing to maintain political control

but avoiding the costly use of force. If these governments have committed to permit-

ting a certain level of public opposition, or rely on a particular image of democracy,

then the use of force against protesters may damage that image while incurring both

domestic and international costs. Where this violence is more costly, governments

should rely more heavily on these framing strategies. States should build rhetorically

repressive institutions, such as state media organizations, much like a violent state

would build internal security forces.

Regimes that rely on repressive rhetoric do not necessarily have to restrict media.

Indeed, there are incentives for governments to permit some level of media criticism

of the state, whether as a relief valve for public grievances (King, Pan, and Roberts

2013, 2014), to keep tabs on the behavior of regime agents (Guriev, Egorov, and Sonin

2009), or project the image of democracy or political legitimacy (Robertson 2010).

Because these regimes permit some level of informational openness, it becomes harder
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to hide the use of force. Here, repressive rhetoric serves the states that permit higher

levels of information diffusion by allowing control framing of themselves and protests.

(Georgy Egorov and Sonin, 2009; Gary King and Roberts, 2013, 2014)

H1a: States with higher levels of transparency will engage in higher levels

of repressive rhetoric.

For a state to use this strategy, it needs the resources and institutions to carry out

repressive rhetoric. For example, a regime seeking to use its statements repressively

to a high degree will need to construct state television and radio stations that are

widely available to the public. State repressive capacity is usually measured through

extractive capacity, although the quality of the bureaucratic organizations founded

to collect revenue and carry out repression is an essential component of the ability

to carry out the use of force (Hendrix 2010). While these same factors likely affect

the ability of the regime to use public statements repressively, the means by which

the government is able to broadcast its message while drowning out that of dissidents

also matters. States that can get the regime’s message out faster or more widely, will

be more capable of using repressive rhetoric than states that do not invest in this

ability. While incorporating typical measures of media restriction such as censorship,

following Edmond (2013), the monopoly of the regime on information should also

condition the ability to use repressive rhetoric. As a result, states that create state

media organizations across broadcast mechanisms, at both local and national levels,

should be able to carry out this strategy more often than states that do not construct

such organizations. (Hendrix, 2010)

H1b: States with greater numbers of regime-dominated media organiza-
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tions will use more repressive rhetoric than states without these organi-

zations.

Because the regimes that build rhetorical repressive capacity cannot rely as heavily

on violence, they are likely to use such non-violent strategies as a replacement for the

use of security forces. Security forces may be present at a protest, as was observed

in Russia in 2011, but they are not likely to directly intervene and start arresting or

assaulting protest participants. Similar to findings about shaming and human rights

violation substitutability (Conrad and DeMerritt 2011), rhetorical repression can be

used as a substitute for force.

If the costs of force are high due to concerns about international attention, po-

tential increases in domestic protest participation, or the need to maintain the image

of democracy or inclusion, a government seeking to repress a protest movement may

substitute the use of repression with a series of public statements meant to have a

demobilizing effect. Since this tactic is taking the direct place of security force repres-

sion, then increases in its use should accompany reduced levels of protest repression,

acting as a substitute for state violence. (Conrad and DeMerritt., 2011)

H2: When states use higher levels of rhetoric, they will repress fewer

protests.

I test these hypotheses about state repressive rhetoric at two levels. First, I use

a country-year analysis from 2000-2010 to examine the determinants and capacity of

the state to engage in repressive rhetoric. Second, the expected effects of rhetoric on

the use of force are examined with a monthly, from 2010-2014, model of the observed

level of statements and the corresponding use of force against protests.
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2.3 Research Design

The primary data for this analysis of the relationship between repressive rhetoric and

protest events come from the Integrated Crisis Early Warning System (ICEWS), a

machine coded event database recording source actors, event types, and target actors.

This database has the advantage of cross-national coverage of 300 international and

national news sources across English, French, Spanish, and Portuguese. It contains

more accurate coding, and an expanded coding scheme over a longer time period than

other global event data sets and contains observations on public statements, verbal

actions, and physical actions (Ward 2012, Lautenschlager 2015).1

These data are used to construct the dependent variables and a number of the

independent variables used to test the above hypotheses. I also make use of trans-

parency, media freedom, and regime date to supplement the detailed records of events

found in ICEWS. The first set of models testing the capacity and ability to use re-

pressive rhetoric rests at the country-year given that much of the non-event data is

available only at that level. For the tests of whether such rhetorical strategies are

used to replace repression, estimations are carried out at the monthly level. (Ward

et al., 2012; Lautenschlager, 2015; Technologies, 2015a,b)

2.3.1 Country-Year Model of Capacity

The ability and willingness of the regime to carry out repressive rhetoric rests in its

dependence on open information, and general ability to manipulate its image through

state media sources, and constraints on the use of force. Before testing whether

1Table A1 in the appendix contains the specific ICEWS event codes and code definitions used by
the coder to assign the event codes, and the corresponding variable presented in the models below.
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repressive public statements are used as a substitute for repression, a first general

model tests whether changes in state characteristics correspond to different levels of

reliance on repressive rhetoric. The components laid out in Hypothesis 1a and 1b are

tested alongside levels of contention and other repressive behaviors to measure the

types of states that rely most heavily on repressive rhetoric.

For this model, the dependent variable Rhetoric is a yearly count all events in a

country where government actors target domestic actors in their public statements.

A greater number of these events are used to indicate that a government is more

reliant on repressive rhetoric than states containing lower counts of this variable.

For an observed event to be labeled repressive rhetoric, the sending actor must be a

government actor who targets a domestic actor from the same state. In addition, this

variable only counts public statements that criticize, denounce, accuse of wrongdoing,

or rally opposition against the targeted actor. If an ICEWS event met each of these

conditions, it is marked with a dichotomous indicator for the dependent variable; then

counted by country year. This approach is highly specific. For example, it will record

instances where a government minister explicitly criticized the behavior of protesters,

but will not measure a call by that same minister to meet and begin negotiation with

the protesters—actions that are recorded under a separate event code.

These criteria focus measurement of the dependent variable onto purely rhetorical

events, public statements made by actors associated with the regime. As such, it

avoids capturing instances of force or other repressive measures that may coincide

with rhetoric but contain some form of physical coercion against civilian targets.

Control variables are constructed in order to take these other possible behaviors

into account. Individual observations of repressive rhetoric are collapsed around the
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country year to test with the independent variables of interest, which are primarily

available for only the country-year.

Transparency, the first independent variable of interest, measures the yearly level

of general informational openness of the state, relying on the index provided by Hol-

lyer, Rosendorff, and Vreeland (2013). This index uses the distribution of accurate

economic information by the government to judge the overall transparency of the

regime. Higher scores on the index indicate higher levels of transparency, and I

rescale this index so that all observed values are positive, where values closer to zero

indicate a less transparent regime. States, even authoritarian ones, have incentives to

encourage transparency in order to aid regime survival (for example, Egorov, Guriev

and Sonin 2009). Such transparency comes at a cost since these states will have a

more difficult time hiding or diverting attention from their use of state repression,

risking popular backlash. As a result, transparent states will rely more heavily on

rhetoric than their less transparent counterparts. (Georgy Egorov and Sonin, 2009)

The second independent variable, Count of State Media Organizations, is con-

structed to generally measure the number of sources a regime has available to broad-

cast it’s own frame on its behavior and that of domestic actors. With a greater

number of state media organizations, the regime can better fine tune its message to

particular regions or sub-populations while projecting the image of a diverse media

environment. As a result, a state that contains a higher number of these organizations

should be better able to engage in repressive rhetoric—an expected increase in the

number of rhetorical events observed in the country year.

Because most publicly available media data do not consider or specify the num-

ber of state media organizations within a country, or consider ownership of media
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organizations, I construct this variable as a count of all uniquely named state media

organizations contained as source actors within the ICEWS data. This measure re-

quires that the source reports used in the ICEWS machine coding specifically mention

a statement action was performed by a specifically named state-owned media orga-

nization. When these organizations are named as source actors in the data, they are

indicated with a dummy variable. I then count the number of these organizations by

the specific name mentioned in the source reports, so that each named organization

is counted once per country-year. The range of organization count varies from zero

to four in any given year.

This count requires that the state media organization be specifically named in a

source report or generate a report that is included in the range of sources and lan-

guages used in the machine coding. Likely, this does not include every state media

organization particularly those that are local, entirely consumed by domestic audi-

ences, or published in languages other than those used in coding. However imperfect,

it sill provides an estimate of the number of state media organizations a country pos-

sesses that can make and target statements to particular audiences while providing

an image of informational diversity.

It is important to note that this variable does not count the number of statements

made by state media organizations. This activity probably conflicts with the mea-

surement of statements issued by government actors used in these tests. For example,

a statement by the country’s leader will be associated with a government source actor

in ICEWS in the same manner as a biased report issued by a government controlled

media organization. As a result, the rhetoric variable constructed for these tests and

a count of overall state media activity are likely to significantly overlap.2

2A robustness test, found on Table A7 of the appendix and discussed below, examines the effects
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Ideally, the measure of the breadth of state media sources and their penetration

relative to private media and Internet sources would provide a more direct measure

of the information environment within the state. However, the publicly available

data on media environments do not reach this level of specificity. As a result, the

variable Media Freedom, derived from the Historical Guide to World Media Freedom

(Whitten-Woodring and Van Belle 2014), is used to control for the general media

environment of the state outside the level of transparency and construction of state

media organizations. These data take a simple categorical approach measuring the

ability of individuals to criticize government behavior in the media; a score of zero

indicates a completely free media, one refers to partly free states, and a two indicates

an unfree media environment. Compared to the Freedom House Freedom of the Press

data (Freedom House 2015), these data have the added benefit of explicitly excluding

consideration of level of state ownership of media sources, reducing the risk that these

categories are measuring the same aspect of media environment as the count of state

media organizations variable.

(Whitten-Woodring and Van Belle, 2014; James R. Hollyer and Vreeland, 2013;

?)

Following the logic of regime informational monopoly (Edmond 2013), it is neces-

sary to account in some way for the ease with which citizens can find alternate sources

of information that may reduce the effectiveness of regime statements and repressive

rhetoric. If the regime knows, regardless of its efforts to frame its stance or actions

toward dissidents, that its target audience can simply find alternate frames or factual

information from another source, it is likely to devote less effort into using public

of such a count of state media activity.
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statements repressively. To account for this, Internet Users measures the number

of Internet users per one hundred people, taken from the World Bank Development

Indicators (World Bank 2015). Higher levels of Internet participation should be neg-

atively associated with repressive rhetoric as it represents the ease of access to these

alternative information sources. (World Development Indicators, 2015)

State Capacity, following Hendrix (2010), controls for the general level of resources

available to the regime. It uses the World Bank Development Indicators’ measure of

tax revenue as a percentage of GDP. Because increased state capacity makes it easier

for governments to engage in the use of state repression, higher levels of capacity are

expected to decrease the use of rhetoric since those governments will be more readily

able to use force to suppress opposition, reducing the need for alternate strategies.

(Hendrix, 2010)

As media freedom controls for a general media environment in the state, dichoto-

mous variables for regime type control for regime structures that may affect the use of

repressive rhetoric. These indicators are derived from the Polity IV data (Marshall,

Jaggers, and Gurr 2014). Autocracies are those country years that scored -10-0 on

the Polity IV index, anocracies are those country years scored 1-7 on the index, while

democracies are those country years that scored 8-10. This provides a categorization

of regime without requiring the distinction of the factors that constitute a single move

on the scale. Each of these categories is constructed as a dichotomous variable indi-

cating that a specific country was either democratic, semi-autocratic, or autocratic

in a given year. The presented models in Table 2.1 omit consolidated autocracies as

the baseline category.

While other categorizations of regime type—especially in reference to hybrid
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governments—are valuable, many pose problems for the time range included in this

analysis. Diamond (2002) and Levitsky and Way (2010) consider the types of hybrid

regimes, and how their structure constrains the use of violence in a way that may

increase their reliance on rhetoric. Their measurement of these types are limited

to time periods that do not cover the needed range for this paper.3 The measure

used here provides a basic consideration of the political structure in which protest

and repression takes place, allowing it to control for effects on the use of rhetoric

that are not related to levels of transparency or the construction of state information

organizations. (Diamond, 2002; Levitsky and Way, 2010; Brownlee, 2009)

The use of repressive rhetoric may also be influenced by the environment surround-

ing the regime. If the domestic political situation is unstable, then the government

may be less willing or less able to rely on rhetoric to maintain its position and resort

to the use of force. For example, if day to day politics in the country are already

mired in contention, governments may prefer to resort to force more often that states

with relatively compliant or cooperative populations. As a result, the variable Po-

litical Environment accounts for the general level of cooperation or conflict present

within the state. It is constructed by taking the mean of the intensity scores for all

domestically occurring events recorded in the ICEWS data for each country year.

The ICEWS data are also used to construct yearly counts of protests, riots and

the other repressive activities that may operate alongside repressive rhetoric and

affect its use by regimes. Protests includes a yearly count of all politically motivated

3To address some of this concern, Table A8 presents a model on the use of rhetoric by types of
hybrid regimes following Brownlee’s (2009) classification. Model 5 of Table A8 presents Brownlee’s
indicator of electoral authoritarian regimes, while Model 6 depicts his indicators of competitive
authoritarian and hegemonic authoritarian regimes. Neither alternative specification changes the
results. Current work by the author is also looking at how rhetoric varies across types of authoritarian
regimes.
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demonstrations observed in ICEWS, excluding labor strikes. Riots provides a separate

count of all political motivated violent protests since these are likely to elicit a different

state response than peaceful demonstrations. Repression is the yearly count of all

specific observations of repression by state actors against a peaceful protest. Because

this event code requires that state violence must include the use of force against a

protest event, it does not measure other forms of repressive activity typically observed

in these states.

Non-protest forms of political repression, and other human rights abuses that are

typically measured with and index like CIRI (Cingranelli, Richards, and Clay 2014),

are controlled for using yearly counts. This allows the measurement of variation in

the use of specific repressive tactics that can occur alongside, or be used instead of,

rhetorical statements. First, Administrative Sanctions contains the yearly count of

all events where the rights of domestic actors to participate in political activity were

restricted by the government. This variable is designed to control for non-violent

repressive tactics available to the regime. Second, the variables Arrests, Assaults,

Abductions, Torture, and Mass Killings refer to specific violent behaviors by govern-

ment actors that target domestic actors outside a protest event. Finally, the variable

Unspecified Coercive Acts includes a count of events where ICEWS indicated that

a government was engaging in coercive behavior toward domestic actors, but where

source material was not specific enough to provide a direct event code. A description

of the event codes used in these variable constructions is reported in Table A1 of the

appendix.4 (David L. Cingranelli and Clay, 2014; Wooldridge, 2009)

4While the inclusion of counts of protests, riots, and repression of those events raises concern
of collinearity, although Wooldridge (2009) suggests this is less of a problem at factors under 10
and in situations where it is necessary to control for the particular variables (pp. 99). The only
variables with high variance inflation factors were the counts of yearly arrests and assaults for the
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(Monty G. Marshall and Gurr, 2014)

Given the count nature of the dependent variable, Models 1 and 2, presented in

Table 2.1, are estimated using a time series cross-sectional negative binomial model

to deal with over-dispersion in the data. The data cover the years from 2000-2010,

and temporal dependence is handled by including a one-year lag of the dependent

variable, Rhetoric. Model 1 presents results from the expected influences on the use

of regime public statements for a global sample, while Model 2 limits the sample to

non-democracies in order to examine how the factors that lead to the use of repressive

rhetoric operate outside states that do not rely on the consent and negotiation typical

of democratic states.5

2.3.2 Monthly Model of Rhetoric and Protest

To test the expectation about rhetoric’s effects on the frequency of state repression,

two monthly level models using data derived from the ICEWS data are constructed.

Models 2 (Table 2.2) and 3 (Table 2.3) covers the most recent years in the ICEWS

data from 2010-2014. This time frame includes all recent, salient, protest events and

movements.

In these models, the dependent variable is the current period count of Repression,

constructed identically to the variable found in Models 1 and 2, but aggregated to

the country-month rather than year. This, the events involving the state’s use of

global sample in Model 1, at 8.73 and 10.47 respectively. This collinearity disappeared when assaults
were excluded from the model, but the results across the models did not change. Because arrests
and assaults are distinct repressive behaviors that are likely to affect the use of rhetoric, the models
presented here include both. Table A9 in the appendix displays the means and ranges for the VIFs
for each model.

5Model 1 does not contain data on the United States despite the global sample because ICEWS
does not record events that take place within U.S. borders.
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force against domestic actors during a protest, is expected decrease as the level of

rhetorical statements issued increases.

Rhetoric, the primary independent variable for these models, is simply the monthly

aggregation of the same directed critical statements made by regime actors found in

the above models. If a government’s public statements are used to justify or cloud

public perceptions of force, larger counts of these statements should occur alongside

higher level uses of repression.

The monthly models include the same controls for Protests, Riots Administrative

Sanctions, Arrests, Assaults, Abductions, Torture, Mass Killings, and Unspecified

Coercive Acts that are found in the yearly models, using monthly counts in place of

yearly counts. Political Environment is also identically specified, but uses the monthly

average intensity scores of the events. These controls allow for the measurement of

the effect of rhetorical statements on the use of repression in the context of the level

of contention and range of state reactions that are present in the country-month.

Additionally, certain states and events simply receive more media attention, which

then get picked up more frequently in the sources used to generate machine coded

event data. As a result, Event Count is included in the inflation stage of these models.

This variable counts the overall number of observed events for each country in the

month in order to control for any bias in reporting and subsequent observation of

events that may be present in the ICEWS data.

Given the count nature of the dependent variable, negative binomial models are

also called for to test the effects of rhetoric on state repression. However, the monthly

specification of the model generates a high proportion of zero counts for the dependent

variable—about 80%. As a result, a zero-inflated negative binomial model is used to
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estimate the monthly models. This first estimates a latent model—specified identi-

cally to the second stage count model—about when a particular country-month is

likely to experience a repression before estimating the effects on the observed number

of repression events (Long and Freese 2006).6 Because of a concern about endogeneity,

whether state rhetoric and repression cause each other, Model 4 in Table 2.3 reports

an estimation of the current period count of repression given a one-month lag of all

the independent variables. In both Models 3 and 4, temporal dependence is handled

with a one-period lag of the dependent variable.

(Long and Freese, 2006)

2.4 Findings

As expected in Hypothesis 1a, states with higher levels of transparency—those that

rely on increased informational openness—rely more heavily on repressive rhetoric.

Since these states are likely less able to hide the use of force, and therefore risk

increasing opposition when it is used, seek instead to use criticism of domestic actors.

Where information flows more freely, there is increased use of this particular non-

violent repressive strategy. This effect exists for the global sample and the sample

limited to non-democratic states.

Testing for the regime’s capacity to carry out repressive rhetoric, the number

of state media organizations is positively related to the amount of critical public

statements made about domestic actors. States that build more state media outlets,

or have direct government control over a higher number of outlets, use repressive

6A Vuong test for a the zero-inflated compared to negative binomial returns a z-statistic of 18.41,
a significant difference that warrants the use of a zero-inflated model.
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Table 2.1: State Characteristics and Effects on the Use of Rhetoric

Variable Model 1: All Regimes Model 2: Non-Democracies
Transparency 0.046** 0.089**

(0.022) (0.039)
Count of State Media Organizations 0.153** 0.071

(0.060) (0.066)
Media Freedom 0.153** 0.047

(0.075) (0.100)
Internet Users 0.006*** -0.0002

(0.002) (0.005)
State Capacity -0.015 -0.033**

(0.012) (0.016)
Democracy 0.240 —

(0.154) —
Semi-Autocracy 0.180 0.128

(0.118) (0.098)
Political Environment -0.072** -0.061

(0.030) (0.038)
Protests 0.006*** 0.009***

(0.002) (0.003)
Riots -0.005 0.0004

(0.005) (0.004)
Repression 0.006 0.001

(0.010) (0.012)
Administrative Sanctions 0.012*** 0.007

(0.004) (0.005)
Arrests -0.0003** 0.001*

(0.0001) (0.0004)
Assaults 0.001 -0.006

(0.006) (0.008)
Abductions 0.013** 0.004

(0.006) (0.009)
Torture -0.003 0.008

(0.009) (0.010)
Mass Killings 0.066 0.114*

(0.045) (0.060)
Unspecified Coercive Acts 0.013* 0.036***

(0.008) (0.012)
Rhetorict−1 0.002*** 0.004***

(0.001) (0.002)
Constant 0.947 1.520

(0.277) (0.3690
N 729 326

Significance levels : ∗ : 10% ∗∗ : 5% ∗ ∗ ∗ : 1%
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rhetoric more often than their counterparts that lack these institutions. This effect is

independent of overall state extractive capacity, indicating that the ability to carry out

repressive rhetoric is not tightly connected to the revenues needed to build effective

repressive security forces. In fact, when state’s have greater capacity, rhetoric is relied

on less frequently than in lower capacity states.

The effect of state media organizations exists amidst the overall level of censorship

and other restrictions that interfere with media, although this effect only exists in the

global sample. When considering all regimes, the ability for citizens to gain access to

alternate forms of information increases the use of repressive rhetoric but, again, this

effect does not exist for non-democracies.

Interestingly, regime type itself has no impact on the use of repressive rhetoric.

Instead, the characteristics of individual states appears to be more important rather

than the structure of the regime. The various sub-state factors matter in general,

but when limiting the sample to non-democracies, it is only the level of informational

openness in the state that encourages the use of rhetoric.

The use of repressive rhetoric is positively related to the observed number of

protests in a given year, although there is no relationship with riots. Clearly, a regime

facing protests increases its framing activities when faced with mobilized opposition.

The coexistence of repressive rhetoric in an unfree, but not completely controlled,

environment indicates that regimes existing in such a system cannot rely as readily

on force to repress dissident events. Instead, governments rely on their ability to

manage their image and spin events to their benefit, bypassing the need for force.

In general, the models presented in Table 2.1 indicates that repressive rhetoric is

a strategy primarily used by states that rely on or have transparent environments.
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While the presence of more state media organizations may assist states in carrying

out this strategy, it is not influential in non-democratic regimes.

The models presented in Table 2.2 tests Hypothesis 2 about the substitutive role

of repressive rhetoric. If these public statements are meant as replacements for the

use of force in states that can less easily get away with violence, then increased lev-

els of rhetoric should decrease the observed level of repression. In both the current

period (Table 2.2) and lagged (Table 2.3) models, the increased occurrence of repres-

sive rhetoric is significant and negatively associated with the use of state repression.

This effect exists independent of the level of protest, which unsurprisingly increases

the observed levels of repression. The effect is also present given the previous lev-

els of rhetoric and other control events, while higher levels of regime criticism and

denunciation of domestic actors appears to lower the likelihood of repression onset.

2.5 Discussion

The level of transparency and number of government owned media outlets increases

the use of rhetoric for the purpose of regime framing. However, for non-democracies,

the number of state media organizations no longer has an effect on the level of critical

statements issued by regime actors, and Internet penetration and media freedom

scores are no longer relevant. For these countries, it is only the more transparent

states that appear to rely on repressive rhetoric. As such, transparency appears to

be the only common indicator of rhetoric’s use as a repressive strategy.

The second set of models finds evidence in support of the expected substitutive

nature of this strategy. When the regime makes higher numbers of critical statements
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Table 2.2: State Characteristics and Effects on the Use of Rhetoric

Model 3: Count of Repression Events (t)
Rhetoric -0.034∗∗∗

(0.008)

Protests 0.032∗∗∗

(0.009)

Riots 0.151∗∗∗

(0.021)

Administrative Sanctions 0.135∗∗

(0.057)

Arrests 0.001
(0.001)

Assaults 0.058∗

(0.030)

Abductions 0.047
(0.061)

Torture -0.043
(0.060)

Mass Killings -0.053
(0.102)

Unspecified Coercive Acts 0.003
(0.035)

Political Environment 0.089
(0.095)

Repressiont−1 0.114∗∗∗

(0.037)

Constant -0.997∗∗∗

(0.141)

Inflation Model
Rhetoric -0.174∗∗

(0.069)

Rhetorict−1 -0.008
(0.076)

Protests -1.047∗∗∗

(0.166)

Riots -2.793∗∗∗

(0.439)

Administrative Sanctions -0.042
(0.212)

Arrests -0.045∗∗∗

(0.016)

Assaults -0.324∗

(0.189)

Abductions 0.765∗∗∗

(0.263)

Torture 0.025
(0.412)

Mass Killings 0.338
(0.492)

Unspecified Coercive Acts -0.077
(0.344)

Political Environment 0.345∗

(0.197)

Event Count 0.000∗∗

(0.000)

Constant 3.694∗∗∗

(0.196)

N 9825

Significance levels : ∗ : 10% ∗∗ : 5% ∗ ∗ ∗ : 1%
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Table 2.3: Rhetoric’s Effects on State Repression, One-Month Lag

Model 4: Count of Repression Events (t)
Rhetorict−1 -0.025∗∗

(0.012)

Protestt−1 0.070∗∗∗

(0.016)

Riotst−1 0.019
(0.034)

Administrative Sanctionst−1 0.129∗

(0.069)

Arrestst−1 0.001
(0.001)

Assaultst−1 0.046
(0.047)

Abductionst−1 -0.056
(0.075)

Torturet−1 0.186∗∗

(0.092)

Mass Killingst−1 -0.169
(0.146)

Unspecified Coercive Actst−1 0.013
(0.052)

Political Environmentt−1 0.059
(0.106)

Repressiont−1 0.209∗∗∗

(0.069)

Constant -1.537∗∗∗

(0.139)

Equation 2 : inflate
Rhetorict−1 -0.606∗∗∗

(0.153)

Protestt−1 -0.817∗∗∗

(0.244)

Riotst−1 -1.127
(0.782)

Administrative Sanctionst−1 -0.754
(0.495)

Arrestst−1 -0.068∗

(0.037)

Assaultst−1 0.317
(0.281)

Abductionst−1 -0.564
(0.532)

Torturet−1 0.558
(0.596)

Mass Killingst−1 -13.484
(648.493)

Unspecified Coercive Actst−1 -0.985
(0.750)

Political Environmentt−1 0.752∗∗∗

(0.221)

Event Countt−1 -0.004∗∗∗

(0.001)

Constant 3.369∗∗∗

(0.234)

N 9825

Significance levels : ∗ : 10% ∗∗ : 5% ∗ ∗ ∗ : 1%
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of domestic actors, there is less use of force against protests. Without considering

effectiveness, it appears that regimes in the position where force is more costly tend

to switch to non-violent rhetoric in order to suppress a protest movement. Such

statements are also important in the onset of repression, higher levels of criticism

make it less likely that a repression will be used in the first place.

Several robustness checks help to reinforce confidence in these findings. First, the

regime characteristics of transparency and state media organization appear to be the

correct way to consider the capacity and incentives that governments have to use

repressive rhetoric. In other words, these aspects of a state’s political environment

are not the result of the government having a certain regime structure. Models

estimating the interaction of the semi-autocracy and democracy regime indicators

with transparency and media organizations count (Tables A2-A5 in the appendix) do

not have any significant effect on the use of repressive rhetoric. Table A6 presents

results where the inflation stage of the negative binomial model is estimated using a

one period lag of the independent variables. The result regarding rhetoric’s negative

impact on the use of repression holds when the previous month’s events are influencing

current period repression.

Table A7 presents the final check, where the general count of all state media

statements—where state media actors performed verbal actions targeting domestic

civilian sectors. This tests a the overall activity of state media organizations during

the country-month, and its relationship with state repression; providing a different

measurement of verbal activity by government owned actors. In this model, rhetoric is

also tested with both a measure for the monthly count of domestically directed critical

statements made by the government and the count of all domestically targeted state
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media actions. This is designed to test whether it is actual directed criticism of

domestic actors that changes the need for force, or if it is general activity by state

media—such as touting regime accomplishments—that substitutes or supplements

repression.

In contrast to the variable measuring repressive rhetoric, that indicated negative

statements by government actors was associated with less repression, as state media

increases its activity the use of repression increases. This test gives some confidence

that the repressive rhetoric measure is not simply an increase in state propaganda,

since it behaves differently than a measure of state media activity. Criticism of

domestic actors is used in place of repression, but the mobilization of state media

organizations occurs alongside increases in repression.

2.6 Conclusions

In general, there is little evidence that a particular regime type will engage in repres-

sive rhetoric. Across all countries, transparency and the number of viable state media

organizations lead to the most use of this strategy, and transparent non-democracies

rely on this most heavily. When considered in relation to state repression, this strat-

egy replaces the use of force. Governments that increase their uses of this non-violent

tactic tend to use less repression.

While this work laid out the general factors that influenced repressive rhetorical

use, it says little about the actual effect of this strategy. Direct criticism of domestic

actors increases alongside increases in protest activity, and its use diminishes when

regimes find themselves in an increasingly contentious environment. The next step is
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to measure the domestic effects of repressive rhetoric. This requires a consideration

of protest movements, the onset of repressive rhetoric, and whether changes in the

intensity of these public statements leads to reduced protest activity. For repressive

rhetoric to be an effective strategy, rather than a side effect of increased levels of

dissident activity, its use needs to decrease the intensity or length of the opposition

movements it is targeted against.

It is also necessary to consider what happens when this strategy does not com-

pletely replace the use of force. The direct criticism of domestic actors is associated

with lower levels of repression, indicating that when regimes rely on this non-violent

strategy, they use repressive force less. This is not to say that all regime framing

activity leads to less protest repression. When rhetoric is measured as the overall

level of domestically directed state media activity, its increases the use of force. This

primarily indicates that there are other rhetorical strategies in use that may have dif-

ferent effects. Direct criticism can be used to help demobilize opposition while state

media organs simultaneously justify security force presence or actions against those

dissident groups. Work by the author is looking at how these two tactics interact to

affect protest, and how rhetoric is used to legitimate the use of force against civilians.

Because these data measure when protest events begin, and count over a monthly

interval, it also becomes possible to observe when repression, direct criticism, and

general state media activity begin to increase in response to the protests. This al-

lows for a finer examination of the question about the substitutive or supplementary

effect of rhetoric in relation to repression. For example, regimes may begin to op-

pose protest movements with high levels of repressive rhetoric, hoping for a successful

counterframing effort without the need to resort to force. States that are more ca-
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pable of carrying out, or find it necessary to rely on, repressive rhetoric should have

a longer period before force gets used against protest movements. Alternatively, if

repressive rhetoric or state media activity increases simultaneously with repression,

there is evidence that these strategies are used to justify the use of force to domes-

tic or international audiences, thereby preventing increases in opposition to violent

behavior.

The effects of repressive rhetoric are not limited to the domestic political arena.

Part of the incentives for such activity is to avoid the extension of international

support to dissident groups and to potentially prevent criticism or intervention by in-

ternational actors when force is used. A second extension to this work will incorporate

the discussion of international factors that promote or suppress the use of rhetorical

repression, and whether these factors affect the effectiveness of such a strategy. For

example, increased levels of regime rhetoric may be associated with lower levels or

delayed onset of naming and shaming behavior or economic sanctions. If repressive

rhetoric is used to justify the use of force, there may be a longer delay between the

use of force and international intervention. Alternatively, such rhetoric may serve

to help the regime, rather than protesters, increase their level of support from the

international community.

More interestingly, rhetoric appears to be an important tactic for democratic

states—only higher transparency drives autocratic states to adopt rhetoric more fre-

quently. This makes some intuitive sense, since democracies are typically associated

with being the most violence constrained and placing the most value on debate and

consent. However, this does not necessarily mean that government actors are willing

to immediately concede to protester demands or that they do not seek to suppress
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these movements. Future work will examine the role rhetoric plays in these societies,

focusing on how democratic governments frame protest movements that challenge

some behavior by that government and its effects on mobilization in the state.

Additionally, the role transparency plays in forcing authoritarian states into ex-

changing repression for rhetoric needs further exploration. While higher levels of

transparency indicate that the government is accepting that a greater level of in-

formation will be truthfully distributed to the population and international actors,

rhetoric is meant to obscure the “true picture” or change the public’s interpretation of

that information. It is possible that transparency makes a government’s rhetoric less

effective, since the population can access other sources of information to counteract

the efforts of the regime. Alternatively, rhetoric may be a way for the government to

counteract the effects of transparency where it uses framing to change the way true

information is viewed by the population, justifying behaviors that are being opposed

by dissident movements.

In conclusion, repressive rhetoric is clearly a tactic used by regimes that is distinct

from the use of protest repression and other authoritarian mechanisms. Most impor-

tantly, the use of rhetoric takes place as states become increasingly transparent, and

may rest in the ability of the regime to generally dominate the sources of informa-

tion accessible to the public. The proposed extensions to this work will refine these

findings, illustrating the conditions under which this non-violent repressive strategy

reduces mobilization, and whether it helps to interrupt the acquisition of support by

protesting groups from other domestic and international actors.

Although there has been work on the types of frames used by authoritarian regimes

during protest movements, this research is highly country specific and does not exam-
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ine the mechanisms behind such framing or the effects it has on protests movements.

The tests described above have examined some of the potential causes for the use of

regime rhetoric, and begun to test how it fits into the range of repressive strategies

available to a regime. Overall, this work contributes to the understanding of political

repression by considering an entirely non-violent means of repression that relies on

the use of framing to demobilize potential and actual dissidents.
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Chapter 3

Regime Rhetoric and the
Repression of Protest

When regimes engage in directed criticism of protesters, belittling their complaints,

or issue public statements attacking dissidents, what happens to the movement? The

relationship between a government’s use of force and continued protest activity has

been examined extensively—with mixed findings—as have the repressive strategies

and institutions that exist to control opposition more generally. What is less clear is

the effect a regime’s rhetoric, its public statements, has on the incidence and progress

of a protest movement. This paper develops the idea of repressive rhetoric by gov-

ernment actors, it’s potential utility for resisting protest behavior, providing regime

framing, and this strategy’s relationship to other forms of state violence.

Regime statements take advantage of easier government access to, or control of,

media and attention of the populace in order to suppress mobilization. Instead

of physically removing, harming, or restricting the actions or physical integrity of
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protesters, repressive rhetoric serves similar functions by preventing protest actors

from gaining wider public support and reducing the perceived importance of their

stated grievances. Critical regime statements, applied during times of domestic un-

rest, can both replace the need for force and limit the negative consequences of using

force.

After reviewing the previous research on the effects of state repression on protest

mobilizations, I present an explanation of the expected effect if regime rhetoric on

protests and its advantages relative to force. Then, I describe a set of empirical

models testing the expected changes in protester behavior resulting from this strategy.

I conclude with a discussion of the findings that indicate rhetoric and state repression

are both necessary to successfully suppress mobilizationn.

3.1 Protest Mobilization and Repression

Much research has focused on the causes of state repression, largely describing and

testing the components of the opposition movement and the level of threat they

engender in a regime (e.g. Davenport 1995, Regan and Henderson 2002). As a

result, the interactions between dissidents and regimes that lead to state repression

are relatively well explained. What is less clear is the results of state repression;

whether the government’s use of force hinders or promotes further mobilization.

Although it is recognized that state repression is not universally applied to every

protest movement, and that states make strategic choices in their response to protest

(Rasler 1996, Shellman 2009), the effect of state repression on the protests it targets

is unclear. For example, while it is known that a state’s repressive institutions and
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actors often decide to repress those movements perceived at some level as a threat

(Davenport and Loyle 2012, DeMeritt 2012), it remains unknown if state repression

will force that movement to demobilize, or if increased and more intense protest

activity can be expected. (Davenport and Loyle, 2012; Rasler, 1996; ?; DeMeritt,

2012)

There are some arguments addressing the effectiveness of the use of force that

focus on the incentives regimes have to employ that force, usually focusing on when

the costs of state repression are so high as to make it useless in ensuring regime

survival. These arguments focus on authoritarian states that seek legitimacy through

democratic institutions or behavior. Because of the need to maintain an image of

democracy, such states are restrained from relying too heavily on force (Levitsky

and Way 2002, Levitsky and Way 2010, Robertson 2011). This restraint evolves from

both the need to maintain some level of democratic openness, and the incorporation of

some opposition into the government itself (Gandhi and Przeworski 2007), sacrificing

coercive ability for the co-optation former opposition members into the government.

However, even regimes that are constrained in their freedom to repress are not immune

from later needing to use it. The sought after stabilization that comes from such

institutionalization can increase the intensity of repression when it is employed, or if

domestic opposition movements see a commitment to openness as a signal of regime

weakness and concession, increasing resistance (Vreeland 2008, Frantz and Kendall-

Taylor 2014, Ritter 2014).

(Gandhi and Przeworski., 2007; Levitsky and Way, 2002, 2010; ?; Frantz and

Kendall-Taylor, 2014; Ritter, 2014; Vreeland, 2008) Although these constraints may

reduce the use of repression during times of protest, they do little to illustrate the

52



effects of that repression. While some research suggests that repression increases

the likelihood of further and more intense mobilization by increasing in-group unity

(Khwaja 1994, McLaughlin and Pearlman 2012), these findings are not consistent.

Some find that repression simply encourages resistance, while others indicate that

repression successfully demobilizes protests (for a summary, see Davenport and Inman

2012). As a result of this situation, very little is understood about how state repression

changes the incentives, behavior, and duration of protest movements. Davenport and

Inman argue that this is the result of considering protest repression in isolation,

ignoring the other forms of dissident behavior and state responses. (Davenport and

Inman, 2012) (Khawaja, 1994; McLauchlin and Pearlman, 2012)

Recent work has begun to consider the characteristics of dissident groups outside

those directly involved in a protest movement who also face state repression. This

tends to follow the idea that opposition members and movements need to develop

skills and techniques to resist repression, enabling them to restart or maintain group

cohesion and activity during and after a repressive move by the state. For example,

Finkel (2015) finds that groups who have experience selective repression are better

able to resist the onset of sustained state violence, while Bell and Murdie (2016)

argue that involvement in a civil war develops contributes to the ability to resist

future state repression. The group’s ability to resist repression, and the skills it

builds during periods of repression, clearly affect the ability of those groups to carry

out resistance in the future. (Finkel, 2015; Bell and Murdie, 2016)

In light of this new importance placed on past group experiences with repres-

sion, it is important to remember that the state also has this previous experience.

Although violence is certainly more noticeable and concerning to those interested in
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human rights protection, it is far from the only tactic by which the state has available

to suppress mobilized opponents. Following this recent work on the effectiveness of

state repression in the context of other dissident behaviors, I argue for the importance

of considering alternative state behaviors when it comes to dealing with a protest.

Dissidents are capable of adapting or building skills necessary to survive state repres-

sion, and states should be just as able to adapt to changes in protest behavior, the

costs of violence, and the effectiveness of that force. These behaviors both prevent

the state from needing to rely on force, with its uncertain consequences, but can still

give the regime some ability to contain the growth of protest movements and pre-

serve political survival. Below, I develop an explanation for the effectiveness of one

of these strategies, repressive rhetoric, and how a regime’s framing efforts of itself or

opposition movements will affect the success of protests.

3.2 The Role of Rhetoric in Protest Repression

The use of repressive rhetoric is largely nonviolent, and follows recent detailed case

analyses of non-violent repression in the United States (Cunningham 2004, Davenport

2010, Davenport 2015) and descriptions of public statements made by governments

during protest events in the Arab Spring (Lynch 2012) and Russia (Greene 2014).

Examinations of the United States focus on how state security institutions, namely

the FBI, interact with dissident groups in an attempt to disrupt and demobilize

the organization. Out of the many specific tactics employed by these institutions,

security organizations carried out activities that targeted potential supporters with

efforts meant to convince them to avoid lending support to the dissident group. In
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the Arab Spring and Russian cases, governments responded to protester calls for

change with condemnation, negative depictions of participants, and justification of

past regime behavior. With these specific cases in mind, I argue that public statement

by regime actors are not simply responses to protest activity. Instead, these are part

of a general strategy available to states that frames themselves and dissident groups

with an express aim to offset the challenge these groups pose to the regime, ultimately

fostering their demobilization. (Cunningham, 2004; Davenport, 2010, 2015; Lynch,

2012)

It has long been recognized that protest movements live and die based on their

ability to get support from the wider public. Without new members joining over the

course of an event, or at least offering their support to the efforts of those on the

streets, protests cannot expect to put enough pressure on a government to change

it’s behavior. In order to have an effect on political outcomes, protests need to

structure their complaints and demands in a way that convinces the public to adopt

the movement’s stance as their own (Gerhards and Rucht 1992, Benford and Snow

2000). Examinations of this framing usually take place from the perspective of the

protest movement. In challenging the entrenched power of the state, attention has

rightfully focused on how these initially small opposition groups generate the support

necessary to spur wider support and mobilization to eventually force changes in regime

structure of behavior. (Gerhards and Rucht, 1992; Benford and Snow, 2000)

The central idea behind repressive state rhetoric is that it constitutes the state’s

efforts to appropriately frame itself, it’s activities, and whatever opposition movement

it is facing in order to ensure regime survival. Such framing, similar to that carried

out by protest movements, will express itself through public statements. Government
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actors, relying on some access to or ability to gain the attention of the public, will issue

statements designed to bolster their position or critique the statements of opposition.

Such framing is meant to counter that of protest movements in an effort to sway

public support away from active protesters.

Regarding itself, a regime’s rhetoric will seek to frame the government’s position

and behavior as beneficial to the survival and prosperity of the state or nation. It

can point to regime successes, invoke nationalism, point to foreign enemies, but all

with an eye to broadcasting itself to the general populace that it’s past behavior and

future position are the best possible outcome. For example, a regime may point to

some improvement in economic conditions or reference a rival as an external threat

as justification for the status quo position of government in an effort to get the wider

public to adopt that stance and ignore the framing of protesters. In short, this side

of repressive rhetoric will justify the regime’s continued existence or behavior in the

face of calls from opposition for change.

Regarding opposition actors, the regime’s rhetoric will focus on framing the protesters

in a negative light. This may take the form of casting participants as extreme ele-

ments, advocating demands that are either unimportant or dangerous to the country

as a whole. Alternatively, it may attempt to get the public to adopt the idea that

protesters are acting for reasons that will not benefit the populace as a whole. For

example, a government will portray a protest movement as acting under the influence

of foreign actors in an attempt to prevent potential participants from identifying with

the claims from protesters that they are working in the best interest of the country,

preventing that group from attaining wider support. In some way, this framing effort

will attempt to downplay protester grievances as unimportant, while casting the ac-
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tors themselves as those who hold interests contrary to what is best for the country

as a whole. In general, this aspect of the regime’s repressive rhetoric is to downplay

and delegitimize protester complaints to prevent the adoption of the dissident’s frame

by members of the public.

Because this behavior relies on public statements, the regime’s framing about

itself and protesters can take place simultaneously. Specific case studies have already

examined the content of such statements. Regime framing during the Arab Spring

protests consisted of government actors and pro-regime media tended to describe

protesters as foreign conspirators, thugs, and destabilizing elements (Hamdy and

Gomaa 2012). Similarly, public statements coming out of governments during the

Ukrainian Orange Revolution and 2011-2012 election protests in Russia declared that

participants were under the direction of and funded by the United States (Bunce and

Wolchik 2011, Greene 2014, Soldatov and Borogan 2015). (Hamdy and Gomaa, 2012;

Bunce and Wolchik, 2011; Greene, 2014; Soldatov and Borogan, 2015)

Rather than being a side-effect of mobilization, such statements are intentional

efforts by regime actors to suppress opposition movements and prevent the extension

of public support to those in the streets. If a regime’s rhetoric is an intentional reaction

to protest, it should have some direct effect on protest mobilization. In addition, while

these types of statements have long been observed in discussions about a government’s

reaction to protest movements, their examination as a generally available strategy for

the sake of repression has yet to be examined.

Following the evidence that forceful and violent repressive tactics are largely sub-

stitutable (Conrad and DeMeritt 2011)—exchanging torture for preemptive arrests,

for example—I extend this idea to the use of non-violent repression. Instead of just
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substituting one violent tactic with another, regimes can substitute violence with

non-violence while still suppressing mobilization. I expect governments to take full

advantage of any existing state media organizations, links to private media, control

of information, and the general extension media attention granted to public figures in

order to negatively frame protests and induce demobilization. (Conrad and DeMeritt,

2011)

Rhetoric itself has two advantages over the use of force. First, it is less visible

domestically. Instead of being seen overtly using violence against citizens, thus engen-

dering sympathy, the regime can use its considerable advantage in gaining public and

media attention to convince potential participants that protesters are working against

the best interests of the country. In other words, the government can rally support

from pro-regime members, while convincing non-participating opposition members

that their allies in the streets do not share the same values or hold inappropriate

grievances.

A rhetorical response that demobilizes protests is also likely to attract less inter-

national attention than the use of force. While images of police forces assaulting and

arresting masses of protesters is likely to garner a large amount of attention from

international actors, rhetoric is less visible, and less likely to inspire condemnations

resulting from human rights violations. Regime statements may also interrupt the

extension of international support for the protest movements themselves, if those

statements successfully add enough “noise” to international interpretations of the

protest events so as to delay or prevent the extension of support from international

actors to the dissidents.

The content of these statements, and their advantages over the overt use of force,
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lead to an expectation that the strategy of repressive rhetoric can succeed in demo-

bilizing protests. This leads to the first hypothesis:

H1a : Increasing levels of repressive rhetoric will decrease protest.

The implication of this hypothesis involves the overall level of protest in the face

of regime rhetoric and changes in protest activity over time. If repressive rhetoric

is a successful tool in suppressing mobilization, increases in this behavior should be

associated with fewer protest events overall as the statements of the regime convince

members of the populace that participation in the movement is not worthwhile. In

this regard, critical statements replace repression.

Rather than criticizing the grievances and behavior of a movement’s participants,

rhetoric may dissuade protests by carrying the threat of a future use of force. Instead

of convincing potential participants that the group in the streets is illegitimate or

dangerous, these statements carry a direct threat of the participant experiencing

repression. As a result of broadcasting the expectation of experiencing this cost to

protest, mobilization decreases.

H1b : Increased levels of threats of repression will decrease protest.

Alternatively, repression and rhetoric may not be entirely substitutable strategies.

Although a regime may engage in the kind of rhetoric described above, part of its

efforts may also be directed at framing how the rest of the country views its use

of force against protesters, justifying why a particular group “deserves” a violent

state response. Additionally, it can convince prospective participants that showing

up will cause them to be associated with an illegitimate group, thereby facing higher

costs of participation while experiencing violence. This way, a government can both
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downplay the complaints of protesters and prevent an increase in sympathy if it is

simultaneously using force against those protests. In this sense, rhetoric’s effectiveness

may be conditioned by the level of repression.

H2a : Repressive rhetoric used alongside repression will decrease protest.

In turn, because the threat of further repression followed by actual force actively

punishes those on the streets, and promises a continual use of repression by the state,

it should also lead to a decrease in mobilization.

H2b : Repressive threats used alongside repression will decrease protest.

The following section describes the empirical, cross-national, test designed to

examine whether repressive rhetoric is a viable strategy for states seeking to non-

violently repress opposition

3.3 Research Design

I rely on the Integrated Crisis Early Warning System (ICEWS) public data to test the

proposed relationships between regime rhetoric, repression, and protests. The vari-

ables of interest consist primarily of event counts derived from the CAMEO codes

used to record events in ICEWS (Shilliday and Lautenschlager 2012, Boschee et. al.

2015). The structure of the data allow the measurement of types of political be-

havior based on the source actor, target actor, and type of activity performed. For

example, it records whether a civilian group’s politically-motivated protest against

the government was peaceful. In turn, it distinguishes between a large number of pos-

sible citizen-directed government behaviors, easily allowing the separation of varying
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repressive activities. ICEWS has the added advantage of recording events across

a wider range of countries and over a longer time period—using 300 international

and national news sources in English, French, Spanish, and Portuguese—allowing for

a general, cross-nationally focused examination of rhetoric, protest, and repression

(Ward et al. 2012, Lautenschlager 2015). Given these advantages, and the need to

test the effect of a government’s activity on a form of civilian activity, these data are

used to construct the variables used in the empirical tests. (Ward et al., 2012; Laut-

enschlager, 2015; Shilliday and Lautenschlager, 2012; Elizabeth Boschee and Ward,

2015)

The dependent variable, Protest, consists all politically motivated demonstrations

recorded by the relevant CAMEO codes that are performed by domestic civilian

actors targeted at the domestic government. This construction intentionally excludes

riots and labor strikes, focusing on peaceful anti-government protest that demand

regime, policy, or leadership changes. It is constructed as a count of all recorded

protest events at the monthly level, measuring the number of distinct protest events

a country experienced in a particular month. A monthly specification prevents over-

aggregation that comes from a country-year analysis, essentially capturing increased

variation in protest and regime behavior. Because the count of events in a given

month may not provide the best measurement of changes in protest resulting from

rhetoric or repression, two variations of the protest dependent variable are created.

The primary independent variable Rhetoric, is constructed to capture all critical

statements made by government actors that are directed toward domestic, civilian,

targets. Because repressive rhetoric can be made across levels of government, this

coding records all instances of critical statements from government actors at any
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level of government. This allows the capturing of negative statements made in direct

reference to a protest event or group and about those domestic actors and activities

perceived as threatening to the regime.

In the context of a protest movement, a government’s statements may not always

be targeted at the framing efforts or the restriction of public support for the protest

event. Regime actors may publicly threaten the use of force in an effort to reduce the

size or duration of the protests. Rather than de-legitimizing protester grievances and

behavior, the threat of force implies an escalation to violence by the regime. As a

result, Threaten repression counts all instances where state actors threaten the use of

force against a protest, controlling for these threats separate from more general regime

rhetoric targeted at the grievances, behaviors, and framing of the protest movement.

Because the use of rhetorical repression is a replacement for the use of force, it is

necessary to account for the use force and violence, against protests. The Repression

variable consists of a monthly count of all ICEWS recorded events that involve a

government actor using repressive force against a domestic protest. This variable is

distinct from other forms of non-protest repression, such as mass arrests, killings, or

torture because CAMEO explicitly distinguishes the use of force against a protest

movement.

To test Hypothesis 2 regarding the conditional effect of rhetoric and repression,

additional independent variables containing the interaction if Rhetoric and Repres-

sion and Threaten repression and Repression are created. In models containing the

interaction of rhetoric or threats and repression, the constituent terms are left in the

model. Interpretation of effects will be performed on the interaction term (Brambor,

Clark, and Golder 2006).
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Controls for repressive activities outside of protest repression are also necessary.

First, these controls act as measures of general human rights conditions within the

country-month without needing to rely on country-year aggregated indexes such as

CIRI (Cingranelli, Richards, and Clay 2014). Second, this disaggregated measure-

ment of repressive behaviors taking place independent of a protest event account

variation in the range of repressive behaviors available to a regime. It is understood

that regimes have a range of possible strategies for dealing with opposition, and that

these strategies are substitutable (Conrad and DeMeritt 2011). Because rhetoric is a

substitute for force, and repression can be carried out in an attempt to prevent mo-

bilization before a protest begins—thus removing the need for protest repression—it

is necessary to account for this range of alternative behaviors. (David L. Cingranelli

and Clay, 2014; Conrad and DeMeritt, 2011)

As a result, the variables: Arrests, Assaults, Deadly Assaults1 Abductions, Torture,

and Mass Killings consist of monthly counts of these events if they were carried out

by government actors against domestic civilian actors. As with the construction of

the rhetoric and protest variables, the exact CAMEO codes used to distinguish these

events is described in Table A1 of the appendix.

Two additional controls, Administrative Sanctions and Unspecified Coercion, are

included to account for other state behaviors that may influence the observed count

of protest. Administrative sanctions account for the suspension of a domestic civilian

groups’ ability to participate in politics. While these restrictions may be deployed by

a regime seeking to limit dissident involvement in formal politics, they also restrict

the avenues for these groups to put formal pressure on the government, potentially

1This is a subset of the “Physically assault” (182) CAMEO code. The code (1823) is defined as
an event where an individual was killed through physical assault without weapons.
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leaving mobilization the only remaining option. In the interest of accounting for as

much use of force and repression as possible, both targeted at protests and within

the state in general, and to account for acts of coercion that may have been missed

by the automated event coding, the unspecified coercion variable controls for those

acts that are declared by the source news reports as coercive, but where details about

the kind of coercion were lacking. Although there is reason to be concerned about

multicollinearity as a result of a violent regime relying on all repressive behaviors,

compared to a more open regime, variance inflation tests indicated that this issue

was not present in the monthly count data.2

For all models, I use a country-month level analysis from the years 2001-2014. The

count nature of the dependent variable, Protest, and a high level of dispersion typical

of most count data requires the use of a negative binomial model. Additionally, the

monthly specification of the model generates many zero counts. Approximately 86%

of the observations for the count dependent variable are zero. This high proportion,

and the significance of a corresponding Vuong test (Vuong 1989), implies that a zero-

inflated negative binomial model is necessary. I specify the inflation stage for the

zero-inflated negative binomial, which estimates variables’ influence on the likelihood

of a country month experiencing zero protests, with only the variable for repressive

rhetoric. This will estimate the effect that rhetoric has on the likelihood a protest

starting, before estimating rhetoric’s effect on the number of protests in the second

stage. For all models, temporal dependence is controlled for with a lagged dependent

variable. (Vuong, 1989) (Brambor and Golder, 2006)

2Table A3 of the Appendix shows the variance inflation results for the presented models. Follow-
ing Wooldridge (2009), none of the variables reached the threshold of 10 to be considered a concern
for multicollinearity. (Wooldridge, 2009)
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3.4 Findings

Model 1, Table 3.1, presents the direct results from the zero-inflated model examining

the count of protests at different levels of rhetoric. Given the monthly level of analysis,

and the possibility of rhetoric’s effects extending over a period of months, I lag the

count of rhetoric by a month.3

There is mixed support for the expected demobilizing effect of a regime’s rhetoric

in Hypothesis 1a. Results from the inflation model indicate that increased levels

of regime rhetoric decrease the probability that a given country-month will experi-

ence a protest. This implies that when no protests are already underway, repressive

rhetoric suppresses the onset of a protest. However, this negative relationship only

exists before the onset of protests. In the second stage count model, contrary to

expectations, a government’s repressive public statements are significantly associated

with a higher protest count. If protests are present, increases in government uses of

repressive rhetoric are associated with more protests.

Unsurprisingly, the use of repression increases the observed count of protests.4

This is consistent with many approaches regarding the generalized effectiveness of

protest repression (eg. Rasler 1996, Moore 1998). Despite the use of force against the

movement, states cannot expect that this will be sufficient to demobilize the protest.

Instead, the use of violence against civilians may be perceived as inappropriate state

behavior, and drive the increase in mobilization. (Rasler, 1996; Moore, 1998)

3Additional lags of rhetoric and repression were tested, but were not statistically significant.
4Previous versions of this test included repression counts as part of the first stage model, but

these always resulted in an insignificant effect. Because the CAMEO code categories used to generate
the ICEWS data record a repression event only in the context of force used against a protest, state
violence is only counted as repression if there is also a protest movement. Since the first stage model
tests for those observations that are likely to never experience a protest event, it will not contain
any observations of protest repression.
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In a similar manner to the use of repression, the threat of force also has a significant

and positive relationship with protest, although the effect is weaker. Additionally,

most of the non-protest oriented forms of repression are associated with increases in

protest. The use of violence against civilians, from assaults to mass killing, largely

increases the observed number of protests. Only higher levels of arrests, likely due

to the detaining of those most likely to protest, decreases mobilization. Under this

disaggregated consideration of human rights abuses and repression, only the increased

use of torture has no relationship with the number of protests. Although the unspec-

ified coercive acts count recorded from ICEWS’ residual category is unrelated to the

level of protest, the lack of information about what these acts are tells little about

the variable’s effect on protest mobilization.

Model 2 presents results from a zero-inflated negative binomial estimation of the

interaction of regime rhetoric and protest repression, while Model 3 contains only the

interaction of threats and repression. Model 4 contains both interaction terms, is

used to generate the substantive effects presented in Figures 1 and 2, and the results

remain consistent across all models. In all three models, repression and rhetoric con-

dition each other to lead to a decrease in protests. However, the threat of repression

despite its direct implication that a protest will experience force, has no statistically

significant conditional effect on protest.

Overall, these results provide support for the conditional relationships between

protest and a regime’s rhetorical statements found in Hypothesis 2a. There is no

support for H1a, H1b or H2b in these models. Higher levels of rhetoric make it
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Table 3.1: Conditional Effects of Rhetoric, Threats, and Repression on Protest

Variables Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
Direct Effects Rhetoric Interaction Threats Interaction Both Interactions

Rhetoric*Repression — -0.019*** — -0.019***
— (0.002) — (0.002)

Threaten*Repression — — -0.109 -0.105
— — (0.079) (0.077)

Rhetoric 0.019*** 0.026*** 0.019*** 0.026***
(0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005)

Rhetorict−1 0.010* 0.007 0.010* 0.007
(0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005)

Repression 0.399*** 0.559*** 0.404*** 0.563***
(0.028) (0.033) (0.028) (0.033)

Repressiont−1 0.058** 0.049* 0.058** 0.049*
(0.029) (0.029) (0.029) (0.029)

Threaten Repression 0.221* 0.196 0.300** 0.271*
(0.126) (0.126) (0.142) (0.141)

Arrests -0.003*** -0.001** -0.003*** -0.001**
(0.001) (0.001) (0.0010 (0.001)

Assaults 0.059*** 0.075*** 0.058*** 0.074***
(0.175) (0.017) (0.017) (0.017)

Abductions 0.097*** 0.010*** 0.097*** 0.100***
(0.027) (0.027) (0.097) (0.028)

Administrative Sanctions 0.240*** 0.233*** 0.240*** 0.232***
(0.024) (0.024) (0.024) (0.024)

Deadly Assaults 0.083 0.080 0.083 0.081
(0.057) (0.058) (0.057) (0.058)

Torture -0.012 -0.022 -0.012 -0.218
(0.034) (0.034) (0.034) (0.034)

Mass Killings 0.180*** 0.179*** 0.179*** 0.179**
(0.062) (0.062) (0.062) (0.062)

Unspecified Coercion 0.029 0.021 0.029 0.021
(0.027) (0.028) (0.027) (0.028)

Protestt−1 0.129*** 0.136*** 0.129*** 0.136***
(0.008) (0.008) (0.008) (0.008)

Constant -0.643 -0.714 -0.644 -0.715
(0.037) (0.038) (0.037) (0.038)

Inflation Model
Rhetoric -1.599*** -1.633*** -1.598*** -1.633***

(0.089) (0.934) (0.089) (0.094)
Constant 1.347 1.297 1.347 1.297

(0.048) (0.049) (0.040) (0.049)
N 27707 27707 27707 27707
Log-Likelihood -15499.73 -15455.26 -15499.02 -15454.58

Significance levels : ∗ : 10% ∗∗ : 5% ∗ ∗ ∗ : 1%
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less likely that a country will experience a protest. But, once protests have begun,

protesters and regimes concurrently escalate their activity. Alone, rhetoric and re-

pression appear to increase mobilization. However, the coexistence of rhetoric and

repression—but not threats—leads to a decrease in protest. The use of force along-

side the criticism of opposition actors are both required for a government’s repressive

behavior to be effective.

Directly (Model 1), rhetoric and repression both had positive influences on the

level of protest. It is only when considered together that the expected negative

relationship becomes apparent. To better illustrate the conditional effects, Figure

1 presents marginal effects across the ranges of rhetoric and repression where the

relationship was statistically significant.

At low levels of rhetoric, where few public statements are made, and repression

is used, there is an increase in mobilization. This effect reverses, holding the number

of repressive events constant, as rhetoric increases. In both of these cases (Figures

1a and 1b), rhetoric alone has a significant but substantively tiny effect on protest.

At higher levels of rhetoric, Figure 1c, the simultaneous use of rhetoric and repres-

sion suppresses mobilization to almost zero, while rhetoric alone begins to increase

protest. However, once a regime begins making larger numbers of statements while

maintaining repression, protest begins to fall. Figure 2 presents the same findings

from the perspective of the range of observed repressive acts.

Figure 2a illustrates that, across lower levels of repression and small amounts of

negative regime statements, mobilization can be expected to increase. At a mid-range

level, observations of repression (Figure 2b) rhetoric serves to remove the positive

influence that repression has on protest. When the regime is engaging in large scale
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Figure 3.1: Expected Protests as Regime Rhetoric Increases
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rhetorical campaigns (Figure 2c), a few repressed protests have a largely negative

effect on protest.

From the perspective of the regime, given these results, using one of these strate-

gies alone can at best have no effect on mobilization. At worst, it increases the amount

of protests. Rhetoric must be used in sufficient quantities to justify the extant use

of force, and to convince potential supporters of the opposition that protests are not

worth their attention and participation. If the regime wants to successfully suppress
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Figure 3.2: Expected Protests as Repression Increases
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mobilization, it must simultaneously repress and de-legitimize the protesters.

3.5 Discussion

This change in protest given the level of rhetoric across time resembles the “revolu-

tionary spiral” of protest and repression described by Goldstone and Tilly (2001). In

addition, single-country case analyses, for example Greene’s (2014) analysis of civil

70



society in Moscow, have found that protesters and regimes can engage in escalating

rhetorical battles that usually favor the ability of opposition to survive (see also Solda-

tov and Borogan 2015). However, as optimistic as these cases are about the future

of mobilization in these countries, these results indicate the a regime’s rhetoric can

both suppress mobilization both before a protest begins—preventing mobilization—

and can suppress protests once they are under way as long as the regime is able to

engage in sufficient amounts of rhetoric while using force.

Although higher levels of rhetoric are associated with the observations that do

not experience protests, this is not quite the same as demobilizing an already active

protest. Rhetoric appears to prevent protest onset but, when used alone, the count

model indicates that increases in rhetoric are associated with higher levels of protest.

It is not unreasonable to expect rhetoric and protest to increase together. As a protest

initially mobilizes, and begins its framing efforts, a regime will need to increase it’s

public statements to address the crisis. Assuming some initial framing is successful

and protest events spread with the early successes, there will be a corresponding

increase in rhetoric.

However, the advantageous position of the regime relative to its own and in-

dependent media sources, allows a wider distribution of the government’s position,

ultimately eroding support. Depending on the government’s monopoly on informa-

tion within the state (Edmond 2013), hardcore supporters or those proximate to the

protest location may still be able to access information from the protests, but the

flood of regime rhetoric may prevent this from extending to other locations. When

the state has such informational advantages, a consistent framing regarding protests

may be able to drown out efforts of the participants and turn public discourse against
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those in the streets, starving the events of necessary public support. (Edmond, 2013)

This advantage likely serves two benefits to the regime that enables the observed

effect of rhetoric. First, the simple broadcasting of public statements to the populace

can serve to delegitimize protester complaints in regions where no protests have yet

mobilized, even if they have begun elsewhere. In that sense, the government can get

its narrative out first, cast the protesters in the distant location as hostile or working

against the best interests of the country, and prevent the spread of protester frames.

Additionally, this advantage allows a regime to carry out the use of force against a

protest, and simultaneously justify why that behavior should not draw the ire of the

rest of the population. With this strategy, a government can attempt to block the

ability of a protest movement to use the violent behavior of the regime to garner

increased support.

Interestingly, the stated threat of repression does not have a conditional effect on

repression. This may be the result of threats acting as a weaker form of force that

is still capable of being used by protesters to rally support, but will not do much to

harm the framing of the movement. A government that overtly threatens to use force

may still be perceived as violating the rights of its citizens, or attempting to suppress

legitimate opposition if those threats do not coexist with some attacks against the

legitimacy of the protest itself. In addition, the threat of force may simply serve

as a warning to protesters that violence is coming. This allows the movement to

prepare, either changing its tactics to better outlast state repression, increasing its

domestic framing efforts, or seeking international attention in the hope of preventing

repression.

Because threats may allow adaptation, and violence brings increased mobiliza-
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tion, these findings serve to emphasize the importance of a direct rhetorical attack

against by the regime against protest movements. Simply going after behavior with-

out justification appears to harm the regimes chances of controlling opposition, so

the government needs to either convince supporters that the reasons for the opposi-

tion are illegitimate. A government acting against a small, existentially dangerous,

or illegitimate group will not look as violent as one that attacks people for simply

having grievances. If the government is successful in its rhetorical efforts, it has been

able to convince potential protesters that in addition to facing increased costs from

protesting and that the group facing state violence is somehow not worthy of public

sympathies. In this context, the state can simultaneously get away with violence,

block—or at least delay—the negative consequences of that violence, and prevent its

behavior from being used as a mobilizational tool against it by those already in the

streets. (Goldstone and Tilly, 2001; Greene, 2014; Soldatov and Borogan, 2015)

3.6 Conclusion

Addressing the conflicting findings of the literature regarding the effectiveness of

state repression, and the need to better understand non-violent repressive mecha-

nisms (Davenport 2007), this paper has sought to describe and measure the effects

a regime’s rhetorical statements have on mobilization. These statements can address

the regime’s structure and behavior to prove the need for its continued survival, or

directly attack the grievances and behavior of a protest movement to de-legitimize

its framing efforts and prevent its attainment of wider public support. Because this

tactic relies on public statements rather than attention-grabbing violence, repressive
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rhetoric is an important substitute for force, particularly in regimes that already have

constraints on the amount of state violence they can use. (Davenport, 2007a)

In sum, a government’s rhetoric has a mixed effect on protest. While it is associ-

ated with increased observations of protest directly, it suppresses mobilization when

used in concert with force. Rather than acting as a pure substitute for the use of force,

the presence of both rhetoric and repression appears necessary to suppress protests

and prevent repression from increasing mobilization. With this in mind, there are

several extensions to this project that would benefit research in this vein.

Future research may benefit from disaggregating the temporal frame of the data

used in these tests. Although a monthly framework allows for more variation in the

event counts, it may still over-aggregate the rapid changes in protest activity and

the regime’s response. Many protest movements do not span the course of several

months, so this analysis might have a bias for those bigger movements, like the Arab

Spring, lead to regime failure, suppressing the effects of rhetorical statements. It is

possible that, for shorter duration or smaller protests, the regime’s rhetoric has a

stronger effect; quickly setting public discourse against the efforts of a few committed

dissidents. Because the ICEWS data are coded with exact event dates, it should

be possible to construct weekly event counts, although this comes at the cost of

significantly increasing the number of zero counts within the data.

This time frame consideration may also be addressed by focusing on rhetoric’s

effects on mobilization during a protest movement itself. Before an event begins,

rhetoric may succeed in preventing mobilization on its own as prospective protesters

see themselves as isolated from other supporters. However, after a protest has begun,

potential participants can reference the regime’s statements against the calls to ac-
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tion and framing carried out by those on the streets. As a result, rhetoric’s success

alongside repression may be very different from its effects on protests after such an

event has already begun.

Table A2 in the appendix presents a robustness test of the models presented here

that takes a first step at examining the possibility of different effects depending on the

presence or absence of a pre-existing protest movement. It is constructed identically

to Model 4, but limits the sample to only those country-months where at least one

protest was observed. While the results do not differ from those presented in Table

3.1, future work will make use of dedicated dissident movement data—such as NAVCO

(Chenoweth and Lewis 2013)—to better examine how rhetoric and repression affect

mobilization during a protest event. (Chenoweth and Lewis, 2013)

Another future effort may benefit from the consideration of dyadic protest-government

interactions. Although ICEWS codes actor to actor events, it does not easily record

whether those events are reactions to future actions. For example, ICEWS detects

when a protest against a government actor took place, but does not easily allow the

determination of whether a specific act of government repression within the same

country was directed at that event. Distinguishing between the type of domestic ac-

tor targeted, rather than general criticism of domestic civilian actors in the context

of protest, will better measure the reasons for which a rhetorical statement is made

while isolating those critical statements made solely for repressive purposes. In this

context, it may be better to move from constructing counts out of the raw ICEWS

recorded events to focus on their dyadic aggregation data—although this precludes

an analysis beyond the monthly level (Lautenschlager, Shellman, and Ward 2015).

(Jennifer Lautenschlager and Ward, 2015)
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A final extension involves the role of the international community in the success

of regime rhetoric. This analysis has focused entirely on the domestic side of the

dissident-government interaction. If the regime is capable of blocking the acquisition

of domestic support for a protest, it may be able to do the same for transnational

actors. Protesters seek international support as protection from or leverage against

the state (Keck and Sikkink 1999), so regimes have an incentive to attempt to prevent

this while seeking their own support from their international allies. These factors,

and events such as shaming, sanctions, and intervention, may drive the regime to seek

a rhetorical response before risking force against protests in an attempt to maintain

power without attracting too much attention. Additionally, states may seek to use

their critical statements to interrupt the boomerang process associated with dissidents

seeking international support. If rhetoric is successful and altering the way domestic

populations interpret a protest movement, it may do the same for states. (Keck and

Sikkink, 1998)

Generally, the results indicate that a closer look at the interaction between, re-

pression, protest, and other regime behaviors is warranted. The presence of repression

conditions rhetoric’s significant and negative relationship with protest, but these are

likely not the only conditional effects that matter. Both subnational and international

differences between these factors may alter the effect rhetoric and repression have on

protest. These findings from the interacted model imply that, instead of being purely

substitutable strategies, and regimes may need to engage in a whole range of behavior

simultaneously in order to successfully suppress mobilization.

This work contributes to the understanding of non-violent repression, the varied

responses states have at their disposal to address an opposition movement, and be-
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gins to adjust the consideration of state repression in the context of other activities.

Although several extensions will serve to strengthen this analysis, there is evidence

for both a direct and conditional role of the non-violent repression of protest through

the regime’s use of it’s ability to make public statements.
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Chapter 4

Don’t Let the Guilty Hang:
The Transnational Consequences of
Regime Rhetoric

“They heard the signal and, with the support of the U.S. State Depart-

ment, began active work.”

—Statement by Vladimir Putin about election protesters (2011).

Over the course of an opposition movement, where participants fight for conces-

sions against a reluctant government, protesters must balance anticipated victory

against the costs of state repression (Goldstone and Tilly 2001). If the state can

marshal sufficient strength to suppress mobilization, or convince protesters that fu-

ture repression will be so harsh that continued opposition is no longer worthwhile,

then the state can preserve its position. However, protesters are not limited to seek-

ing support from their fellow citizens, they can seek outside support. Work on the

boomerang process (Keck and Sikkink 1998, Risse, Ropp and Sikkink 1999), and
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subsequent research on the role transnational human rights actors play in improving

respect for human rights, shows how domestic actors can constrain the state’s ability

to use violence by appealing to transnational networks. (Goldstone and Tilly, 2001;

Thomas Risse and Sikkink, 1999; Keck and Sikkink, 1998)

This work has rightly focused on the constraints such networks have placed on

states, the subsequent limits on state repression, and changes in respect for human

rights. However, it tends to see the state targeted by the network as a passive player

in the interaction. Such states are faced with the choice of conceding to a domestic

opposition group backed by a network or risk the costs that come from resisting the

pressure to change. Much like the state will seek to stop domestic opposition groups

that challenge the regime’s political survival, states should also attempt to inter-

rupt the acquisition of outside support that typically takes place through advocacy

networks.

I argue that a state can utilize its public statements and ability to frame events to

interrupt or delay the onset of international attention and support from international

actors. By establishing that opposition grievances are illegitimate, or at least not

widely held by the population, governments may be able to give pause to nongovern-

mental organizations and state actors that would normally support an opposition

group. As in the statement quoted above, for example, target states will use their

ability to make widely broadcast public statements to frame itself and opposition

actors to convince advocacy network actors to adopt the regime’s view on events.

In the following sections, this article will first review the constraints transnational

networks place on states, and observed changes in behavior. Then, it will lay out an

explanation for the role that a target government’s rhetoric can play in interrupting
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this process. Third, it presents models using machine coded event data to test for

changes in international actors’ behavior as a result of target state statements. In

general, while international human rights organizations (HROs) appear to be immune

to a regime’s rhetoric, this tactic is successful in reducing pressure from state actors.

4.1 Transnational Advocacy Networks and State

Pressure

Advocacy networks primarily carry information from actors within the states where

events occur to actors in the international community, bypassing the government of

the target state (Price 1998). International non-governmental organizations carry this

information to norm valuing states that can bring pressure onto the target state. As

a result, a violating state faces demands for change from its domestic level and from

the international community (Brysk 1993). While such states may have been able to

ignore or repress demands for reform from solely domestic actors, when pressured—or

threatened—simultaneously by international actors, target states are more likely to

alter their behavior. (Price, 1998)

While advocacy networks carry information and mobilize actors to pressure states,

their ability to alter state behavior takes place across international and domestic

levels. For example, human rights TANs allow the enforcement of international law

through domestic actors (Michel and Sikkink 2013), empowering domestic actors—

or the domestic institutions of other states—to legitimately prosecute and punish

the actors responsible for violating human rights. They are responsible for mobilizing

states that value human rights norms, getting them to pressure violating states instead
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of ignoring abuses for the sake of non-intervention (Sikkink 2011). TAN pressure also

extends to the individual level, where the actors responsible for carrying out human

rights violations change their behavior as the threat of punishment from network

actors increases (DeMeritt 2012). (Sikkink, 2011; DeMeritt, 2012)

The linking of these domestic actors with international advocates of norms helps

international actors pressure target states while avoiding criticism for interfering with

the internal affairs of states (Hawkins 2002). As a result, the onset of criticm from

transnational actors—especially human rights NGOs—leads to improvement in the

behavior being criticized. When faced with such transnational pressure, states tend to

improve human rights. A large part of this literature focuses on the naming and sham-

ing associated with the attention of transnational advocacy networks. Such behavior

has been shown to improve domestic human rights conditions (Franklin 2008, Krain

2012), especially when there are larger numbers of domestic organizations maintain-

ing contact and exchanging information with international actors (Murdie and Davis

2012, Meernik et. al 2012). As a result of these effects, target states can anticipate

that a sufficiently mobilized opposition will be able to get the attention of inter-

national actors, reducing the effectiveness or available duration of state repression.

(Hawkins, 2002)

(Hafner-Burton, 2014; Michel and Sikkink, 2013; Price, 1998; Brysk, 1993; De-

Meritt, 2012; Franklin, 2008; Murdie and Davis, 2012; Krain, 2012; James Meernik

and Nichols, 2012)

This pressure is not limited to naming and shaming by human rights organizations,

or even states. Failure to improve behavior by the target state can carry real, more

costly, consequences. Shaming efforts can change the domestic public’s perception of
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human rights conditions in their own country (Ausderan 2014), leaving a target state

open to further and increased domestic opposition if its behavior does not change.

From other states, a shamed country must be concerned that if it resists calls to change

its behavior, it will face economic sanctions (Murdie and Peksen 2013) or military

intervention (Murdie and Peksen 2014). (Ausderan, 2014; Murdie and Peksen, 2013,

2014)

This research indicates that, at both the domestic and international levels, a

state’s exposure to pressure from transnational advocacy networks generates strong

incentives to change behavior or risk severe punishment. However, this does not

mean target states are completely powerless. States have been observed substituting

shamed human rights violations with other violations (Hafner-Burton 2008, Conrad

and DeMeritt 2011). In general, states are aware of the potential onset and effects of

transnational network pressure and its interaction with domestic opposition. While

they may be willing to risk further shaming or punishment by substituting targeted

actions with other violations, target states may also seek to interrupt the informa-

tional and normative links between domestic groups and their transnational partners.

The following section lays out a theory for why and how states can use their public

statements in an attempt to prevent or delay the onset of TAN pressure.

4.2 How Governments Can Interrupt Networks

Beyond the denial of human rights norms or interference, I argue that target states

have other incentives and abilities to delay or prevent the onset of attention from

transnational networks. Risse and Sikkink (1999, 24), in their discussion of the spiral
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model, recognize that the target state has many strategies available in the “denial

stage” to prevent the effects of transnational pressure. Public statements by the gov-

ernment, targeted at opposition groups and designed to de-legitimize their framing,

can serve to convince transnational actors to avoid extending support to that move-

ment. Instead of challenging the role of transnational human rights networks, or the

validity of the norms themselves, these statements seek to cast the domestic group as

unworthy of the networks attention. (Risse and Sikkink, 1999)

Because of these statements, the domestic groups may not be able to get their

grievances on the agenda of transnational networks. Framing involves making the tar-

get actors adopt the perceptions held by the actor engaging in the framing (Gerhards

and Rucht 1992, Benford and Snow 2000). In the case of a regime’s statements about

domestic opposition, part of the intended effect of these statements is to change the

way transnational actors perceive the domestic group seeking their attention. Instead

of the domestic group being free to send information and calls for aid to the network’s

various actors, it must compete with the framing sent to those same actors by the

government it opposes. (Gerhards and Rucht, 1992; Benford and Snow, 2000)

The first way this behavior may affect the perceptions of transnational actors is

by affecting the way existing human rights violations are seen. Opposition groups

will be claiming that some government behavior violates human rights and will only

change through the pressure brought by the network. In response, the government

can tailor its statements to downplay the level of repression being used, attempting

to argue that the opposition is exaggerating claims of wrongdoing. For example, if

a group is seeking redress for election fraud, the government may claim that specific

claims are exaggerated or simply falsified by the election’s losers. While this may not
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be effective in the situation where the regime is engaging in highly noticeable physical

integrity violation, such as mass killings, this may work for lower intensity behaviors

such as the restrictions of rights or less violent physical integrity violations. However,

since this amounts to a simple justification of regime behavior, network actors may

ignore these kinds of statements as they would target state denials of human rights

respect and intervention norms.

Second, regime statements can be used in an attempt to cast the domestic opposi-

tion group as one representing illegitimate interests. This involves changing the way

the group’s position in reference to the government and wider population’s prefer-

ences are perceived by transnational networks. If the group can be depicted as small

or extremist, in that it does not represent a widely aggrieved population, then the

transnational network may not be as willing to expend resources bringing pressure

to bear. Here, governments may attempt to argue that opposition members do not

represent the views of their fellow citizens, that the grievances themselves are unim-

portant given other state behaviors and institutions, or that they are motivated not

for the good of some norm, but simple self interest or foreign encouragement. For

example, the Russian government cast election protesters as those under the employ

of foreign actors. Since the participants sought to destabilize the state rather than

reform corrupt behaviors, their actions were argued by the government to not be

worth further support.

The negative framing of opposition actors can also be used by the government

to distract network attention if the regime succeeds in framing the opposition group

as deserving of state repression. Casting members of the opposition as criminals

or rebels that pose a threat to the survival of the government, rather than citizens
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seeking redress against an oppressive regime may cause some of the actors that bring

pressure through the network to waver. Using force or deadly violence against rebels is

considered more legitimate than pro-democracy protesters, and governments will try

to shape their statements to depict opposition members in this light in an attempt to

disrupt how actors in the network see the government’s behavior toward the targeted

group.

At the very least, regime rhetoric projects the image of “debate” within the tar-

get country. While opposition groups may be challenging the government and also

seeking to pressure the state from above through an advocacy network, the target

state may be able to diminish the effectiveness of this pressure beyond engaging in

simple denial. Through its criticism of domestic actors, the state may be able to cast

events in a way that makes international actors perceive a complex political argu-

ment where opposition demands are just one of many approaches or groups operating

within the state. If governments can also establish the image that those seeking net-

work attention are illegitimate, the state may be able to slow or interrupt the onset

of international pressure—giving the government the ability to focus on domestic

conditions.

All of these aspects of rhetoric seek to reduce perception of the need to “do some-

thing” in network actors as those actors are forced to consider more information

than just that sent through the network by the group seeking TAN attention. The

intended result of these efforts is the reduction in importance or removal of the op-

position group’s demands from the agenda of some actors of the advocacy network

by making the discourse around the group more complex. Network actors who wish

to extend support will need to examine the target state’s framing of opposition ac-
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tors, weighing their claims to legitimate behavior and the legitimacy of the group’s

demands in reference to public support for the target regime before deciding when

to act. Even if they ultimately disregard the target states framing efforts, network

actors will be required to expend more effort sifting through the competing efforts of

domestic groups and regime actors. As a result, TAN pressure may be reduced.

I argue the mechanism of these government framing efforts will be carried through

particular public statements issued by regime actors. These statements carry the

government’s preferred image of domestic opposition actors, and seek to distribute

the government’s particular frame on those groups in the hope that transnational

actors will be sympathetic towards that view. Hafner-Burton (2014) observes that

states will try to play on biases in transnational networks as a way to get around such

pressure. So, for example, target states may play on fears about national security in

the effort to cast demands of domestic opposition actors as illegitimate in the eyes of

states that may otherwise get involved in network pressure.

The target state’s efforts to delay transnational pressure need not, and likely

do not, have to affect all actors within the network in order to be effective. For a

successful delay, target regimes may be able to convince some of the networks actors

that action is inappropriate, interrupting the mobilization of network that is needed

for successful network pressure (Risse and Sikkink 1999). It may be far easier to cause

states to delay initiating pressure compared to human rights organizations which will

be less likely to accept target state framing and focus on the human rights behavior

of the target.

Additionally, the government issuing such statements will not carry out this be-

havior constantly. When there is no domestic opposition seeking the aid of transna-
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tional networks, there will be no need to delay its attention. The negative framing

of domestic actors without the presence of an active opposition movement may even

attract the attention of human rights organizations wishing to examine why a regime

began targeting some group in its statements. As a result, this rhetorical strategy is

used in order to interfere with the accession of attention by already existing domestic

opposition groups—delaying pressure in that specific instance, not simply broadly

denouncing domestic actors that may start seeking TAN support.

Given these two conditions, the effect of regime rhetoric on TAN pressure is ex-

pected to vary based on the particular transnational actor and the level of domestic

opposition activity seeking that support. Because this strategy is expected to be

used when a domestic opposition group is seeking support from a transnational net-

work, the effectiveness of regime rhetoric will be conditioned by the level of demands

coming from domestic groups. This can arise from either the general population or

domestic nongovernmental organizations, and framing efforts by the government will

be directly designed to counteract the claims of these domestic actors.

Since TANs generally follow the pathway where international non-governmental

organizations take domestic information and distribute it to mobilize states for the

purpose of bringing pressure to change behavior in target states, I expect state actors

to behave differently from international human rights groups when target regime

rhetoric is present. Because human rights organizations are norm champions, with

highly focused missions, expertise, and little concern for other strategic issues, I

expect them to put little stock in the framing efforts of target regimes. In general,

I expect these groups to see regime framing for what it is; an attempt to deny the

presence of rights violations against legitimately aggrieved domestic actors. The
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presence of regime rhetoric should increase the amount of pressure target states receive

from international human rights organizations, as these groups increase their own

mobilization efforts to overcome regime framing.

States, unlike human rights organizations, need to consider a wider manner of

strategic interactions with the potential target state, including those that will take

place after the current crisis passes. States may be less ready to advocate intervention

for human rights reasons, or simply be sympathetic to fellow governments that claim

to be dealing with some dangerous domestic group. As a result, I expect states

to be more susceptible than human rights organizations to the framing efforts of a

target regime. While human rights organizations may increase pressure against a

government engaging in this framing, states may be less willing to do so, thereby

delaying bringing pressure of their own until the target’s claims can be assessed.

These conditions lead to the hypotheses tested in the following sections:

H1 : In the presence of domestic civilian or NGO pressure, government
rhetoric is expected to increase pressure from international human rights
organizations.

H2 : In the presence of domestic civilian or NGO pressure, government
rhetoric is expected to decrease pressure from other states.

(Hafner-Burton, 2008; Conrad and DeMeritt, 2011)

The following section will describe the tests for these expected transnational ef-

fects of regime rhetoric. These rely on event data on government statements, human

rights violations, and domestic and international demands to examine whether a gov-

ernment’s statements can interrupt the spiral process associated with improvements

in human rights behavior.
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4.3 Research Design

I use events data from the Integrated Crisis Early Warning System (ICEWS) coded

event data, from 2001-2014, to test the expected relationship between state rhetoric

and domestic opposition and the attention of transnational networks (Boschee et.

al. 2015). These data provide highly detailed observations of specific actions taken

by one actor towards another; “who” did “what” to “whom.” Because they record

physical actions as well as public statements, these event data are ideal for examining

how government statements interact with domestic demands to produce different

levels of TAN attention from the actors within those networks. ICEWS data carry

the added benefit of incorporating reports from a global sample of international and

national news agencies in English, French, Spanish, and Portuguese when coding

events. This allows for better coverage, and alleviates some concern about reporting

bias (Davenport 2010), than event data that relies only on international news sources

or newswires. (?)

To generate variables for the empirical tests, the raw events are selected based on

the affiliation of the sending actor—the actor doing the behavior—the action type,

and the target of that action. This approach provides a useful way to measure the

types of actors performing specific actions targeted towards specific actors, allowing

the capture of the necessary behaviors to test the effects of a regime’s rhetorical

statements, and has proved fruitful in previous research looking at similar interactions

(For example: Murdie and Davis 2012, DeMeritt 2012). This process is used to

generate the variables described below, for each yearly data file from 2001-2014. The

appropriate events are then aggregated and counted to the monthly level for each

country.
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In testing the effect of government rhetoric on transnational network pressure,

two dependent variables are generated from the ICEWS data. As the first interna-

tional actors to bring attention to human rights abuses or norm-violating government

behavior, and as the organizations typically targeted by domestic groups seeking inter-

national aid, International HRO Demands acts as the first dependent variable (shown

in Models 1 and 2 of Table 4.1). In order to measure the amount of pressure these or-

ganizations are placing on target states, this variable contains a country-month count

of all events where an international human rights organization demanded or appealed

for policy changes, made accusations of human rights abuses to a state government

actor, or made a non-specific appeal or demand from the target state—all indicated

by specific event codes in ICEWS.1 This structure is designed to capture the possible

actions IHROs can take against target states when they are signaled by domestic

actors in the environment of rhetoric from the target regime.

As actors that transnational networks seek to mobilize given their ability to punish

or prosecute human rights violators, states are expected to be another concern of

target regimes seeking to offset international pressure. Domestic actors will signal for

support through the network to IHROs, who will attempt to bring state pressure to

bear on the target state. As a result, State Demands (presented in Models 3 and 4 of

Table 4.2) measures the amount of pressure brought by state actors against the target

1This variable, and the model estimations presented below, does not include more generic “crit-
icize or denounce” CAMEO events from IHROs, which make up a large portion of the available
events. While these statement actions are consistent with how we view naming and shaming behav-
ior, they are highly generalized statements. For example, this code does not indicate whether the
target was denounced for a general behavior or in reference to a specific event. This restricted version
of IHRO pressure is used in the models presented below, and results in a relatively small count of
IHRO actions relative to the available data. Table A1, presented in the appendix, presents a model
where the IHRO pressure dependent variable contains these generalized criticism and denunciation
events. Other than increasing the count of the dependent variable, the results are no different than
those from the more restricted measurement.
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government. Constructed identical to the demands of IHROs, this variable contains

a country-month count of all demands for policy change, accusations of human rights

abuse, or general demands made by the sender state against the target state.2

The level of pressure from IHROs and states is expected to vary with the amount

of target government rhetoric sent at the domestic groups seeking attention from

those international actors. Because these statements are meant to harm the sense of

legitimacy, importance, magnitude, or amount of public support that transnational

actors perceive from opposition claims, the first independent variable, Rhetoric, con-

tains the country month count of all public statements made by regime actors. These

statements must be targeted at domestic civilian actors, and only involve the event

codes that indicate such statements were critical. This broadly captures all observed

instances where governments criticize groups or individuals residing within their bor-

ders, and are the type of statements to be expected when a regime is attempting to

counter the framing efforts of domestic opposition.

Because regime rhetoric is expected to be carried out in the presence of—and to

interrupt—the demands of domestic opposition, its effectiveness needs to be judged in

the context of domestic actors’ complaints. A sudden increase in government criticism

without the presence of domestic demands may attract the attention of human rights

networks, so these demands should condition the the effect that regime rhetoric has on

2Contrary to the construction of the IHRO dependent variable, this specification risks being
too broad, especially by counting all demands made by the sender state against the target state—
which may very likely be made without relation to some transnational advocacy network action.
Addressing this concern, alternate DVs are tested in Tables A2 and A3 of the appendix. The
alternate specification in A2 restricts state demands to only those events where ICEWS was able to
detect an accusation, demand, or appeal to change policy or human rights behavior. The specification
in A3 limits the measuring of state pressure demands to just those statements involving a non-
military threat such as a reduction in aid, sending of economic sanctions, or a reduction in diplomatic
relations. In both alternate cases, results do not differ from those of the wider scope model presented
in Table 4.2.
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the pressure from IHROs and states. Two independent variables, Civilian Demands

and Domestic HRO Demands, are constructed to account for the level of domestic op-

position demands that will catch the attention of transnational actors. The Civilian

Demands variable contains a monthly count of all critical statements made by civil-

ian actors against their domestic government while Domestic HRO Demands counts

the demands for policy reform, accusations of abuse, or demands for general change

made by local human rights organizations against the governments of the countries

they reside in. The latter independent variable is already a well-known predictor of

transnational network pressure, while the former is designed to capture the demands

of unaffiliated civilian actors that may grab the attention of these networks.

Given the expected conditioning effect of rhetoric and opposition demands, Rhetoric

is interacted individually with Civilian Demands and Domestic HRO Demands to

produce the actual independent variables presented in the models below. These in-

teractions capture the expected projection of a “debate” within the target state that,

alongside harming the primacy and legitimacy of opposition complaints, are expected

to alter the responses of transnational network members.

Several control variables are included to account for other factors that may in-

fluence the onset of advocacy network attention. First, physical events carried out

by domestic opposition actors may attract the attention of network actors without

the intentional seeking of that attention. As a result, Protests contains the monthly

count of all civilian led political demonstrations and protests that target the do-

mestic government. This count excludes protests over economic concerns and labor

strikes. Riots is constructed identically to the protest control, but only counts those

politically-motivated events where the actors engaged in violence—separate from ter-
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rorism and conflict behavior. Although protesting and rioting may be one of the

tactics used by a domestic group to signal the need for transnational attention, these

control variables separate the verbal demands for change from physical behaviors.3

Second, it is necessary to control for other state behaviors and human rights

violations that can also draw the attention of network actors. I control for both non-

violent and violent state repressive activities. The following variables are all monthly

counts of the action, indicated by specific event codes in the ICEWS data, that are

carried out by government actors targeting domestic civilian actors. Administrative

Sanctions, referring to the restriction of political activity such as the banning of

political parties, restriction of voting, or other non-institutional limits on civilian

political activity, controls for non-violent uses of repression. Arrests and Abductions

contain counts of events where government actors carried out mass arrests—unrelated

to protest activity—or abductions of civilians.

Repression, the first of the violent state repression controls, accounts for those

events where states were observed using violence against a protest movement. This

event type is only assigned in cases of protest repression, and does not overlap with the

other violent state behavior event counts included here. Torture and Mass Killings

contain the counts of these state behaviors for each country month. Unspecified

Coercion, an event code unique to ICEWS that simply indicates the source reports

reported on some form of government coercion but did not provide enough detail to

be placed in one of the above categories. This is included to account for any kind

of “missed” state repressive behaviors that may affect network pressure. The goal of

3Tables A4 and A5 in the appendix show model results from an interaction of protests and riots
with regime rhetoric and the resulting TAN pressure from both dependent variables. Other than
regime statements increasing state demands from state actors, these variables had no conditional
effect on observed levels of pressure from TANs.
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these controls is to measure as much of the alternative state repressive behaviors as

possible, both to account for the alternate ways in which states deal with opposition

and the types of activities that draw the attention and pressure of transnational

human rights networks. All events used to construct these control variables require

the initiating actor to be associated with a government that targets actors within the

domestic civilian sphere.

In order to account for bias in reporting, or differences in media attention given

state importance, wealth, or development, the variable Event Count contains a monthly

count of the number of times a particular country is recorded in ICEWS.

Given the count nature of the dependent variables and oversdispersion of the data,

negative binomial models are appropriate to estimate the anticipated effects of regime

rhetoric on network pressure. Because the IHRO demand dependent variable contains

a large proportion of zero observations (96.6%), zero inflated negative binomial esti-

mation with robust standard errors is used. The event count variable is used in the

latent-zero estimation to account for countries which do not observe IHRO demands

given reporting issues in the event data.4 A regular negative binomial model with

robust standard errors estimates the effects of rhetoric on state demands. For all

models temporal dependence is handled through a one-month lag of the respective

dependent variable. Following Brambor, Clark and Golder (2006), the components

of each interaction term are also included in the model estimations.5 (Brambor and

Golder, 2006)

4Tables A6 and A7 of the appendix show regular negative binomial estimations of the IHRO
dependent variable model. The results are not changed from the zero inflated model presented in
Table 4.1.

5Following Wooldrdige (2009), variance inflation factor tests are presented in Table A8. None
of the included variables reached the threshold of 10 to draw concern about multicollinearity.
(Wooldridge, 2009)
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4.4 Findings

Models 1 and 2, in Table 4.1, display results from the zero-inflated model of regime

rhetoric on the onset of international human rights organization pressure. As ex-

pected, there is no direct effect of regime rhetoric on the number of demands made

by IHROs. However, the effect of rhetoric in the presence of domestic demands is more

complex than expected in Hypothesis 1. Following the idea that regime statements

can make it appear that a country is experiencing a debate rather than a unified push

for domestic reform, the interaction between rhetoric and demands originating from

civilian actors appears to reduce the number of demands observed from IHROs.

On the contrary, there is no statistically significant effect of government rhetoric

when domestic human rights organizations are making their demands. Directly, do-

mestic pressure from civilians and human rights organizations increases the pressure

observed from international human rights organizations, but regime rhetoric only ap-

pears to be effective in reducing IHRO attention when demands for change originate

from civilian actors.

The models for state pressure present different results. Model 3 of Table 4.2 depicts

the effects of the independent variables without the interaction terms while Model 4

presents the interactions derived from the hypotheses. While rhetoric alone increases

state pressure, it has a significant and negative effect when conditioned by the level

of civilian-origin demands from the domestic population. In addition, where rhetoric

had no relationship with IHRO demands when conditioned by domestic human rights

organization activity, regime rhetoric suppresses state demands in the face of domestic

HRO statements.

While these results indicate the general conditional effect of regime rhetoric, they
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Table 4.1: Rhetoric’s Effect on IHRO Pressure

DV: Count of Demands Model 1 Model 2
Rhetoric 0.004 0.017

(0.014) (0.014)
Rhetoric*Civilian Demands — -0.004***

— (0.001)
Rhetoric*Domestic HRO Demands — -0.002

— (0.0020
Civilian Demands 0.045** 0.094***

(0.021) (0.021)
Domestic HRO Demands 0.284*** 0.282***

(0.041) (0.044)
Protests -0.013 -0.003

(0.020) (0.019)
Riots 0.079** 0.076**

(0.039) (0.037)
Administrative Sanctions 0.0239*** 0.161***

(0.053) (0.051)
Arrests -0.002 0.012***

(0.002) (0.004)
Abductions 0.178*** 0.102*

(0.067) (0.058)
Repression 0.132** 0.053

(0.066) (0.064)
Torture -0.023 -0.021

(0.074) (0.069)
Mass Killings -0.199** -0.210***

(0.078) (0.082)
Unspecified Coercive Acts 0.025 0.121

(0.065) (0.137)
IHRO Demandst−1 0.415*** 0.416***

(0.076) (0.078)
Constant -3.460 -3573

(0.049) (0.054)
Inflation Model

Event Count -0.002*** -0.002***
(0.000) (0.000)

Constant -16.324 -15.297
(0.768) (0.457)

N 30474 30474

Significance levels : ∗ : 10% ∗∗ : 5% ∗ ∗ ∗ : 1%
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Table 4.2: Rhetoric’s Effect on State Pressure

DV: Count of Demands Model 1 Model 2
Rhetoric 0.034*** 0.041***

(0.003) (0.004)
Rhetoric*Civilian Demands — -0.002***

— (0.000)
Rhetoric*Domestic HRO Demands — -0.005***

— (0.001)
Civilian Demands 0.065*** 0.092***

(0.005) (0.005)
Domestic HRO Demands 0.015** 0.032***

(0.008) (0.009)
Protests 0.013*** 0.020***

(0.005) (0.005)
Riots 1.016 0.025**

(0.011) (0.012)
Administrative Sanctions 0.139*** 0.123***

(0.015) (0.016)
Arrests -0.003*** 0.005***

(0.001) (0.002)
Abductions 0.071*** 0.057***

(0.017) (0.017)
Repression 0.069*** 0.030

(0.020) (0.020)
Torture 0.009 0.054*

(0.024) (0.028)
Mass Killings 0.069** 0.052*

(0.033) (0.029)
Unspecified Coercive Acts 0.094*** 0.070***

(0.017) (0.016)
State Demandst−1 0.055*** 0.052***

(0.001) (0.001)
Event Count 0.0001*** 0.0001***

(0.000) (0.000)
Intercept 0.660 0.629

(0.013) (0.013)
N 30474 30474

Significance levels : ∗ : 10% ∗∗ : 5% ∗ ∗ ∗ : 1%
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do not illustrate its magnitude. As a result, Figures 1 through 3 depict changes

in the expected number of demands from IHROs (Figure 1) and states (Figures 2

and 3) across the range of regime rhetoric counts at specific levels of civilian and

domestic HRO demands. For all figures, the ranges are truncated to exclude instances

of extremely high counts of the independent variables. These counts made up a

small percentage of the overall observed counts, and did not display any significant

relationship between the depicted variables and the change in transnational actor

demands.

Figure 4.1: Expected IHRO Demands at Levels of Regime Rhetoric and Civilian
Demands
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(b)

Figure 1 indicates that the expected change in IHRO demands caused by increases

in regime rhetoric, while significant, are substantively small. While regime rhetoric

reduces INHRO pressure in the presence of a high level of demands from domestic,

civilian actors, this reduction is small. In general, the extension of support from

international human rights organizations cannot be expected to change much given a

target states efforts to change international perceptions of domestic opposition groups.
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Figures 2 and 3, illustrating changes in state demands at different levels of civilian

and domestic HRO demands present substantively stronger effects.

Figure 4.2: Expected State Demands at Levels of Regime Rhetoric and Civilian
Demands
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(c)

Figure 2 depicts expected changes in state pressure when civilians demand changes

of the target government and the government engages in the framing efforts measured

by the rhetorical variable. At a low level of civilian demands, rhetoric substantively

increases the amount of pressure the state receives from other states. This effect be-
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comes insignificant at middle levels of civilian demands, and decreases state pressure

when civilian demands and rhetoric are at their highest levels.

Figure 3 shows similarly substantive changes in the level of state pressure experi-

enced in the presence of rhetoric and domestic HRO demands. At low levels, there

is an increase in state pressure as rhetoric increases that becomes a decrease when

domestic human rights organizations are demanding reform from the target state.

Figure 4.3: Expected State Demands at Levels of Regime Rhetoric and Domestic
HRO Demands
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In sum, the results indicate that there is little support for Hypothesis 1 and

evidence to support Hypothesis 2. Government rhetoric only reduces international

human rights organization pressure when those seeking support are civilian actors,

but this effect is small. State pressure, on the other hand, is substantially reduced by

state rhetoric. State actors will bring less pressure to bear even if domestic human

rights organizations are active within the target state. While international human

rights organizations are largely unaffected by state rhetoric, states appear to become

more hesitant. This is especially apparent when there is a high level of regime rhetoric

100



and demands from civilian and domestic human rights actors. The following section

will offer some explanations for this difference in IHRO and state behavior.

4.5 Discussion

Contrary to expectations, the state’s use of public statements to counter-frame domes-

tic opposition does not increase the attention that state receives from international

human rights groups. It does not condition the links between domestic human rights

organizations an their international counterparts that begin the boomerang process

and call attention to violators and mobilizes international pressure. However, this

regime rhetoric significantly reduces the amount of pressure the state experiences

from other states.

This finding contributes to the reasoning behind the steps governments can take

to restrict the activities of domestic NGOs. Because these organizations appear to

be relatively immune to the framing efforts of governments, states must instead limit

the ability of NGOs to operate in the domestic sphere in an attempt to interfere

with their ability to gain the attention and interact with international human rights

organizations.

What is interesting is that this immunity does not apply when the actors seeking

international aid are not affiliated with a domestic organization. If regular civilians,

either calling for change outside the scope of existing organizations or in a state with

little domestic organization presence, pressure their government and seek outside

support, they are likely to receive less attention from international HROs. Instead,

the target government’s efforts to change the way the domestic opposition is perceived
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leads to these international groups putting less pressure on the target state.

In addition to the findings about IHROs, which is largely backed up by the current

understanding of NGO behavior, regime rhetoric is most effective when it comes to

shaping the actions of other states. Here, public statements interfere with the onset

of state demands in the presence of both civilian actors and domestic human rights

organizations. While an IHRO will ignore the target state and follow the information

provided by a domestic organization, a state will not.

First, states may be less willing to get involved in highly contentious government-

opposition interactions because it implies a larger commitment or uncertain outcome.

If the government is unilaterally criticizing it’s citizens, or if domestic groups are

demanding changes with little to no response from the target state, then state actors

may be more willing to engage in network pressure activities because it perceives

less risk from opposing a fellow state that is doing little to defend itself from the

opposition. When the target state’s domestic politics are highly contentious, as it

should appear when domestic groups and the government are making a large number

of negative statements about each other, other states may hesitate out of concern that

the outcome of the dispute is uncertain—preferring to wait until the situation, and

eventual victor, becomes more clear before potentially alienating target state actors

that may be important in future interstate relations.

Second, while human rights organizations are recognized for their championing

of human rights and are expected to advocate for its improvement outside of other

considerations, states may not immediately trust domestic actors in the face of tar-

get state framing. Without strong links to domestic organizations, the state must

figure out which side of the debate is correct, even in the face of trusted appeals by
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international human rights networks (Carpenter et. al. 2014). Even if these states

rely partially on the calls to action of international human rights groups, they must

still consider the magnitude of domestic opposition and the demands being made, its

likelihood of success, and the costs of interfering in the affairs of another state. This

calculation, made more complex by target state rhetoric, implies that states will be

slower to react than their IHRO counterparts. (Charli Carpenter and Rapp, 2014)

Third, states may simply be more sympathetic when other states that are dealing

with domestic opposition. They may be less willing to act, even if they value human

rights norms, unless the violations are particularly horrific or if international organi-

zation pressure to act becomes strong. If target states are justifying or challenging

the legitimacy of domestic opposition, potential pressuring states may decide to defer

to the actors they know they will likely need ot interact with in the future. This

delays any onset of pressure until it becomes clear that target state reactions are

particularly horrible, or that the domestic opposition is about to win concessions.

Given these findings,the simple act of countering opposition framing appears to

be enough to reduce the international pressure on the target state. Rhetoric allows

the state to reduce pressure from international actors, especially fellow states that

have the capacity to bring stronger punishments. As a result, governments are able

to use these statements to provide themselves with more space to deal with domestic

opposition free from international attentions.

103



4.6 Conclusion

In general, this paper contributes to the research on the way a state responds to

domestic opposition and how states targeted by pressure from transnational advocacy

networks react. By engaging in framing efforts that create debate, challenge the

legitimacy of domestic critics, and reinforce regime legitimacy, target states can offset

some of the effects associated with TANs. While the links between domestic and

international human rights organizations remain largely unaffected by this target

state behavior, the framing efforts of the state are effective in reducing the amount

of pressure the target receives from other states. Several avenues of further research

will clarify and refine this relationship.

First, the examination discussed here considers a global sample and makes no

differentiation between the types of regimes being targeted. Just like the effects of

shaming are changed by the type of regime targeted (Hendrix and Wong 2013), the

internal structure of the target regime may alter the ability of the government to use

its rhetoric to fight back against TAN pressure. The level of opposition inclusion in

government, for example, may make it easier for regimes to fend off this pressure.

More importantly, democracies may be particularly adept at framing their govern-

ment’s behaviors in a positive light, resulting in reduced TAN attention for behaviors

that would easily attract such attention if it occurred within an authoritarian state.

Second, the regime’s rhetorical statements are likely one of many strategies that

can be used to interrupt the boomerang process. Further work will look at how the

regime’s legitimation efforts operate alongside the tightening of restrictions on civil

society and non-governmental organizations. For example, rhetoric should have a dif-

ferent effect on TAN pressure if that country also has tighter restrictions on domestic
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NGO activity. Work like Greene’s (2014) has brought up the idea that inconsistent

behavior by state institutions can harm the ability of domestic populations to mo-

bilize. When coupled with a strong effort to legitimate its actions and delegitimize

those of opposition, the unpredictable behavior of a government’s institutions may

prove to have a strongly limiting effect on the ability for network actors to pressure

the target state. (Greene, 2014)

Third, new work on the decision-making process of authoritarian leaders indi-

cates that the post-concession environment is a big concern to the actors involved

(Escriba-Folch and Wright 2015). In addition to providing benefits to governments

facing pressure from transnational networks, the government’s framing of certain be-

haviors may be able to reinforce any deal that helps the leader avoid punishment.

For example, a concession granting government may institute a rhetorical campaign

in an attempt to change domestic and international perceptions of its past behavior

in an attempt to prevent punishment once a new government is in place.

(Escribà-Folch and Wright, 2015; Hendrix and Wong, 2013)

The findings presented in this paper offer a look into how target states may be able

to reduce or avoid the dangers associated with ignoring the pressure of advocacy net-

works. It considers how states may react to TAN pressures, and how such resistance

can enable a target state to avoid the costs of ignoring those networks. Additionally,

it contributes to the understanding of framing by considering that of regime actors

during periods of contention while examining its effects on international actors. While

more work is required to refine the complicated role a government’s rhetoric plays in

the boomerang process, the findings here indicate that its consideration is necessary

when discussing the interactions between TANs, domestic opposition actors, and the
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target states stuck in the middle.
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Chapter 5

Conclusion

Findings and Contributions

This project examines the strategy of regime rhetoric, the use of public statements

by the government to frame itself against some social movement for the purpose of

non-violently suppressing mobilization. After exploring a government’s capacity to

engage in this strategy and its basic relation with repression, it tests how rhetoric

affects protest and conditions repression’s effects on protests. It also discusses how

rhetoric affects transnational network activity. In general, rhetoric is used by those

states that have increased levels of transparency, and it tends to replace the use of

state repression. Although rhetoric appears to increase the level of protest observed

in a state, it effectively conditions state repression to jointly reduce mobilization.

Finally, while regime rhetoric has little effect on the level of pressure the state expe-

riences from international human rights organizations it can interrupt the pressure

that the government experiences from other states. Overall, this dissertation finds
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evidence that rhetoric is a strategy which can be used to change the way domestic

and international actors perceive the government’s behavior and the demands for

concessions without having to resort to violence.

Theoretically, rhetoric is considered a framing activity carried out by a government

and its associated actors that legitimizes the regime’s behavior and seeks to undermine

the framing efforts of the opposition. As a framing strategy, rhetoric is measured

as the level of critical statements directed by government actors towards civilians,

because this most directly references the expected targeting opposition actors and

the legitimacy of their complaints. It also serves to limit the consideration of rhetoric

so that other statements—issued simultaneously with but for other purposes— are

not measured as framing. For example, the intentional rallying of pro-regime groups

or the day-to-day issuance of regime propaganda is not counted in this measurement

of framing. An emphasis on criticism allows a focus on directed efforts to undermine

opposition actors.

The first empirical section examined the characteristics that make states rely the

most heavily on rhetoric, compared to other repressive behaviors. It argued that when

regimes are constrained in their use of force because of their domestic political struc-

ture, they will turn to non-violent alternatives. Alongside well understood tactics like

opposition co-optation, the government will use its public statements to frame itself

and its behavior against the criticisms and demands of an opposition group. Similar

to the way social movements engage in framing, this effort is designed to convince the

public that the government’s version of events and the opposition group’s demands.

This framing will swing public opinion against the social movement, preventing it

from gaining the wider support necessary to gain the desired concessions. As a re-
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sult, regime rhetoric can be used to suppress protest without the government having

to resort to force.

In addition to the value rhetoric has for violence-constrained regimes, this section

discusses the factors that make governments more able to use public statements in

this manner. Although government actors—especially high ranking ones—are likely to

have an easy time getting their statements broadcast by private media organizations,

when the government builds institutions to solely carry out framing rhetoric should

be used more frequently. It also separates the capacity to engage in rhetoric from

overall state capacity typically associated with the ability to maintain and use internal

security forces.

To this end, the section used measures on transparency and the extent of state

media organizations to test the capability to use rhetoric. It accounts for the ability to

citizens to circumvent the state’s media restrictions and institutions, seeking outside

sources of information. Additionally, it measures state capacity and the range of

human rights abuses typically used by violent states to ensure that the state’s use of

rhetoric is not caused by justifying such behaviors.

The results of this section indicate transparency is the most important factor

in determining how much the state uses rhetoric, especially in non-democracies. As

expected, the number of extant state media organizations increases the use of rhetoric,

and this is largely unrelated to the level of state capacity that can be used to maintain

other repressive institutions. Additionally, an increased reliance on state rhetoric has

a negative influence on the amount of state repression used. The same is not true for

the general activity of the state’s media institutions, indicating that rhetoric is not

simply measuring the increased generation of statements by government actors.
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The second section takes a more detailed look at the relationship between regime

rhetoric, mobilization, and repression. Instead of examining how regime rhetoric

reduces the use of repression, this section tests whether rhetoric can, and at what

level it may, reduce protests. It also addresses the question of whether a regime’s

rhetoric can condition the effect of state repression on mobilization. Carrying forward

the idea of framing, this section argues that rhetoric serves to starve the opposition

of the wider public support it needs to maintain mobilization.

By reinforcing its legitimacy, and attacking the legitimacy of the complaints made

by protesters, the regime is seeking to convince the public that those in the streets

do not represent values held by the wider population, or that they are dangerous in

some way. The non-participating public can adopt the image sent by the regime, or

the framing efforts of the opposition may be drowned out by that of the government

so that portions of the population never experience the framing of the movement.

Then, the opposition will not be able to mobilize increased participation or receive

other material support necessary to gain concessions. In this way, rhetoric can foster

demobilization without the state needing to rely on force—the use of which may lead

to stronger protest group cohesion or draw further protests from the public.

Empirically, this section tests expectations about the direct effects of rhetoric

and how it may interact with protest repression to affect mobilization. If the de-

legitimation of protester grievances is sufficient to reduce mobilization, then rhetoric

should directly reduce the number of observed protests. Drawing on the uncertainty

in the state repression literature about the ultimate effects of repression, this section

also tests whether a consideration of rhetoric can clarify this relationship. Since

rhetoric involves framing the government and its actions against some frame sent
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by a protesting group, it may have a joint effect on mobilization if combined with

repression. Here, rhetoric justifies some use of force against a domestic civilian target

that does not draw the ire of the public because the public perceives the protesting

group as somehow separate from the group of citizens that deserves protection. At

the same time, the state repression used increases the costs of continued participation

for those already mobilized. Jointly, these strategies can reduce mobilization.

In the tests contained in this section, rhetoric is allowed to influence protest in the

context of other possible violent and non-violent state behaviors. A regime’s rhetoric

has the opposite effect on protest than expected. Alone, government framing appears

to increase mobilization. However, when considered jointly with repression, rhetoric

decreases mobilization. Substantively, state repression alone increases the number of

protests observed. When the amount of rhetoric used by the state increases, though,

this positive effect becomes a negative one; the state’s framing efforts allows state

repression to successfully demobilize protests.

Turning from the domestic effects of regime rhetoric, the third empirical section

examines the role that such statements may play in the extension of support by

transnational advocacy networks to domestic groups demanding concessions from

the target government. When faced with a resistant government that refuses to

offer concessions, domestic actors have the ability to appeal to international actors—

usually NGOs, later states—who value whatever norm the opposition claims is being

violated. This section argues that a regime’s rhetoric can be used to interrupt the

process through which these groups gain international attention.

By framing the opposition movement as illegitimate the regime’s statements can

serve to delay the onset of the pressure international actors can bring onto states
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that violate some norm. While international human rights NGOs are expected to see

through this behavior and compensate given their closer links to domestic organiza-

tions and their stance as norm champions, states may hesitate to bring pressure—and

more drastic punishments—on norm violators when faced with framing by the poten-

tial target government.

To test these expectations this section looks for changes in the amount of pressure,

issued through demands and accusations of human rights abuse, brought by interna-

tional human rights organizations and states. This change is measured against the use

of framing by the regime and demands of civilian actors or domestic nongovernmen-

tal organizations. In keeping with previous research, regime rhetoric has little effect

on the pressure brought by international human rights organizations, especially when

demands for reform are coming from domestic NGOs. However, regime rhetoric is suc-

cessful in reducing the amount of pressure that comes from states. Regime rhetoric,

then, has the potential to cast a domestic group as unworthy of state support, or at

least instill enough doubt in the state that it hesitates to bring the same pressure as

an NGO to bear against the target government.

In sum, regime rhetoric is a viable strategy for a government that is constrained

from using violence and needs to suppress mobilization. However, it does not appear

to be able to do so alone. Rhetoric must be used in conjunction with repression to

reduce protest. While it can interrupt the processes that bring transnational advocacy

network attention onto norm violations, this only works against state actors. This

might reduce the chance that state actors will engage in severe forms of punishments

for norm violations, such as economic sanctions or military interventions, but it does

little to divert the attention of international nongovernmental organizations.
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This project provides the biggest contribution to the state repression literature—

considering a distinct nonviolent strategy that can be relied on by violence-constrained

regimes. Rhetoric allows governments to get away with using less violence, while still

suppressing opposition movements. It has already been recognized that some states

adapt democratic institutions and engage in the co-optation of opposition members to

increase regime survivability while reducing the need to use repression. Rhetoric, like

institution-building and co-optation, gives a government another non-violent means

to suppress opposition by engaging in and carrying regime framing. It provides this

non-violent strategy as a direct action to take to oppose the support seeking efforts

of social movements; having the same desired effect as state repression without the

costs associated with force.

In addition to directly considering the role regime rhetoric has to play in a gov-

ernment’s resistance to opposition, this project examines how rhetoric interacts with

repression itself. It is understood that focusing on the state’s use of force alone is

not enough to uncover all of the behavior’s relevant effects on mobilization. Follow-

ing with newer research examining how group or regime characteristics interact with

state repression to alter protests, this project considered the role the regimes framing

efforts played in how state repression was perceived by the populace, and how this

affected mobilization.

By examining the role that a government’s public statements play in its resistance

to domestic opposition and international pressure, this project has contributed to our

understanding of framing; especially that from the perspective of a regime. Most

framing literature focuses on social movements and their attempts to gain wider

traction with the public, and single country studies have examined specific sets of
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statements that regime leaders use over the course of particular protest movements.

In a cross-national and quantitative manner, I consider how framing by regime actors

is created and distributed, and how this effort effects actors at the domestic and

international levels.

The final section contributes to the understanding about advocacy networks and

the complex interactions between domestic opposition, international actors, and the

target states stuck in the middle. It expands upon the potential “denial” actions that

target states can take in an attempt to prevent some domestic group from getting the

attention and support of transnational actors. Beyond simply denying the validity

of some norm or the right of other actors to intervene in domestic affairs, regime

framing works to change the way the domestic group is perceived by actors with

in an advocacy network, potentially changing the level and type of pressure that is

ultimately brought against the target regime.

Future Research and Implications

There are several direct extensions to the presented empirical sections that will help

clarify the role and consequences of regime rhetoric. Most of the extensions listed in

the first section deal with expanding the consideration of rhetoric’s effects to the do-

mestic and international levels; largely handled by the following sections. Regarding

the domestic effects of rhetoric, a consideration of the dyadic government-opposition

group interaction may serve to clarify how rhetoric effects a protest group over the

course of framing efforts and protests. Internationally, future work will consider the

other restrictions regimes can place on transnational network actors—particularly

those that operate within the state—to better account for how framing interacts with
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these limits on domestic actor activity. In addition to the refinements listed in the

individual section conclusions, there are several more general avenues for future work

that will refine the role that rhetoric plays in the state’s ability to resist opposition.

While not formal projects themselves at this point, they are aspects of regime rhetoric

that require further examination.

This project has largely treated rhetoric as the same regardless of the regime pro-

ducing it. Democracies will produce the same statements compared to semi-autocratic

regimes and military governments. However, it is not unreasonable to expect the con-

tent of these statements, and the behaviors they justify, to vary by the type of gov-

ernment issuing the statements. A government rallying nationalist sentiment against

a protest group may use its statements to praise regime achievements rather than

directly addressing the actions of the group in the streets. Alternatively, protests by

particular ethnic groups, religions, or political groups may be cast as posing a security

threat and therefore deserving more violent state repression.1

In a similar manner, the type of statements made, or the timing of their issuance

during a protest movement is going to affect how effective it is at forcing demobiliza-

tion. If issued when a group is small, or before it has been able to refine its message for

wide appeal, negative regime comments that highlight ideological differences within

the opposition may succeed in starving the group of support. However, if the same

regime tried this same tactic after the opposition has solidified its demands, it may be

less effective. Rhetoric itself should change, and have different effects on mobilization,

over the course of an individual protest movement.

1A new project with a coauthor is attempting to link different kinds and levels of rhetoric with
qualitative case studies about the kinds of justification observed for state repression against active
social movements across authoritarian regimes.
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Second, rhetoric’s relationship to other institutions needs to be clarified. This

project generally assumed that the strategy is made use of by violence constrained

states, and conditions violence, but it does not take a deeper look at how these state-

ments interact with other regime structures. For example, semi-authoritarian regimes

typically use forms of co-optation to reduce challenges from the opposition, including

them in government in some form in exchange for compliance. When protests arise

in these systems, it is unclear how a regime’s framing will affect the alliance between

the government and co-opted opposition members. It may decrease the chances for

defection, if the government can make the mobilized group seem sufficiently small or

extremist. Alternatively, it may signal to the cooperative opposition members that

the old arrangement is in jeopardy, or that they are at risk for punishment by a

government criticizing those who they are ideologically close to.

More interestingly, democracies make use of representative institutions and open

political systems to address the demands of opposition groups, and tend to rely on

very little repression except in extreme cases. However, this does not mean that such

governments will immediately be willing to concede to opposition demands. Actors in

these systems may be perfectly willing to engage in non-violent rhetoric in an attempt

to end mobilization without needing to offer concessions or alienate other groups in

the system. Alternatively, democratic systems may be skilled in framing since such

activity is involved in winning elections in the first place. As a result, they may better

be able to justify the use of internal security organizations against certain opposition

groups—particularly if they can be cast as extreme or a threat to the democratic

system. Given these two examples, regime rhetoric needs to be examined in the

context of various regime structures, and how those structures shape interactions
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between the primary government actors and the pre-existing opposition to better

understand the effects framing will have on mobilization and political survival of the

government.

Finally, the finding about rhetoric’s effects needs to be considered alongside other

non-violent limits on opposition activity. This project has largely focused on rhetoric’s

relation with violence. More widely, the use of rhetoric likely coincides with other

peaceful means of repression that legitimates the government’s behavior while per-

mitting the suppression of opposition activity. Governments may be able to use

their framing to justify these non-violent restrictions, such as limiting the activity of

NGOs, cracking down on private media organizations, or enforcing surveillance and

censorship on domestic actors.

As a result, a government that engages in framing efforts can succeed in under-

mining the legitimacy of the group in the streets while its restrictions on organization

activity make it more difficult for that group to maintain links with and mobilize the

support of other groups in the country and international community. The restrictions

may be able to delay the establishment of networks that lead to wider mobilization,

while the government’s statements work to convince the actors themselves that par-

ticipation is too costly or illegitimate.

This project and its findings also have several important implications for policy-

making. First, it argues that regime framing efforts should be primarily considered

from a domestic survival perspective. Much is made of these framing efforts by the

external targets or observers of such tactics; how rhetoric is meant to score some

propaganda victory against other states and influence their publics. For example, the

EU publishes a weekly “Disinformation Review” that catalogs Russian propaganda
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and calls attention to the countries, the issues targeted by those statements, and how

the government’s various actors are attempting to alter public opinion in EU states.

However, this work suggests that such framing is mainly meant to control the domes-

tic population’s perceptions on the regime’s behavior. Countering these efforts for

western audiences and those with access to other forms of information will do little

to alter the rest of the domestic population’s perceptions, helping the regime survive

a challenge to its power.

This domestic focus becomes increasingly important in situations where the issu-

ing regime is facing a dissident movement at home. When protesters begin stating

grievances or advocating for norms valued by outside states, the temptation to offer

support to those groups may be strong. However, even simple statements of solidarity

for protests or the approval of their grievances may instead lend support to the very

propaganda efforts being carried out by the target regime. It is expected that these

governments are already engaging in framing activity in order to prevent increases in

participation, so statements from international actors may provide real examples for

the regime to reference when attempting to get the public to adopt negative attitudes

toward the protest. As a result, these efforts to put pressure on the regime to offer

concessions may reinforce their ability to oppose the protest.

A finding from the second section implies that a regime framing campaign can

allow a government to get away with less overt repression but still successfully suppress

protests. Although this means the state is using less violence, it should not be taken as

an indicator that the state is any less repressive or more open to addressing demands

from the populace. Instead, these states are able to refuse concessions through non-

violent means without risking the increased attention and pressure that comes from
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the use of force.

Additionally, this work has offered some evidence that rhetoric can be used as a

way to justify or conceal more violent uses of repression. By rallying public support

to the regime’s position and casting opposition members as criminals or security

threats, domestic audiences may approve of state violence and international actors

may hesitate to criticize because of their own concerns about security. This allows the

use of state repression to escape the notice of actors who may pressure the government

to stop such activity. Even if the framing is eventually defeated, delay in the detection

of state violence can buy the regime time to suppress opposition violently and address

any international costs at a later time when domestic opposition that could take

advantage of this pressure has already been demobilized.

Given these findings, rather than using reports or evidence of violations them-

selves to detect when illegitimate uses of force occur, it may be necessary for those

international actors concerned about human rights to use the onset of framing to de-

tect and investigate the possibility of abuses. For example, arrests of dissidents under

the claim that they are foreign actors serves as a fairly obvious signal, but it need not

always be that clear. A state referencing old internal security threats, new widespread

criminal activities, or simply engaging in widespread attacks against domestic groups

can all serve as signals that more violent human rights abuses are underway and that

the state is attempting to justify them. This approach likely increases the amount of

resources and that must be spent investigating the occurrence of human rights abuses,

which may negatively impact the ability of these organizations to quickly detect and

broadcast information about such events.

Finally, state leaders should consider the apparent tendency for fellow states to
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reduce the amount of pressure they bring on a target regime when they engage in

these propaganda campaigns. The target anticipates that, even if it cannot change

the level of pressure it experiences from international human rights organizations,

it can delay the pressure that originates from other states. If sending states reduce

their pressure in the face of regime propaganda, targets can be confident that they

can ignore IHRO shaming without risking more costly punishments from states. This

requires states to be more aggressive in pressuring target states despite this activity,

and implies that IHROs may need to devote more resources to mobilizing states and

distributing information to undermine the framing of the target regime.

In all, these findings imply that states and international human rights groups will

probably need to expend more effort to uncover evidence of state repression. Even

if the target government’s rhetoric does little to offset this ability, convincing the

target regime’s population that their government is violating norms can still become

increasingly difficult. As a result, especially when linked with policies such as restric-

tions on NGO behavior, the target state may be able to prevent international actors

from rallying domestic opposition to the regime. It may be possible to counteract

this if international actors focus on distributing information to the population of the

target regime, but these organizations will still need to compete with the framing

distributed by the regime itself.

What is clear from this project is that the regime’s ability to issue public state-

ments affects domestic mobilization and international attention. It carries several

advantages for governments that need to suppress opposition but cannot or will not

use force. While this dissertation draws primarily from, and contributes most directly

to, the literature on the state repression, it also examines relationships important to
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the framing and transnational advocacy network literatures. There are several imme-

diate and long term extensions that will serve to make this relationship clearer and

more rigorous, especially when it comes to placing rhetoric in the context of other

violent and non-violent mechanisms of repression. However, rhetoric cannot be dis-

missed as a simple response to opposition, or a reaction that carries no influence on

political outcomes.
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Appendix A

Robustness Tests and Alternative
Models

A.1 Additional Tests for Chapter 2
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Table A2: State Use of Rhetoric, Semi-Autocracy and Transparency Interaction
DV: Count of Rhetorical Statements (t)

Semi-Autocracy*Transparency 0.031
(0.040)

Transparency 0.044∗

(0.024)

Count of State Media Organizations 0.169∗∗∗

(0.061)

Media Freedom 0.139∗

(0.076)

Internet Users 0.006∗∗∗

(0.002)

Protests 0.007∗∗∗

(0.002)

Riots -0.007
(0.005)

Repression 0.003
(0.010)

Administrative Sanctions 0.010∗∗

(0.004)

Abductions 0.003
(0.005)

Torture -0.012
(0.008)

Mass Killings 0.085∗

(0.044)

Unspecified Coercive Acts 0.010
(0.007)

State Capacity -0.015
(0.012)

Political Environment -0.076∗∗

(0.030)

Democracy 0.241
(0.158)

Semi-Autocracy 0.134
(0.132)

Rhetorict−1 0.001∗∗∗

(0.001)

Constant 1.002∗∗∗

(0.284)

N 729

Significance levels : ∗ : 10% ∗∗ : 5% ∗ ∗ ∗ : 1%
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Table A3: State Use of Rhetoric, Democracy and Transparency Interaction
DV : Count of Rhetorical Statements (t)

Democracy*Transparency -0.042
(0.043)

Transparency 0.082∗∗

(0.038)

Count of State Media Organizations 0.166∗∗∗

(0.061)

Media Freedom 0.143∗

(0.075)

Internet Users 0.006∗∗∗

(0.002)

Protests 0.007∗∗∗

(0.002)

Riots -0.007
(0.005)

Repression 0.004
(0.010)

Administrative Sanctions 0.010∗∗

(0.004)

Abductions 0.003
(0.005)

Torture -0.012
(0.008)

Mass Killings 0.085∗

(0.044)

Unspecified Coercive Acts 0.010
(0.007)

State Capacity -0.016
(0.012)

Political Environment -0.078∗∗∗

(0.030)

Democracy 0.401∗

(0.240)

Semi-Autocracy 0.180
(0.119)

Rhetorict−1 0.001∗∗

(0.001)

Constant 0.869∗∗∗

(0.289)

N 729

Significance levels : ∗ : 10% ∗∗ : 5% ∗ ∗ ∗ : 1%
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Table A4: State Use of Rhetoric, Semi-Autocracy and State Media Interaction
DV : Count of Rhetorical Statements (t)

Semi-Autocracy*State Media Organizations 0.006
(0.098)

Transparency 0.052∗∗

(0.022)

State Media Organizations 0.166∗∗

(0.073)

Media Freedom 0.151∗∗

(0.075)

Internet Users 0.006∗∗∗

(0.002)

Protests 0.007∗∗∗

(0.002)

Riots -0.006
(0.005)

Repression 0.000
(0.010)

Administrative Sanctions 0.010∗∗

(0.004)

Abductions 0.003
(0.005)

Torture -0.011
(0.008)

Mass Killings 0.088∗∗

(0.044)

Unspecified Coercive Acts 0.009
(0.007)

State Capacity -0.015
(0.012)

Political Environment -0.076∗∗

(0.030)

Democracy 0.226
(0.157)

Semi-Autocracy 0.174
(0.126)

Rhetorict−1 0.001∗∗∗

(0.001)

Constant 0.953∗∗∗

(0.278)

N 729

Significance levels : ∗ : 10% ∗∗ : 5% ∗ ∗ ∗ : 1%
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Table A5: State Use of Rhetoric, Democracy and State Media Interaction
DV : Count of Rhetorical Statements (t)

Democracy*State Media Organizations 0.102
(0.136)

Transparency 0.053∗∗

(0.022)

State Media Organizations 0.147∗∗

(0.068)

Media Freedom 0.153∗∗

(0.075)

Internet Users 0.007∗∗∗

(0.002)

Protests 0.007∗∗∗

(0.002)

Riots -0.006
(0.005)

Repression 0.002
(0.010)

Administrative Sanctions 0.010∗∗

(0.004)

Abductions 0.003
(0.005)

Torture -0.011
(0.008)

Mass Killings 0.087∗∗

(0.044)

Unspecified Coercive Acts 0.010
(0.007)

State Capacity -0.015
(0.012)

Political Environment -0.076∗∗

(0.030)

Democracy 0.192
(0.164)

Semi-Autocracy 0.178
(0.119)

Rhetorict−1 0.001∗∗∗

(0.001)

Constant 0.951∗∗∗

(0.277)

N 729

Significance levels : ∗ : 10% ∗∗ : 5% ∗ ∗ ∗ : 1%
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Table A6: Protest Repression and Use of Rhetoric, Lagged Inflation Model
DV: Count of Repression Events (t)

Rhetoric -0.025∗∗

(0.011)

Protests 0.057∗∗∗

(0.014)

Riots 0.311∗∗∗

(0.036)

Administrative Sanctions 0.201∗∗∗

(0.063)

Arrests 0.000
(0.001)

Assaults 0.101∗∗

(0.043)

Abductions -0.024
(0.071)

Torture -0.087
(0.086)

Mass Killings -0.027
(0.112)

Unspecified Coercive Acts -0.003
(0.042)

Political Environment -0.072
(0.089)

Repressiont−1 0.188∗∗∗

(0.047)

Constant -2.141∗∗∗

(0.124)

Inflation Model
Rhetoric -0.788∗∗∗

(0.220)

Rhetorict−1 -0.506∗∗∗

(0.190)

Protestst−1 -0.943∗∗∗

(0.278)

Riotst−1 -0.703
(0.702)

Administrative Sanctionst−1 -1.375∗

(0.719)

Arrestst−1 -0.060
(0.047)

Assaultst−1 0.359
(0.356)

Abductionst−1 -0.768
(0.631)

Torturet−1 -0.076
(0.640)

Mass Killingst−1 -13.672
(442.142)

Unspecified Coercive Actst−1 -1.400
(0.905)

Political Environmentt−1 0.628∗∗∗

(0.228)

Event Countt−1 -0.004∗∗∗

(0.001)

Constant 3.254∗∗∗

(0.262)

N 9825

Significance levels : ∗ : 10% ∗∗ : 5% ∗ ∗ ∗ : 1%
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Table A7: Protest Repression and State Media Activity
DV: Count of Repression Events (t)

State Media Activity 0.040∗∗∗

(0.014)

Protests 0.025∗∗∗

(0.009)

Riots 0.153∗∗∗

(0.022)

Administrative Sanctions 0.054
(0.058)

Arrests -0.001
(0.001)

Assaults 0.062∗∗

(0.030)

Abductions 0.033
(0.062)

Torture -0.053
(0.061)

Mass Killings -0.108
(0.093)

Unspecified Coercive Acts -0.031
(0.035)

Political Environment 0.052
(0.096)

Repressiont−1 0.097∗∗

(0.039)

Constant -1.193∗∗∗

(0.147)

Inflation Equation
State Media Activity 0.008

(0.041)

Protests -1.125∗∗∗

(0.190)

Riots -2.903∗∗∗

(0.467)

Administrative Sanctions -0.148
(0.231)

Arrests -0.066∗∗∗

(0.018)

Assaults -0.329
(0.223)

Abductions 0.771∗∗∗

(0.266)

Torture 0.015
(0.393)

Mass Killings 0.438
(0.525)

Unspecified Coercive Acts -0.435
(0.478)

Political Environment 0.297
(0.201)

Event Count 0.000∗∗

(0.000)

Constant 3.502∗∗∗

(0.197)

N 9825

Significance levels : ∗ : 10% ∗∗ : 5% ∗ ∗ ∗ : 1%
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Table A8: State Characteristics and the Use of Rhetoric, Alternative Hybrid Regime Indicators
Variable Model 5: Electoral Authoritarian Model 6: Competitive/Hegemonic
Transparency 0.044* 0.042*

(0.023) (0.023)
Count of State Media Organizations 0.122** 0.124**

(0.062) (0.062)
Media Freedom 0.146* 0.148*

(0.079) (0.079)
Internet Users 0.005** 0.005**

(0.002) (0.002)
State Capacity -0.024** -0.025**

(0.012) (0.012)
Democracy 0.196 0.137

(0.173) (0.152)
Electoral Authoritarian 0.062 —

(0.147) —
Competititve Authoritarian — -0.008

— (0.134)
Hegemonic Authoritarian — -0.110

— (0.205)
Political Environment -0.071** -0.071**

(0.031) (0.031)
Protests 0.007*** 0.007***

(0.002) (0.002)
Riots -0.003 -0.004

(0.004) (0.004)
Repression 0.001 0.001

(0.009) (0.009)
Administrative Sanctions 0.010** 0.009**

(0.004) (0.004)
Arrests -0.0004*** -0.0004***

(0.0001) (0.0001)
Assaults 0.006 0.005

(0.006) (0.006)
Abductions 0.025*** 0.025***

(0.006) (0.006)
Torture -0.006 -0.005

(0.009) (0.009)
Mass Killings 0.040 0.041

(0.046) (0.046)
Unspecified Coercive Acts 0.015** 0.014*

(0.007) (0.007)
Rhetorict−1 0.002*** 0.002***

(0.001) (0.001)
Constant 1.228*** 1.309***

(0.303) (0.288)
N 678 678

Significance levels : ∗ : 10% ∗∗ : 5% ∗ ∗ ∗ : 1%
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Table A9: Variance Inflation Factor Results
VIF

Variable Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
Transparency 1.92 1.83 — —
Count of State Media Organizations 1.30 1.47 — —
Media Freedom 2.73 1.48 — —
Internet Users 1.89 1.32 — —
State Capacity 1.33 1.21 — —
Democracy 4.04 — — —
Semi-Autocracy 1.96 1.63 — —
Political Environment 1.20 1.20 1.09 1.09
Protests 4.45 2.48 2.53 2.55
Riots 4.29 2.97 1.68 1.99
Repression 3.16 3.40 — —
Administrative Sanctions 2.58 2.31 1.42 1.40
Arrests 10.47 4.08 5.03 5.05
Assaults 8.73 3.67 2.28 2.25
Abductions 2.70 2.06 1.69 1.67
Torture 3.39 1.62 1.43 1.45
Mass Killings 1.13 1.21 1.12 1.12
Unspecified Coercive Acts 2.20 1.98 1.24 1.24
Rhetoric — — 3.66 3.56
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Table A1: ICEWS Expanded CAMEO Codes Used for Variable Construction
Variable ICEWS Code Description
Rhetoric 111 Criticize or denounce

112 Accuse
113 Rally opposition against
114 Complain officially

Protests 141 Demonstrate
1411 Resignation of leadership
1412 Demonstration, policy reform
1413 Protest, political rights
1414 Demonstrate, institution change
144 Block passage
1442 Block, policy change
1443 Block, political rights
1444 Block, institution change

Riots 145 Riot
1451 Riot, leadership change
1452 Riot, policy change
1453 Riot, political rights
1454 Riot, instutional change

Repression 175 Use repression—during protest
Arrests 173 Arrest, detain
Assaults 182 Physically assault
Torture 1822 Torture
Coercion 170 Unspecified coercion
Administrative Sanction 171 Seize, damage property

172 Impose administrative sanction
1721 Restrict political freedom
1722 Ban political party
1723 Impose curfew

Abductions 181 Abduct, hijack, hostage
Mass Killings 202 Engage mass killing
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A.2 Additional Tests for Chapter 3

Table A1: ICEWS Expanded CAMEO Codes Used for Variable Construction
Variable ICEWS Code Description
Rhetoric 111 Criticize or denounce

112 Accuse
113 Rally opposition against
114 Complain officially

Protests 141 Demonstrate
1411 Resignation of leadership
1412 Demonstration, policy reform
1413 Protest, political rights
1414 Demonstrate, institution change
144 Block passage
1442 Block, policy change
1443 Block, political rights
1444 Block, institution change

Repression 175 Use repression—during protest
Arrests 173 Arrest, detain
Assaults 182 Physically assault
Deadly Assaults 1823 Kill by physical assault
Torture 1822 Torture
Coercion 170 Unspecified coercion
Administrative Sanction 171 Seize, damage property

172 Impose administrative sanction
1721 Restrict political freedom
1722 Ban political party
1723 Impose curfew

Abductions 181 Abduct, hijack, hostage
Mass Killings 202 Engage mass killing
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Table A2: Effect of Rhetoric and Repression on Protests During Protest Movements
DV: Count of Protests

Rhetoric*Repression -0.005∗∗∗

(0.001)

Threaten*Repression 0.000
(0.037)

Rhetoric 0.019∗∗∗

(0.003)

Rhetorict−1 -0.009∗∗∗

(0.003)

Repression 0.225∗∗∗

(0.014)

Repressiont−1 -0.001
(0.014)

Threaten Repression 0.070
(0.088)

Arrests 0.000
(0.000)

Assaults 0.041∗∗∗

(0.009)

Abductions 0.037∗∗

(0.016)

Administrative Sanctions 0.109∗∗∗

(0.013)

Deadly Assaults -0.002
(0.030)

Torture -0.010
(0.018)

Mass Killings 0.070∗∗∗

(0.024)

Unspecified Coercive Acts 0.018
(0.015)

Protestt−1 0.054∗∗∗

(0.003)

Constant 0.605∗∗∗

(0.018)

N 3947

Significance levels : ∗ : 10% ∗∗ : 5% ∗ ∗ ∗ : 1%
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Table A3: Variance Inflation Factor Results
VIF

Variable Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
Rhetoric*Repression — 1.80 — 2.38
Threaten*Repression — — 1.79 1.26
Rhetoric 5.53 5.57 5.53 5.57
Repression 1.19 1.49 1.21 1.51
Threaten Repression 1.01 1.01 1.20 1.20
Arrests 3.86 4.40 3.86 4.40
Assaults 1.93 1.97 1.93 1.97
Abductions 1.36 1.36 1.36 1.36
Administrative Sanctions 1.29 1.30 1.29 1.30
Deadly Assaults 1.11 1.11 1.11 1.11
Torture 1.30 1.30 1.30 1.30
Mass Killings 1.02 1.02 1.05 1.05
Unspecified Coercive Acts 1.20 1.20 1.20 1.20
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A.3 Additional Tests for Chapter 4

Table A1: Interacted Model with Expanded IHRO Statement Count
Rhetoric 0.019

(0.014)

Civilian Demands 0.096∗∗∗

(0.021)

Rhetoric*Civilian Demands -0.004∗∗∗

(0.001)

Domestic HRO Demands 0.294∗∗∗

(0.045)

Rhetoric*Domestic HRO Demands -0.001
(0.002)

Protests -0.004
(0.020)

Riots 0.078∗∗

(0.037)

Administrative Sanctions 0.158∗∗∗

(0.048)

Unspecified Coercive Acts 0.070
(0.163)

Arrests 0.011∗∗∗

(0.004)

Abductions 0.133∗∗

(0.055)

Repression 0.069
(0.062)

Torture 0.011
(0.070)

Mass Killings -0.177∗∗

(0.083)

IHRO Demandst−1 0.339∗∗∗

(0.062)

Event Count 0.000∗∗∗

(0.000)

Intercept -3.679∗∗∗

(0.054)

N 30474

Significance levels : ∗ : 10% ∗∗ : 5% ∗ ∗ ∗ : 1%
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Table A2: Interacted Model with Alternate State Accusation Count
Rhetoric 0.065∗∗∗

(0.011)

Civilian Demands 0.137∗∗∗

(0.014)

Rhetoric*Civilian Demands -0.002∗∗∗

(0.000)

Domestic HRO Demands 0.140∗∗∗

(0.020)

Rhetoric*Domestic HRO Demands -0.005∗∗∗

(0.002)

Protests 0.013
(0.012)

Riots 0.034
(0.030)

Administrative Sanctions 0.156∗∗∗

(0.037)

Unspecified Coercive Acts 0.026
(0.046)

Arrests 0.000
(0.002)

Abductions 0.116∗∗

(0.045)

Repression 0.042
(0.052)

Torture 0.027
(0.050)

Mass Killings -0.020
(0.065)

State Demandst−1 0.413∗∗∗

(0.014)

Event Count 0.000∗∗∗

(0.000)

Constant -2.059∗∗∗

(0.031)

N 30474

Significance levels : ∗ : 10% ∗∗ : 5% ∗ ∗ ∗ : 1%
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Table A3: Interacted Model with State Threats Count

Count Model
Rhetoric 0.100∗∗∗

(0.021)

Civilian Demands 0.213∗∗∗

(0.034)

Rhetoric*Civilian Demands -0.004∗∗

(0.002)

Domestic HRO Demands 0.187∗∗∗

(0.069)

Rhetoric*Domestic HRO Demands -0.002
(0.002)

Protests -0.001
(0.020)

Riots -0.022
(0.063)

Administrative Sanctions 0.061
(0.109)

Unspecified Coercive Acts -0.140
(0.161)

Arrests -0.005
(0.004)

Abductions 0.148
(0.104)

Repression 0.133
(0.138)

Torture 0.089
(0.217)

Mass Killings 0.132
(0.121)

State Threatst−1 1.115∗∗∗

(0.348)

Constant -4.867∗∗∗

(0.152)

Inflation Model
Event Count -0.002∗

(0.001)

Constant -0.010
(0.385)

N 30474

Significance levels : ∗ : 10% ∗∗ : 5% ∗ ∗ ∗ : 1%
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Table A4: IHRO Demands with Protest and Riot Interactions

Count Model
Rhetoric 0.019

(0.014)

Civilian Demands 0.098∗∗∗

(0.022)

Rhetoric*Civilian Demands -0.005∗∗∗

(0.001)

Domestic HRODemands 0.287∗∗∗

(0.044)

Rhetoric*Domestic HRO Demands -0.003
(0.002)

Protests -0.002
(0.021)

Rhetoric*Protests 0.000
(0.001)

Riots 0.037
(0.054)

Rhetoric*Riots 0.006
(0.007)

Administrative Sanctions 0.161∗∗∗

(0.051)

Unspecified Coercive Acts 0.106
(0.082)

Arrests 0.012∗∗∗

(0.004)

Abductions 0.102∗

(0.058)

Repression 0.053
(0.065)

Torture -0.023
(0.070)

Mass Killing -0.212∗∗∗

(0.080)

IHRO Demandst−1 0.416∗∗∗

(0.078)

Constant -3.574∗∗∗

(0.053)

Inflation Model
Event Count -0.002∗∗∗

(0.000)

Constant -17.734∗∗∗

(0.443)

N 30474

Significance levels : ∗ : 10% ∗∗ : 5% ∗ ∗ ∗ : 1%
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Table A5: State Demands with Protest and Riot Interactions
Rhetoric 0.040∗∗∗

(0.004)

Civilian Demands 0.094∗∗∗

(0.005)

Rhetoric*Civilian Demands -0.002∗∗∗

(0.000)

Domestic HRO Demands 0.035∗∗∗

(0.009)

Rhetoric*Domestic HRO Demands -0.006∗∗∗

(0.001)

Protests 0.023∗∗∗

(0.006)

Rhetoric*Protests 0.000
(0.000)

Riots 0.008
(0.013)

Rhetoric*Riots 0.003∗∗

(0.001)

Administrative Sanctions 0.122∗∗∗

(0.016)

Unspecified Coercive Acts 0.062∗∗∗

(0.016)

Arrests 0.005∗∗∗

(0.002)

Abductions 0.054∗∗∗

(0.017)

Repression 0.029
(0.020)

Torture 0.038
(0.024)

Mass Killings 0.051∗

(0.029)

State Demandst−1 0.052∗∗∗

(0.001)

Event Count 0.000∗∗∗

(0.000)

Constant 0.628∗∗∗

(0.013)

N 30474

Significance levels : ∗ : 10% ∗∗ : 5% ∗ ∗ ∗ : 1%

139



Table A6: Negative Binomial Direct Effects Model of IHRO Demands
Rhetoric 0.001

(0.014)

Civilian Demands 0.047∗∗

(0.021)

Domestic HRO Demands 0.288∗∗∗

(0.043)

Protests -0.015
(0.020)

Riots 0.076∗

(0.040)

Administrative Sanctions 0.223∗∗∗

(0.052)

Unspecified Coercive Acts 0.015
(0.066)

Arrests -0.002
(0.002)

Abductions 0.193∗∗∗

(0.071)

Repression 0.137∗∗

(0.067)

Torture -0.018
(0.077)

Mass Killings -0.194∗∗

(0.078)

IHRO Demandst−1 0.393∗∗∗

(0.070)

Event Count 0.000∗∗∗

(0.000)

Constant -3.689∗∗∗

(0.052)

N 30474

Significance levels : ∗ : 10% ∗∗ : 5% ∗ ∗ ∗ : 1%
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Table A7: Negative Binomial Interacted Model of IHRO Demands
Rhetoric 0.013

(0.014)

Civilian Demands 0.093∗∗∗

(0.021)

Rhetoric*Civilian Demands -0.004∗∗∗

(0.001)

Domestic HRO Demands 0.288∗∗∗

(0.046)

Rhetoric*Domestic HRO Demands -0.002
(0.002)

Protests -0.004
(0.019)

Riots 0.073∗

(0.038)

Administrative Sanctions 0.152∗∗∗

(0.051)

Unspecified Coercion 0.107
(0.131)

Arrests 0.010∗∗∗

(0.004)

Abductions 0.116∗

(0.061)

Repression 0.061
(0.066)

Torture -0.015
(0.073)

Mass Killings -0.208∗∗∗

(0.080)

IHRO Demandst−1 0.395∗∗∗

(0.071)

Event Count 0.000∗∗∗

(0.000)

Constant -3.781∗∗∗

(0.055)

N 30474

Significance levels : ∗ : 10% ∗∗ : 5% ∗ ∗ ∗ : 1%
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Table A8: Variance Inflation Factor Results
VIF

Variable Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
Rhetoric 4.07 4.14 4.08 4.15
Rhetoric*Civilian Demands — 4.60 — 5.06
Rhetoric*Domestic HRO Demands — 5.09 — 4.31
Civilian Demands 3.85 5.09 3.85 4.61
Domestic HRO Demands 1.52 4.36 1.38 4.31
Protests 2.13 2.14 2.13 2.14
Riots 1.83 1.83 1.83 1.83
Administrative Sanctions 1.28 1.30 1.29 1.30
Arrests 3.26 4.65 3.28 4.65
Abductions 1.35 1.35 1.35 1.35
Repression 1.51 1.52 1.51 1.52
Torture 1.30 1.31 1.30 1.30
Mass Killings 1.09 1.10 1.09 1.09
Unspecified Coercive Acts 1.20 1.20 1.20 1.20
Event Count — — 1.02 1.02
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Escribà-Folch, Abel and Joseph Wright. 2015. “Human Rights Prosecutions and

Autocratic Survival.” International Organization 69:343–373.

Finkel, Evgeny. 2015. “The Phoenix Effect of State Repression: Jewish Resistance

During the Holocaust.” American Political Science Review 109(2):339–353.

Franklin, James C. 2008. “Shame on You: The Impact of Human Rights Criticism on

Political Repression in Latin America.” International Studies Quarterly 52:187–211.

Frantz, Erica and Andrea Kendall-Taylor. 2014. “A Dictator’s Toolkit: Understand-

ing how Co-Optation Affects Repression in Autocracies.” Journal of Peace Research

51(3):332–346.

146



Gandhi, Jennifer and Adam Przeworski. 2007. “Authoritarian Institutions and the

Survival of Autocrats.” Comparative Political Studies .

Gary King, Jennifer Pan and Margaret E. Roberts. 2013. “How Censorship in China

Allows Government Criticism but Silences Collective Expression.” American Polit-

ical Science Review pp. 1–18.

Gary King, Jennifer Pan and Margaret E. Roberts. 2014. “Reverse Engineering Chi-

nese Censorship through Randomized Experimentation and Participant Observa-

tion.”.

Georgy Egorov, Sergei Guriev and Konstantin Sonin. 2009. “Why Resource-poor

Dictators Allow Freer Media: A Theory and Evidence from Panel Data.” American

Political Science Review 103(4):645–668.

Gerhards, Jurgen and Dieter Rucht. 1992. “Organizing and Framing in Two Protest

Campagins in West Germany.” American Journal of Sociology 98(3):555–596.

Goldstone, Jack A. and Charles Tilly. 2001. Silence and Voice in the Study of

Contentious Politics. Cambridge University Press chapter Threat (and Opportu-

nity): Popular Action and State Response in the Dynamics of Contentious Action,

pp. 179–194.

Greene, Samuel A. 2014. Moscow in Movement: Power and Opposition in Putin’s

Russia. Stanford, California: Stanford University Press.

Hafner-Burton, Emilie M. 2008. “Sticks and Stones: Nming and Shaming the Human

Rights Enforcement Problem.” International Organization 62(4):689–716.

147



Hafner-Burton, Emilie M. 2014. “A Social Science of Human Rights.” Journal of

Peace Research 51(2):273–286.

Hamdy, Naila and Ehab H. Gomaa. 2012. “Framing the Egyptian Uprising in Arabic

Language Newspapers and Social Media.” Journal of Communication 62:195–211.

Hawkins, Darren G. 2002. International Human Rights and Authoritarian Rule in

Chile. University of Nebraska Press.

Hendrix, Cullen. 2010. “Measuring State Capacity: Theoretical and Empirical Impli-

cations for the Study of Civil Conflict.” Journal of Peace Research 47(3):273–285.

Hendrix, Cullen S. and Wendy H. Wong. 2013. “When Is the Pen Truly Mighty?

Regime Type and the Efficacy of Naming and Shaming in Curbing Human Rights

Abuses.” British Journal of Political Science 43(3):651–672.

James Meernik, Rosal Aloisi, Marsha Sowel and Angela Nichols. 2012. “The Impact

of Human Rights Organizations on Naming and Shaming Campaigns.” The Journal

of Conflict Resolution 56(2):233–256.

James R. Hollyer, B. Peter Rosendorff and James Raymond Vreeland. 2013. “Mea-

suring Transparency.” Available at SSRN: http://ssrn.com/abstract=2113665 or

http://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2113665.

Jennifer Lautenschlager, Steve Shellman and Michael Ward. 2015. “ICEWS Event

Aggregations.” Harvard Dataverse, V3 .

Keck, Margaret E and Kathryn Sikkink. 1998. Activists beyond borders: Advocacy

networks in international politics. Vol. 35 Cambridge University Press.

148



Khawaja, Marwan. 1994. “Resource Mobilization, Hardship, and Popular Collective

Action in the West Bank.” Social Forces 73(1):191–220.

Kitschelt, Herbert P. 1986. “Political Opportunity Structures and Political Protest:

Anti-Nuclear Movements in Four Democracies.” British Journal of Political Science

16(1):57–85.

Koesel, Karrie J. and Valerie J. Bunce. N.d. “Diffusion-Proofing: Russian and Chi-

nese Responses to Waves of Popular Mobilizations against Authoritarian Rulers.”

Perspectives on Politics. Forthcoming.

Krain, Matthew. 2012. “J’accuse! Does Naming and Shaming Perpetrators Re-

duce the Severity of Genocides or Politicides?” International Studies Quarterly

56(3):574–589.

Kurmanaev, Anatoly and Corina Pons. 2014. “Venezuela Protests Drive Poort to

Maduro as Death Toll Mounts.” Bloomberg .

Lautenschlager, Jennifer. 2015. “ICEWS Events and Aggregations.” Lockheed Martin

Advanced Technology Laboratories .

Levitsky, Steven and Lucan A. Way. 2002. “Elections Without Democracy: The Rise

of Competitive Authoritarianism.” Journal of Democracy 13(2):52–65.

Levitsky, Steven and Lucan A. Way. 2010. Competitive Authoritarianism: Hybrid

Regimes After the Cold War. Cambridge University Press.

Long, J. Scott and Jeremy Freese. 2006. Regression Models for Categorical Dependent

Variables Using Stata. Second edition ed. College Station, TX: Stata Press.

149



Lynch, Marc. 2012. The Arab Uprising: The Unfinished Revolutions of the New

Middle East. New York: Public Affairs.

McLauchlin, Theodore and Wendy Pearlman. 2012. “Out-Group Conflict, In-Group

Unity? Exploring the Effect of Repression on Intramovement Cooperation.” The

Journal of Conflict Resolution 56(1):41–66.

Michel, Verónica and Kathryn Sikkink. 2013. “Human Rights Prosecutions and

the Participation Rights of Victims in Latin America.” Law & Society Review

47(4):873–907.

Milne, Seumas and Jonathan Watts. 2014. “Venezuela Protests are Sign that US

Wants our Oil, says Nicolas Maduro.” The Guardian .

Monty G. Marshall, Keith Jaggers and Ted Robert Gurr. 2014. “Polity IV Project:

Political Regime Characteristics and Transitions, 1800-2013.”.

Moore, Will H. 1998. “Repression and Dissent: Substitution, Context, and Timing.”

American Journal of Political Science 42(3):851–873.

Murdie, Amanda and Dursun Peksen. 2013. “The Impact of Human Rights INGO

Activities on Economic Sanctions.” The Review of International Organizations

8(1):33–53.

Murdie, Amanda and Dursun Peksen. 2014. “The Impact of Human Rights INGO

Shaming on Humanitarian Interventions.” The Journal of Politics 76(1):215–228.

Murdie, Amanda M. and David R. Davis. 2012. “Shaming and Blaming: Using

Events Data to Assess the Impact of Human Rights INGOs.” International Studies

Quarterly 56:1–16.

150



O’Brien, Kevin J. 2008. Popular Protest in China. Harvard University Press.

Price, Richard. 1998. “Reversing the Gun Sights: Transnational Civil Society Targets

Land Mines.” International Organization 52(3):613–644.

Randeree, Bilal. 2011. “Tunisia President Warns Protesters.” Al Jazeera .

Rasler, Karen. 1996. “Concessions, Repression, and Political Protest in the Iranian

Revolution.” American Sociological Review 61:132–152.

Regan, Patrick M. and Errol A. Henderson. 2002. “Democracy, Threats and Political

Repression in Developing Countries: Are Democracies Internally Less Violent?”

Third World Quarterly 23(1):119–136.

Risse, Thomas and Kathryn Sikkink. 1999. The Power of Human Rights: Inter-

national Norms and Domestic Change. Cambridge University Press chapter The

Socialization of International Human Rights Norms into Domestic Practices: In-

troduction, pp. 1–38.

Ritter, Emily Hencken. 2014. “Policy Disputes, Political Survival, and the Onset and

Severity of State Repression.” The Journal of Conflict Resolution 58(1):143–168.

Robertson, Graeme B. 2010. The Politics of Protest in Hybrid Regimes: Managing

Dissent in Post-Communist Russia. Cambridge University Press.

Russia PM Vladimir Putin Accuses US Over Poll Protests. 2011.

URL: http://www.bbc.com/news/world-europe-16084743

Schatz, Edward and Elena Maltseva. 2012. “Kazakhstan’s Authoritarian “Persua-

sion”.” Post-Soviet Affairs 28(1):45–65.

151



Shilliday, A. and J. Lautenschlager. 2012. “Data for a Global ICEWS and Ongo-

ing Research.” 2nd International Conference on Cross-Cultural Decision Making:

Focus 2012 .

Sikkink, Kathryn. 2011. The Justice Cascade: How Human Rights Prosecutions are

Changing World Politics. W. W. Norton & Company.

Slater, Dan. 2003. “Iron Cage in an Iron Fist: Authoritarian Institutions and the

Personalization of Power in Malaysia.” Comparative Politics 36(1):81–101.

Soldatov, Andrei and Irina Borogan. 2015. The Red Web: The Struggle Between

Russia’s Digitial Dictators and New Online Revolutionaries. Public Affairs.

Soule, Sarah A. and Christian Davenport. 2009. “Velvet Glove, Iron Fist, or Even

Hand? Protest Policing in the United States, 1960-1990.” Mobilization 14(1):1–22.

Sullivan, C. M. 2015. “Undermining Resistance: Mobilization, Repression, and the

Enforcement of Political Order.” Journal of Conflict Resolution pp. 1–28.

Svolik, Milan W. 2012. The Politics of Authoritarian Rule. Cambridge University

Press.

Technologies, Raytheon BBN. 2015a. “BBN ACCENT Event Coding Evaulation.”.

Technologies, Raytheon BBN. 2015b. “ICEWS Expanded CAMEO Annotation

Guidelines.”.

Thomas Risse, Stephen C. Ropp and Katthryn Sikkink. 1999. The Power of Human

Rights: International Norms and Domestic Change. Cambridge University Press.

152



Tufecki, Zeynep and Christopher Wilson. 2012. “Social Media and the Decision to

Participate in Political Protest: Observations From Tahrir Square.” Journal of

Communication 62:363–379.

Vreeland, James. 2008. “Political Institutions and Human Rights: Why Dictator-

ships Enter into the United Nations Convention Against Torture.” International

Organization 62(1):65–101.

Vuong, Q.H. 1989. “Likelihood Ratio Tests for Model Selection and Non-Nested

Hypotheses.” Econometrica 57:307–333.

Ward, Michael D., Nils W. Metternich, Chris Carrington, Cassy Dorff, Max Gallop,

Florian M. Hollenbach, Anna Schultz and Simon Weschle. 2012. Geographical Mod-

els of Crises: Evidence from ICEWS. Boca Raton, FL: CRC Press pp. 429–438.

White, Robert W. and Terry Falkenberg White. 1995. “Repression and the Liberal

State: The Case of North Ireland, 1969-1972.” The Journal of Conflict Resolution

39(2):330–352.

Whitten-Woodring, Jenifer and Douglas A Van Belle. 2014. Historical Guide to World

Media Freedom: A Country-by-Country Analysis. CQ Press.

Wooldridge, Jeffrey M. 2009. Introductory Econometrics: A Modern Approach. South

Western Cengage Learning.

World Development Indicators. 2015. The World Bank.

Wright, Joseph and Abel Escriba-Folch. 2011. “Authoritarian Institutions and Regime

Survival: Transitions to Democracy and Subsequent Autocracy.” British Journal

of Political Science 42:283–309.

153



VITA

Christopher Francis Patane was born in San Francisco, California on July 20, 1988

to Paul and Annette Patane. He attended the University of Missouri, in Columbia,

and received his Bachelor of Arts in History and Economics in May of 2010. Chris then

earned his Master of Arts Degree in Political Science in May of 2013, a professional

certification in Geographic Information Systems in May of 2015, and completed his

PhD in June 2016. Beginning in the fall of 2016, Chris will be the Preparing Future

Faculty postdoctoral fellow for the Department of Political Science at the University

of Missouri.

154


