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Abstract

25 years after the fall of the Soviet Union, the Post-Communist region has displayed

substantial diversity in terms of institutional choice. To explain institutional variation,

a common assumption, for example articulated by Acemoglu and Robinson (2012),

Olson (1993), Svolik (2012) and Frye (1997), is that power-balanced institutions and

constrained executives are the results of competition between elites. This competition

leaves political power dispersed, thereby prohibiting autocratic consolidation. The

aim of this thesis is to exploit historical data of non-regulated elite contestation

operationalized as regime change to assess its proposed effect on modern power-

balanced institutions. As an area, the Post-Communist world is interesting because

of the diverse paths the countries have taken since the fall of the Soviet Union.

Methodologically, it is useful because the region-specific sample reduces heterogeneity

and susceptibility to omitted variable bias, again increasing the plausibility of

causal interpretation of results. I find that my operationalization of non-regulated

contestation performs exceedingly well as a predictor of constraints on the executive

in a multitude of OLS and Tobit model specifications. The robustness of the

predictor persists through an array of sub-regional controls, alternative explanatory

and dependent variable specifications, and when trying to account for the proposed

endogeneity of contestation. Hence, I establish empirical support for the effect of non-

regulated contestation on constrained executives.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

25 years after the watershed of events that marked the fall of the Soviet Union,

the now-independent countries of the Eastern European and Central Asian Post-

Communist region appear strikingly different. In Central Asia, authoritarian rule

has been largely consistent and consolidated throughout the Post-Soviet era, for

example in Turkmenistan, one of the most repressive and least transparent states

in the world (Hunter 1996). Kyrgyzstan, on the other hand, made considerable

efforts at democratization in the 1990s, contrary to the political development of its

neighbours. In the former Yugoslavia, after a decade of disastrous war, the now

separate states appear equally diverse. Croatia has entered the European Union,

while neighbouring Bosnia-Herzegovina struggles with paralyzing legislative as well

as electoral stagnation (Arapovic and Brljavac 2013). Close by, Bulgaria has achieved a

surprising democratization without any history of notable democratic tradition (Fish

and Brooks 2000). In the Baltics, some democratic stumbling persisted in Latvia over

the lack of civil rights for the Russian minority, but institutional quality across the

three small states of the Baltic littoral have by now been consolidated (McFaul 2002).

Could there plausibly be some overarching explanation to account for this diversity?

There are, of course, a wide array of posited arguments to explain the variation

noted above. On a case-by-case basis, a number of country specific factors and

events have clearly shaped the countries through the last 25 years. However, one

of the arguably most convincing explanations that is not restricted to that case by case

approach, concentrates on the composition and competition of elites. As illustrated

by Frye (1997) and the influential synthesis of Geddes (1999), the approach is based

on the fundamental logic of elites in competition with other elites and societal forces

to shape institutions. The main enterprise of this thesis is to further specify this

argument and develop a research design that allows for empirical testing of whether
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elite competition, later conceptualized as non-regulated contestation, can explain the

emergence of the modern diverse institutions of the Post-Communist world.

In terms of the theoretical framework, I illustrate the overlapping logics of the

arguments in Frye (1997), Olson (1993), Svolik (2012) and Dahl (1971) as approaches

to explaining variation in institutional development. All four focus on the essential

component of competition among power-holders. In the studies by Olson and Frye,

the emphasis is on the consequences that competition has for restraining executive

power. Explicitly; when power is sufficiently contested, leaders will be unable to

solidify autocratic rule. For non-democratic governments, Svolik (2012) elaborates

on how this risk-aversion can make authoritarian leaders facilitate some power-

sharing with e.g. parliaments. In the Dahlian framework, the concept appears as

one of the two main parameters of democracy. Therefore, my aim is to examine the

uncertainty-component of contestation isolated from the requirement of participation

as he outlines them in Polyarchy (1971). I do not aim to address contestation in the

traditional Dahlian sense; as regulated electoral competition in democracies. Rather,

I aim to capture the occurrence of non-regulated, extra-institutional contestation and

thereby enable the possibility of measuring it independently of regime types.

The thesis is aimed at moving the debate beyond assessing the logical soundness

and case-by-case application of the arguments to systematically control for alternative

explanations and examine the robustness of contestation as an explanation of

institutional variation. A key enabler for the empirical contribution of the thesis

lies in the availability of data. I use the newly available Varieties of Democracy (V-

Dem) dataset as well as yet unpublished data from the complementing Historical

V-Dem project, which I have contributed to collecting, to develop a measure for

historical contestation used to circumsphere the endogeneity challenges prone to

studies published thus far. The measure I develop is a count variable that records

the number of regime changes occurring in a given country in its Pre-Soviet years.

The variable is then modified to exclude regime changes that have been inflicted by

outside factors, namely inter-state war and foreign intervention.

It appears that the pattern connecting pre-Soviet regime changes and Post-Soviet

institutional development is very consistent and, as far as statistical interpretation

goes, even plausibly true. The analyses show that elite-contestation operationalized

as number of pre-Soviet regime changes is a remarkably robust predictor of modern

institutional constraints on the executive. Higher numbers of regime changes lead

to higher levels of constraints on the executive. Across a wide array of plausible

alternative specifications, the estimate consistently holds. Substantially, this means
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Chapter 1. Introduction

that I find sound empirical evidence for the predictive power of elite-contestation on

constrained executives.

The key to my approach lies in operationalization. The critical link connecting

the results to elite-conflict, uncertainty and non-regulated contestation relies entirely

on operationalization, that is the credibility of the drawn linkage between the

uncertainty-based approach and regime changes. I argue that the logical soundness of

that link is strong. Quite certainly, regime changes must in a minimal sense measure

the occurrence of instability. Revisiting the logic of Frye (1997), instability in itself

will make elites ”hedge their bets” in order to avoid complete loss of influence. One

way in which they can do so is by institutionalizing constraints on the executive to

avoid being entirely excluded if a competing leader was to gain executive power.

Where several distinctive regimes subsequently have manifested themselves, it is

again probable that a higher number of powerful elites contest for influence.

1.1 The Post-Communist World as case and as sample

The rationale for choosing the Post-Communist world as my testing ground is rooted

in both theoretical and methodological considerations. In other words, it is chosen

both on grounds of being an interesting empirical case to examine the theoretical

framework, and on methodological grounds of being a well-defined sample with

desirable properties.

As a case, its attraction lies in the large variation that persists across the Soviet

Union, Yugoslav and Warsaw Pact heir-taker states. Furthermore, the area as a case

enables plausible theoretical framing of what I term the Soviet ”freeze”, as given

plausible support by, amongst others, Hroch (2015) and Kurzman (2008). This is

important because treating the Sovietization of Russia, Central Asia and Eastern

Europe as an exogenously and forcibly applied freeze, makes it plausible to assume

that the conflict structures and elite cleavage composition of the Post-Communist

nations prior to Soviet would re-emerge when that freeze was lifted around the fall of

the Berlin wall. By applying this freeze hypothesis, I can avoid some of the detrimental

endogeneity challenges that studying both Post-Soviet contestation and Post-Soviet

institutional choice would be prone to.

Methodologically, the main argument for concentrating on the Post-Communist

world as a sample rather than pooling together a global sample, is to avoid

susceptibility to omitted variable bias. The disadvantage of this approach is

that it reduces statistical efficiency and removes the possibility of wider global
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1.2. Structure of the thesis

generalizability. As such it will not be a sufficient test of the explanatory power of

elite-contestation as a whole, but rather a test of its power in this particular region.

The corresponding advantage of the approach is that it greatly reduces the amount of

variation in the sample that is not accounted for by my specified model. The reduction

of omitted variable-bias induced by this approach increases the plausibility of a causal

interpretation of subsequent results.

1.2 Structure of the thesis

The thesis is divided into nine chapters. Chapter 2 presents a review of the

literature on explaining institutional choice in the Post-Communist world. It presents

main contributions from cultural, economic and uncertainty-based approaches to

explaining institutions, with emphasis on the latter. The uncertainty-based approach,

or electoral bargaining approach to be specific, is developed for the Post-Communist

world by Timothy Frye (1997). I place this thesis within that literature by illustrating

its emergence from the theory of the uncertainty-based approach and pointing out its

purpose of filling the gap of larger-N empirical studies.

Chapter 3 elaborates on the theoretical framework by developing the idea of

overlapping logics in Frye (1997), Olson (1993), Svolik (2012), and Dahl (1971) as

approaches to explaining institutions. I use the prominent contributions of Robert

Dahl, Barbara Geddes, and Adam Przeworski to define and limit my approach.

My intention is not to explain the fall of Soviet or describe its consequence for the

subsequent regime transitions across Europe. Similarly, my aim is not to assess the

extent to which the power-balancing institutions result in actual systemic democracy

or assess other outcomes of power-balanced institutions. The main institution under

study is the extent of legislative constraints on the executive. Judicial constraints will

also be examined to contrast the findings. Rather than looking at outcomes, I outline

the basis for a uniting approach to looking at non-regulated contestation as a cause

for the latter type of institutions. Further, Chapter 3 gives theoretical and empirical

grounds for the assumption that pre-Soviet contestation can account for variation in

Post-Soviet institutions. This section is based largely on the contributions of Hroch

(1985; 2000; 2015) and Kurzman (2008) who illustrate the common attributes of and

linkage between the early and late 20th century periods of institutional change.

In Chapter 4, I present the data used in this thesis, the way original data has

been coded and processed, and operationalize the explanatory, dependent and control

variables. Contestation is operationalized as regime changes using resembling logic as
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Chapter 1. Introduction

the one used to develop the alternation rule of the prominent Democracy-Dictatorship

(DD/ACLP) binary democracy measure (Cheibub, Gandhi and Vreeland 2010).

Much like alternation in democracies ensures the presence of poltical contestation,

regime change in non-democracies ensures the presence of non-regulated contestation.

For the purpose of this thesis, power-balanced institutions are operationalized as

legislative constraints on the executive and the V-Dem Legislative Constraints on the

Executive Index is applied in the OLS and Tobit regressions. Finally, I argue for the

inclusion of four main controls; ethnic fractionalization, GDP per capita, population

size, and a set of dummies to control for regional variation within the Post-Communist

world.

Chapter 5 presents the research design. The first section describes the

considerations that are made to maximize the plausibility of a possible causal

interpretation. In choosing the Post-Communist world, I enable a design that is less

susceptible to omitted variable bias than global approaches by reducing heterogeneity

(Keele 2015), but simultaneously loose efficiency in statistical results and decrease

generalizability. Furthermore, I argue that a purely cross-sectional approach better

represents my causal argument than a possible alternative panel data design. This

approach is strengthened by the large amounts of historical information captured in

the explanatory variable. Specifically, the variable is based on accumulated historical

regime data that systematizes an array of historical sources pertaining to the timing

and nature of regime changes in 28 countries through nearly 50 years. Lastly, the

chapter briefly describes OLS and Tobit modelling as statistical tools to be applied in

the analysis.

In Chapter 6, I present the main findings from the analyses. Overall, my empirical

find is that a higher number of regime changes is consistently related to higher

levels of constraints on the exectuive. I find that the measured operationalization

of contestation produces consistent estimates across both OLS and Tobit analyses,

across the inclusion of seven regional dummy variables and across alternative

operationalizations of what regimes to include and what period to measure in

the explanatory variable. The plausibility of the models capturing the empirical

relationship is increased by consistently high estimates of explained variance.

In sum, the chapter illustrates that non-regulated contestation operationalized as

regime changes has a positive and quite reliable statistical effect on power-balanced

institutions.

Chapter 7 assesses model fit and expands the approach to ensuring robustness by

subjecting the explanatory variable to several strict controls and plausible alternative
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1.2. Structure of the thesis

specifications. I employ both a curve-linear model, alternative specifications of the

dependent variable, a dummy set for the explanatory variable and strict testing of

the independence of the explanatory variable to the dependent. Throughout the

chapter, the tests leave the estimate of the explanatory variable at reasonably high

and consistent levels.

Before the concluding remarks, Chapter 8 applies the findings to some of the

substantive cases and illustrates the limitations of my approach. The objective of

the chapter is to define a reasonable causal interpretation of the convincing statistical

results and discuss the limitations of that interpretation. The cases of Czechoslovaia,

Kyrgyzstan and Bulgaria are dealt with in some length, as well as a broader debate

of empirical implications. In conclusion, I find a causal interpretation to be plausible,

although somewhat limited by the absence of alternative measures of non-democratic

contestation in the Pre-Soviet period.
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Chapter 2

Literature review

In the immediate aftermath of the fall of communist regimes across Eastern Europe

and Central Asia, the subsequent transitions were given widespread academic

attention. Specifically, contributions to explaining both the national transitions and

their related institutional choices arose in plentitude across the disciplines of social

science (Crawford 1995; Crawford and Lijphart 1995; Frye 1997; Geddes 1995;

Henderson 1997; Ishiyama 1997; Jowitt 1991; Lijphart 1992). The objects of these

analyses included constitutional choices, economic determinants of the course of the

transistions, its economic effects, institutional design and democratic development.

Among these, quite different general perspectives on the determinants of institutional

development were represented including societal, cultural, political and economic

approaches. Here follows a brief review of some central features of those approaches.

First, cultural, economic and interest group-based explanations of institutional choice

are presented. Second, the electoral bargaining approach is elaborated on in some

length. Lastly, I discuss the most recent contributions to the field of explaining Post-

Communist institutional outcomes. The discussion ends with a positioning of this

thesis within the existing literature, and considerations of the knowledge gap I attempt

to fill.

2.1 Cultural and economic approaches

Jowitt (1991) provides an example of a cultural approach to explaining institutions.

He argues that political institutions are to a large extent rooted in culture, and that

”authoritarian oligarchies” or ”liberal authoritarian regimes” would become likely

outcomes for Eastern Europe. This would happen where Leninist parties had deep

domestic roots, or had ruled for long periods. He concludes that institutions are
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2.2. The electoral bargaining approach

integrally related to cultural and social patterns and that ”It would be a shame if,

with the defeat of the Leninist organizational weapon, Western intellectuals replaced

it with a superficial notion of democratic institution building” (1991:20).

Focusing on economic determinants of institutional choice, Przeworski (1991)

argues that shock therapy economic reform will provoke a decrease in democratic

confidence and thereby an institutional preference for strong presidencies, and even

authoritarianism. Central to Przeworski’s contribution is that his analytical universe

is made up ”not by freely acting individuals, but by collective organizations that are

capable of coercing those whose interests they represent” (1991:12). Moreover, he

elaborates on institutions as being the result of bargaining among political forces. If

the relation of power is known and uneven, institutions will consequently reflect the

interests of a ”particular person, party or alliance” (1991:82). As we shall see, this logic

is represented in much of the literature on institutional choice - albeit with somewhat

different analytical units.

Another contribution that focuses on economic determinants is Hellman (1998a).

His point of departure is the ”J-curve”. The J-curve theory was originally presented

by Davies (1962) and is, simply stated, an assumption about the costs and benefits

of reforms; they will make things worse before they get better. Specifically, the J-

curve theory suggests that the short-term transitional costs of economic reform will

manifest itself through unemployment, production decline and price increases and

thereby make necessary institutional changes politically difficult to pursue. Moreover,

he deals with the possible problems related to this particular timing of those costs and

benefits. In line with Przeworski’s argument, he examines whether the short term

losses will obscure the long-term gains of reform by inhibiting good governance. He

finds, compellingly, that the expected J-curve dynamics have not been exceedingly

evident. ”The most radical reform programs in the region have been introduced and

sustained in the most competitive political systems, where politicians have been most

vulnerable to electoral backlash by the short-term losers.” Rather, he finds, it is the

short-term winners (commercial bankers, local officials, ”mafiosi”) that have impaired

institutional development. This might suggest that modelling uncertainty merely

around voters is uninformative in the Post-Communist context.

2.2 The electoral bargaining approach

A quite significant perspective to understanding institutional choice after the fall of the

Soviet Union, focuses on what Frye (1997) calls the ”electoral bargaining approach”.
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The approach focuses on power-holders as rational actors making decisions under

varying degrees of uncertainty. Foundations for this approach to the Post-Communist

world were laid within a few years of the fall of the Soviet Union. Two important

and influential contributions to that foundation were presented by Arendt Lijphart

and Barbara Geddes. Both present frameworks for analysis of the phenomena and

propose answers for their cause, but do so with somewhat differing perspectives.

In ”Democratization and Constitutional Choices in Czecho-Slovakia, Hungary and

Poland 1989-91”, Lijphart (1992) presents an analysis based on Stein Rokkan’s two

explanations for adoption of proportional representation in Western Europe. As

Lijphart explains, Rokkan’s theory is a rational-choice explanation based on the logic

of power-sharing. He translates the theory to the Post-Communist world by replacing

”old-established parties” with Communist parties and ”the rising working class” with

new democratic forces. He finds that the translated explanations are strong for Eastern

Europe around 1990 because i) the logic of democratization requires a bargain between

old and new parties and ii) it maintains the needs of ethnically diverse societies

(1992:210).

Lijphart’s contribution is very important in introducing a developed and adapted

version of already established rational choice-based theory for the specific case of Post-

Communist transitions. This contribution paved the way for further research on the

impact of political bargaining on constitutional choice and Lijphart identified reasons

for accepting his conclusions as only tentative. Firstly, the conclusions were tentative

because of the large number of explanatory variables and small number of cases

explored. Second, because the constitutional choices he presented might not have

been final – major shifts could still occur. Quite correctly, that has happened in several

of the Post-Communist countries (although the particular countries he explores in the

article are not the forerunners of that tendency).

In ”A Comparative Perspective on the Leninist Legacy in Eastern Europe” (1995),

Geddes presents an analysis based on the effect of prior interest group organization

and sudden increases in political participation, on new parties and their institutional

consequences. She argues that the interests of the leaders of new parties are

strongly influential on the kinds of democratic institutions that are created after

authoritarianism. Her analysis is based on the assumption that if one knows who

makes the institutional choices, and what alternatives these actors see as preferential,

one can predict what choices will be made. The cultural legacies of the Soviet

system hostile to democracy will not, she argues, disappear overnight. As such, she

bridges the theoretical landscape between institutions as effects of rational choices,
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and as slowly moving results of authoritarian or democratically rooted legacies.

Furthermore, she recognizes that authoritarian interludes will not erase the legacy

of democracy rooted in the 1995 Eastern European political climate. The idea of

interludes is, however, not developed much in her article. For this thesis, the idea of

interludes will be developed in order to study uncertainty patterns across the ”Soviet

interlude” – on opposite sides of the Soviet freeze.

A major contribution to the development of the rational choice perspective in

this context is the electoral bargaining approach of Timothy Frye’s ”A Politics of

Institutional Choice: Post-Communist Presidencies” (1997). His rationale for looking

at Post-Soviet countries is directly transferrable to this thesis: ”The Post-Communist

countries present an excellent opportunity for all scholars to study institutional choice

because the cases hold many temporal, cultural and economic variables relatively

constant, but we find significant variation in the choice of political institutions”

(1997:524). His approach to explaining this variation borrows from Lijpart and Geddes

by continuing to build on their core assumption, namely that political actors choose

institutions motivated by their own interests and do so under varying degrees of

uncertainty. Furthermore, Frye assumes that those actors are somewhat autonomous

and that the uncertainty involved in a transition shapes the choices they make.

Frye’s focal point is how those interests and uncertainties inform choices on the

extent of presidential power, more specifically in terms of incomplete contracting

through nine residual powers as well as formal ones. Through the examination of

four major cases; Russia 1991, Estonia 1992, Belarus 1994 and Russia 1993, he reaches

the conclusion that i) institutions were created relatively autonomously from societal

forces, ii) that uncertainty shapes the transition in important ways because winners

and losers hedge their bets in strategic ways, and iii) that uncertainty reduces the

ability of powerful political actors to preserve their position through a new set of

institutions. He concludes that his empirical analysis suggests the plausibility of the

electoral bargaining approach as applied to institutional choice.

In the final sentence, he neatly summarizes how his theory and findings

can be examined further: ”Future work will expand the number of cases and

explore conditions under which these institutional choices stick” (1997:547). Those

”conditions” might suggest including, in a larger analysis, cultural legacies and

economic factors as outlined by Jowitt, Prezeworski and Geddes.

However, Frye (1997) does present some central critiques towards the alternative

approaches. He argues that the cultural approaches presented by, for example,

Almond, Verba et al. (1963) and Jowitt (1991), claiming that institutions are rooted
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in culture, ”paints with too broad a brush to capture the seemingly minor changes in

formal rules that often have large consequences” (1997:528). He further argues that

their ”largely interpretive work” have empirical shortcomings due to the bluntness

of their approach. Moreover, approaches rooted in institutional legacies also fail

to capture the temporal aspect of institutional choice. He asks that if the cultural

approach fits, why did the dominant ex-Communist Party elite in Kazakhstan create

a presidency in 1990 but their counterparts in Belarus waited until 1994? And, in

terms of short term changes in presidential powers, why is the Russian presidency

relatively weak in 1991 but strong in 1993? In sum, he argues that Leninist legacy

and institutional legacy are not reliable explanations for the institutional choices that

emerge in the turbulent years following 1991.

Frye goes on to argue against several other approaches as well. He deems ”past

institutions” an unsatisfactory explanatory variable because the countries of Eastern

Europe favoured strong presidencies in the interwar period but have favoured weak

presidencies in the Post-Communist period. As a whole, he concludes that ”Theories

rooted in cultural legacies, economic policy, party structure, or ethnic composition

have provided insights into institutional choice but have been found empirically

wanting” (1997:531).

2.3 Contemporary approaches

In terms of recent contributions, one more systematic approach is applied by Moraski

(2013). He examines the effect of electoral uncertainty on constructing courts and

judicial systems after communism. In this field, a prominent view is that electoral

uncertainty leads ”institutional designers” to prefer independent and powerful

courts. Moraski tests this view across Eastern Europe, using fuzzy-set qualitative

comparative analysis to outline linkage between electoral uncertainty and initial

judicial empowerment in eight cases. He concludes that the results are inconclusive

and that evidence pointing in both directions are found in his empirical investigation.

Levitsky and Way’s book Competetive Authoritarianism (2010) is another recent

work that has attracted considerable attention. As the title indicates, the object for their

analysis is the emergence of stable hybrid regimes in the aftermath of the Cold War.

They present a theoretical framework that neatly categorizes regimes based on three

determinant factors: linkage, leverage, and organizational power. Linkage is linkage

to the West. Where it was strong, competitive authoritarian regimes democratized

in the post- Cold War period. Where it was low, regime outcomes were driven by
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the organizational power of incumbents. Where organizational power was low, the

determinant factor was Western leverage, i.e. the vulnerability of states’ to Western

democratizing pressure was decisive to regime outcome. A possible flaw of their

analysis lies in aggregation; although the accuracy of their findings on competitive

authoritarianism is compelling, the plentiful mechanisms that enable such systems

are not fully elaborated.

Using Levitsky and Way’s findings as complements to his analysis, Michael

Bernhard very recently presented an evaluation of the Moore thesis as it stands after

1989 (Bernhard 2016). He considers elaborations and critique of Moore in light of

recent developments and further expands it to include non-Moore based contributions

to understanding democratic developments since 1989. Moore’s argument, as

presented in Social Origins of Dictatorship and Democracy (1966), is that the outcomes

of democracy, fascism and communism are tied to the revolutionary path that

enabled them; either bourgeoisie revolution, ”revolution from above”, or peasant

revolution. His main independent variable is the strength of the bourgeoisie. Where

the bourgeoisie was strong enough to weaken feudalism, agriculture commercialized

and democracy evolved. Where it was weaker, ”revolutions from above” lead by elites

in the feudal system accelerated industrialization in alliance with the bourgeoisie –

resulting in fascism. Finally, where they were even weaker, peasants revolted with

the eventual result of communist dictatorship. This logic relates to the ”electoral

bargaining approach” by underlining the importance of credible competitors to

existing elites. Much like credible competition between Post-Communist elites at the

time of post-Soviet transition, the bourgeoisie represent credible competition to the

traditional feudal system before Soviet. I will elaborate on that application in Chapter

3.

After considering the contributions of Skocpol (1994); Rueschemeyer, Stephens

and Stephens (1992) and Capoccia and Ziblatt (2010), Bernhard suggests that we

should think differently about Moore’s suggested causal logic when taking the step

away from explaining origins of democracy, to the installation and application of

democratic systems – particularly when examining systems that have experienced

larger turns of non-democratic developments. He argues that the Soviet-type regimes

of Eastern Europe reduced many of the socio-economic features that presented barriers

to democratization in the inter-war era, and introduced a more preferable class

structure. In other words, certain aspects of dictatorial communism inadvertently

enabled democratic development. Bernhard concludes that ”[. . . ] 1989 represents the

temporal limit of the direct applicability of Moore’s thesis to development and regime
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form in Europe” (2016:134) because of the absence of a bourgeoisie to trigger Post-

Communist countries’ democratic emergence. The explanatory power he does find

lies with elite and class structure, strength of civil society, and international factors in

line with Levitsky and Way.

2.4 The gap to fill

Overall, the gaps these studies leave for further study are grouped in two clusters.

The first, and most obvious, is the lack of larger-N analyses of the possible predictive

power of elite structures and competition. Neither plentiful cross-sections nor

longitudinal designs have been applied to the study of the impact of these factors on

Post-Communist institutional choice. This gap is important to fill because it extends

the grounds for inference about generalizable causal relationships. In the terminology

of Gerring (2005), plentitude is important to demonstrate causality. The more cases one

has to demonstrate a posited causal relationship, the more confidence we can likely

have in the truth of that claim. The second gap is the lack of systematic evaluation of

the above-described approaches in relation to each other, or in other words, the lack of

systematic application of control variables. Possible advancement of the field and the

filling of both these gaps, then, stem from the use of a systematic statistical approach.

I preserve Frye’s argument for an apt testing ground in choosing the Post-Communist

space as exclusive units, but simultaneously expand inferential grounds dramatically

by using cross-section data incorporating information from a hundred years of Eastern

European and Central Asian political developments.
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Chapter 3

Theoretical framework

3.1 Explaining institutions

Inclusive economic and political institutions do not emerge by themselves.

They are often the outcome of significant conflict between elites resisting

economic growth and political change and those wishing to limit the

economic and political power of existing elites.

— Acemoglu and Robinson, Why Nations Fail (2012:332)

With twenty years of data now available since the fall of the Soviet Union, and the

immense data contribution of the Varieties of Democracy (V-Dem) dataset, this thesis

aspires to exploit these data to do what previous contributions could not. Namely, it

will test the strength of the explanatory power of elite conflict on political institutions,

with more adequate and reliable empirical data. The thesis is aimed at moving the

debate beyond assessing the logical soundness and case-by-case application of the

arguments, to systematically control for alternative explanations and examine the

robustness of uncertainty as an explanation. In the following chapter, I will explain

and elaborate the following two parts of my core theoretical argument, and conclude

by using them to form a testable hypothesis. In brief, I argue that,

1. The uncertainty associated with actors’ outlook to gaining, or maintaining,

power affects the power-sharing balance between actors in subsequent

institutional choices. In other words, when regime incumbents are faced with

credible competition, the ruling, or dominant, elite will abandon efforts at

retaining concentrated power and enable institutions with some autonomy to

avoid losing control completely. The ruling or dominant elite will thereby
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”hedge their bets”. To some degree, the uncertainty concept is represented in

the political science literature by the term contestation, as used by Robert Dahl

and applied to several measures of democracy.

2. The power structures of elites change slowly. Especially, in the context of

totalitarian regimes such as the Soviet system, the top-to-bottom imposed

government structures may ”freeze” the elite structures of society. The

explanatory power of the pre-Soviet period to Post-Soviet developments is

empirically supported and can be further conceptualized as a Lipset and Rokkan

(1967) ”freeze period”. Accordingly, I will use historical data from before Soviet

to explain institutional developments in the spur of fresh nations that emerged

after.

Logically, institutions will affect their surroundings, with a varying degree of

immediacy. Rather than looking at immediate decision patterns and measure

uncertainty and interest as something instantly tangible among new political players

in the aftermath of 1989, I will assume a ”freeze hypothesis” and thereby circumvent

the most detrimental endogeneity problems of these analyses. In short, this freeze

hypothesis assumes that the cleavage structures of society and elites, as they were in

the 1910s, were frozen by Sovetization and therefore re-emerged in the aftermath of

the Cold War.

3.2 Uncertainty as non-regulated contestation

Given a regime in which the opponents of the government cannot

openly and legally organize into political parties in order to oppose the

government in free and fair elections, what conditions favour or impede a

transformation into a regime in which they can?

— Robert Dahl, Polyarchy (1971:1)

The very compelling first sentence of the seminal work Polyarchy, which is

quoted directly above, neatly summarizes the complexity of the evolving field of

democratization research. In Polyarchy, Dahl outlines two theoretical dimensions of

democratization: 1) a scale that allows us to see a regime as more or less democratic,

based on the extent to which his eight institutional conditions are employed, and 2) a

scale that reflects the breadth of the population segment with the right to participate.

The first is termed public contestation and the second inclusiveness, or participation.
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These, according to Dahl, do vary somewhat independently. One of the contemporary

currents he brings up is ”[. . . ] the virtual disappearance of an outright denial of the

legitimacy of popular participation in government.” (1971:5). This statement is based

on the contrasting examples of Switzerland with a ”highly democratic” regime with

half the population excluded, and the Soviet Union with universal suffrage and no

contestation. In this example lies my entry point to the concept of contestation: how

will contestation affect institutional outcomes in countries where it has, for 70 years

prior to transition, been formally, and to a large extent also practically, non-existent?

According to Dahl, regimes characterized by contestation, but not participation,

can be termed ”competitive oligarchies”. This term is closely related to Levitsky

and Way’s competitive authoritarianism (2010). In Dahl’s democratization language,

these regimes have moved from closed hegemonies to a competitive oligarchy.

Using his terminology, the Soviet system would be termed an inclusive hegemony,

scoring high on participation but low on contestation. These hybrid terms, and the

inherent difficulty in using them to classify regimes, especially over time, makes

disaggregate institutional analysis a desirable option. Dahl writes in a footnote

(1971:9): ”The problem of terminology is formidable, since it seems impossible to find

terms already in use that do not carry with them a large freight of ambiguity and

surplus meaning.” More important than addressing conceptual confusion is avoiding

analytical confusion, which the highly aggregated democracy concept is predisposed

to in a variety of situations.

For the purpose of this thesis, my aim is to examine the uncertainty component of

contestation isolated from the requirement of participation. Thereby, I am not looking

to capture the traditional Dahlian conception of regulated electoral competition, but

rather non-regulated competition happening outside the constitutional framework

of a given regime. In such hybrid regimes as have developed since the dissolution

of the Soviet Union, the question of distinguishing democracies from dictatorships

is not only difficult – it might also be unfruitful and uninformative. Although

much of the literature and theoretical framework used in this thesis centres around

democratization, measuring democracy, and distinguishing between various forms of

democracy and autocracy, those distinctions will not be applied to the institutional

outcomes investigated in this thesis. The causal relationship examined here is the

one connecting uncertainty to different outcomes of power-balancing institutions.

Whether or not these institutions result in democratic governing systems, just as

whether or not they provide for beneficial economic circumstances, regard the

consequences of those institutions. In line with argumentation from Przeworski (2004),
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I will tackle ”first things first”. Rather than outcomes of institutions, I will analyse

institutions themselves as outcomes.

Conceptually, contestation and electoral uncertainty are interrelated. Where they

differ is in the analytical level they apply and what actors’ actions they attempt to

explain. Whereas Frye’s electoral bargaining approach deals with individual actors

seeking to maximize their power through institutional choice, contestation refers

to the competition that arises in the more generalized public. What they share

is that they conceptualize some form of uncertainty in the structure of power –

Dahlian contestation is the uncertain, competitive component that gives polyarchic,

or democratic, substance to the principle of participation.

This emphasis on uncertainty is underlined and used in a larger context by Olson

(1993). His study develops a unifying theoretical framework to understand the

incentives of democratic and non-democratic leaders to develop their societies, as

well as the underlying mechanism that sees the organization of people into autocratic

and democratic non-anarchic units. He relates his own logic to that of Dahl and

Vanhanen (1989), focusing on the rational self-interest of individuals. Pointing out

that human nature is undeniably complex and that individuals rarely act out of

unmixed motives, he argues that his theory is probable to hold also under more refined

behavioural assumptions and, most importantly, that it promotes a favourable element

of impartiality. When emphasizing the rational self-interest of individuals, the same

motivation can be assumed across diverse regimes and contexts. His contribution is

important to the development of my argument in that he formulates the underlying

logic of when and how autocrats are constrained. Explicitly, his theory predicts that

leaders will move away from autocracy, as much as they would gain from approaching

it, when there is enough dispersion of force and resources to detain them. Accordingly,

he finds that autocracy is prevented by ”the accidents of history” that leave a balance

of power in place to make it impossible for any single group to overpower the

others. Frye’s thought is clearly linked to this same assumption. Unconstrained

executives, presidents without power-checks, and ultimately autocrats, emerge when

power dispersion and electoral uncertainty is not present to contain them.

Svolik (2012) provides a systematic framework for how uncertainty leads to

risk-aversion by authoritarian leaders both in the face of popular opposition and

power-sharing with the elites with whom they rule. In other words, he argues that

authoritarian leaders are faced with threats both from the population over which they

wish to rule and from the elite grouping they rely on to exercise that rule. As such,

he comes close both to Frye’s electoral bargaining concept and to the challenge of
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elite competition. Relating to Frye, elections might be held, however fraudulent, to

give populations a sense of plausible opposition. These might again influence the

leader to devolve some power to other institutions than the executive. In terms of

within-elite competition, he illustrates how legislatures or parliaments might be used

to incorporate competition from other powerful actors within the ruling elite. As such,

my application is again an extension of Svolik’s because it addresses not only within-

elite, but also inter-elite, competition.

Bernhard (2016) presents further elaborations on this theme, as briefly reviewed

in the previous chapter. Much like Frye, he argues that ”In situations where the

opposition was able to mobilize strongly and demonstrate the weakness of regime

incumbents, the ruling elite abandoned efforts to save the regime and began to

adapt to competitive politics out of a fear of losing any impact in the new system”

(2016:128). Again, it is crucial to keep in mind which actors the analysis attempts to

explain. In Bernhard’s view, civil society and their organizational strength is a co-

competitor for power, whereas in Frye’s analysis, the electoral bargaining happens

primarily between elites. Nevertheless, Bernhard represents a clear continuation of

the competition perspective by arguing that the sort of political and economic systems

(i.e. institutions) that emerged following 1989 were products of contestation between

ruling-class elements seeking to preserve their power, and civil society actors with

organizational power to contest them. The argument again underlines the importance

of uncertainty to disable elites from monopolizing power. My theoretical contribution

is therefore an attempt to unify these perspectives into a single framework under the

label of non-regulated contestation.

As Geddes (1999) argues, the cause of the transitions of the Post-Communist states

from Soviet or Soviet-influenced rule was an exogenous shock. Suddenly, the Eastern

European regimes, with the threat of Soviet intervention ended, ”fell like rotten fruit

in late summer” (1999:139). Accordingly, the framework of contestation is not meant

to explain the fall of Soviet. Rather, it is meant to explain the various institutional

paths taken from that same exogenous shock by looking at the constraining effect of

extra-constitutional, non-regulated contestation.

3.3 Endogeneity and the Soviet freeze

Institutions shape social outcomes, yet institutions themselves are products

of political choices. When institutional choices are determined by the same

political and social processes that they shape, institutions are endogenously
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selected.

— Olga Shvetsova (2003:191)

Shvetsova’s claim summarizes the main obstacle to analysing institutions as results

of a given set of circumstances, namely that they are endogenous. Selection of

institutions will affect their surroundings, with a varying degree of immediate effect. It

is common to the contemporary contributions I discussed in Chapter 2 that they look

at immediate decision patterns and measure uncertainty and interest as something

instantly tangible among new political players in the aftermath of 1991. Rather

than to follow that practice, I will draw on the idea that the Soviet and Communist

satellite systems to some extent ”froze” institutional movements, to support the use

of pre-Soviet data on post-Soviet development. Thereby, I will circumvent the most

detrimental endogeneity problems of these analyses.

The framework for the said freeze hypothesis is conceptually linked to Lipset

and Rokkan’s seminal work ”Party Systems and Voter Alignments” (1967). Treating

the Sovietization of Russia, Central Asia and Eastern Europe as an exogenously and

forcibly applied freeze, it is plausible to assume that the conflict structures and elite

cleavage composition of the Post-Communist nations prior to Soviet would re-emerge

when that freeze was lifted around the fall of the Berlin wall.

Empirically, this concept of a Soviet freeze is supported in several works both in

terms of the rigidly imposed top-to-bottom system and the explanatory power of

the pre-Soviet period. For the latter, the work of Miroslav Hroch gives convincing

examples. Through his three main works (Hroch 1985, 2000, 2015), he examined,

respectively, who the main players of Europe’s national struggles were, what their

demands were and, finally, why they succeeded. Though his emphasis is national

rather than institutional outcomes, namely the formation of modern nations in 19th

and 20th century Europe, the historical lines he draws demonstrates the explanatory

power of historical circumstances to modern societies. His point of departure is that

modern nations are not an age-old phenomenon, but rather results of a particular

decision to identify with a certain group made by an increasing number of individuals.

Given that the same decision was made, he argues, by hundreds and thousands of

people, we must assume that it was not an outcome of coincidence, but rather of

decision-making influenced by some form of recurrent circumstances or experiences

(Hroch 2015:266).

Hroch (2015) finds, amongst other things, that the decision to self-identify with

a nation stemmed from situations where the ”old society” began to disintegrate.
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These old societies’ religious legitimacy, manifested through coercion, privileges and

inequality, began to falter, and national consciousness arose in its aftermath. He

describes situations in early 20th century Europe like the Czech national movement

and the Lithuanian Patriotic movement, and draws the line across the Communist

intermittent period to the emergence of those states today. This spur of national

identity in the inter-war period, coinciding with the spur of states that followed the

First World War, is a compelling parallel to the formation of Post-Soviet and Post-

Communist states as two historical periods birthing a great amount of new nations.

Furthermore, several of the Eastern European emergent nations gained independence

both as a result of the fall of the great European powers around WWI and the fall

of the Soviet Union and its satellites. In Huntington’s terms, the inter-war period

marked the first reverse-wave of democracy (Huntington 1993). The expectation of

democratization after the Soviet Union serves as a striking contrast. As the transition

paradigm, the assumption that the Post-Communist transitions would move towards

democracy, fell around the turn of the century (Carothers 2002), we have come to

understand that hybrid regimes have consolidated in several of these countries. In

this thesis, I will attempt to draw some initial lines between the movements of the first

wave and the new institutional outcomes of today.

In a conceptually closer framework, an especially important contribution to this

thesis is Charles Kurzman’s Democracy Denied, 1905-1915 (2008). In it, he details

the movements of the short but grand democratizing period that started when Tsar

Nicholas II of Russia conceded to public demands by signing a document promising

to respect parliament decisions and hold free elections. In the following years

before WWI, similar events emerged in the Ottoman Empire and China. These are

the events preceding the Huntingtonean first reverse wave. Kurzman notes the

similar ideological context appearing in both the early and late twentieth century

as interrelating with Hroch’s work; both of these periods saw a downturn in the

competition between the national and democratic movements. Furthermore, both

periods witnessed capitalist democracies as dominating international forces, and

economic rather than ideological competition between the great powers. Based on

these similarities, he sees the new democracies of the early 19th century as ”dress-

rehearsals” for the new democracies of the Post-Soviet era (Kurzman 2008). In sum,

the logic of the historical parallel and Hroch’s extensive empirical contributions to

drawing that line across the latest century gives a compelling point of departure

for examination of the relationship between historical, rather than contemporary,

contestation and current institutional development in the Post-Communist world.
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Temporally, Bernhard (2016) also emphasizes civil society and organizational

power at the time of USSR collapse. His concluding remarks represent a conglomerate

of causes that all interact, but with the fundamental requisite of some form of

contestation for power at the shift from communist politics. For the purpose

of this thesis, his article is also an interesting example of a common underlying

assumption of the persistence of societal forces. First, he describes bourgeois remnants

throughout the communist period as not being extinct, but persistent in the form

of small private sectors. Furthermore, when speaking of civil society, he describes

it as re-emergent. In his words, ”Civil society re-emerged under late communism,

drawing strength largely in urban areas from the white- and blue-collar populations”

(2016:127). It is this assumption of slowly moving societal structures and re-emergence

of underlying structures that I attempt to model with the Soviet freeze. The issue of

endogeneity will thereby be reduced by measuring non-regulated contestation many

years in advance of power-balanced institutions. The aforementioned studies provide

empirical support for the plausibility of this approach.

3.4 Core argument and hypothesis

We can deduce [...] that autocracy is prevented and democracy permitted

by the accidents of history that leave a balance of power or stalemate –

a dispersion of force and resources that makes it impossible for any one

leader or group to overpower all of the others.

— Mancur Olson (1993:573)

Olson’s quote above summarizes the core, overarching argument I address in this

thesis. Heads of state are likely to have their power constrained in environments

where force and resources are dispersed. When power is not contested, the likelihood

for consolidation of strong or even autocratic executives increases. When autocrats

remain in power over time without substantial competition, power is consolidated.

This logic is elaborated on in various perspectives by the contributions of Dahl (1971);

Bernhard (2016); Frye (1997); Vanhanen (1989) as well as Olson (1993) and Svolik

(2012). In other words, elite competition and dispersion of force, X , will affect

institutional choice, Y , because it increases the incentives for leaders to seek inclusive

or balanced solutions. It is their rational self-interest to choose power-balanced

institutions where they are likely to be included to some extent when complete
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consolidation of power is uncertain. Institutional power-balancing is chosen in the

presence of credible competition because it decreases the risk of completely losing

influence.

Throughout, I will address the elite competition and uncertainty argument by the

term contestation. This is informative because it underlines that we are not taking

participation into consideration, and because it captures the unifying and underlying

logic that persists across the arguments. Isolating the contestation component is a

conceptual restriction underlining that I will not address nor assess the democratic

output of power-balanced institutions, but rather treat the institutions themselves as

outcomes.

An important specification pertaining to my theoretical framework is that I look

at historical tendencies for contestation rather than immediate post-Soviet structures

to explain institutional development. Its aim is therefore wider than pointing out

how institutional choice can be understood as a compromise between competing

rational actors at a given point in time – rather it aims to analyse the effects of long-

standing uncertainty on the slow process of institutional moulding. The theory of the

Soviet ”freeze” is based on the empirical contributions of Hroch (1985, 2000, 2015) and

Kurzman (2008) which show the impact of early 20th century conditions on late 20th

century developments and the plausibility of elite structures being frozen under Soviet

Communism only to re-emerge after its fall. Based on uncertainty conceptualized as

contestation and Sovietization as an exogenous freeze on the uncertainty associated

with which actors that are able to consolidate power, I formulate the following

hypothesis:

Hyptohesis: High levels of historical elite competition, conceptualized as non-

regulated contestation, leads to the choice and development of power-balanced

institutions.

Non-regulated
Contestation

Pre-Soviet

Soviet ”freeze”
+ Institutional

Constraints

Post-Soviet

Figure 3.1: Causal diagram of main argument
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The data

4.1 Measuring contestation

The development of the Varieties of Democracy (V-Dem) dataset (Coppedge, Gerring,

Lindberg, Skaaning, Teorell, Altman, Bernhard, Fish, Glynn, Hicken, Knutsen,

Marquardt, McMann, Miri, Paxton, Pemstein, Staton, Tzelgov, Wang and Zimmerman

2016) is a key enabler for this project as a whole. My objective is to develop a

systematic measure that can reflect levels of contestation and thereby make the latent

assumption of elite contestation’s long-term effects on institutions a testable matter.

Therefore, the quality of this enterprise rests entirely on the validity of the applied

operationalization of contestation. Briefly put, I develop a count measure of regime

changes to account for contestation based on logic closely related to the alternation

rule as it is applied in the prominent Democracy-Dictatorship (Alvarez-Cheibub-

Limongi-Przeworski [DD/ACLP]) binary democracy measure. The DD measure is

based explicitly on the contestation component of Dahlian polyarchy (Alvarez et al.

1996; Przeworski et al. 2000; Cheibub, Gandhi and Vreeland 2010). The measure

includes several specifications including focus on the alternation rule; namely that

an alternation in power under the same electoral rules as the ones that brought

the incumbent to power must have taken place in the regime in question for it to

be classified as a democracy (Cheibub, Gandhi and Vreeland 2010:69). The other

requirements of the DD measure, i.e. multiparty structure and elections, are used to

classify democracies and the ”alternation rule” is used thereafter as a requirement for

those regimes to be labelled democracies.

My use of the alternation rule lends from this basic logic of detecting contestation

through alternation, but seeks to extend it beyond democracy concepts to examine

non-regulated constestation across regime-types. I suppose that contestation might
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be present without regime change, but that regime change is the final and

resolute manifestation of non-regulated, extra-constitutional contestation. Similarly,

democracy might be present in countries where alternation does not take place, but the

DD measure assumes that we can only be definitely sure that is does when alternation

of power in fact takes place. I then further elaborate the idea to let a higher number

of alternations, or regime changes, mean a higher degree of contestation. There are

disadvantages to this approach, and vulnerabilities both in terms of Type I and Type

II error (with overweight on the latter). In this section, I will describe and discuss

the data collection process, the possible faults and inadequacies of the measure,

and discuss both its internal and external validity. As a whole, I argue that the

measure is very likely to be able to detect some prominent tendencies of non-regulated

contestation, and thereby serve as a worth-while test of the latent assumption.

4.1.1 The coding process

The regime data that makes up the independent variable is processed and collected

as part of the yet unpublished Historical V-Dem dataset (Knutsen et al. 2015).1 The

data consists of variables describing regime name, its start and end dates, and a

classification of the way the regime ended. The relevant units are the historical polities

corresponding to current Post-Communist states. The coding is done by examining

historical records, preferably drawing on several reliable sources, and systematizing

the information with a particular focus on consistency in the types of events that

classify as regime changes. I have coded most of these data myself (except for three

countries before 1920) as part of the Historical V-Dem project.2

4.1.2 What is a polity?

An important point to elaborate on is the way in which units are defined and classified.

The countries, or polities, that structure V-Dem data collection are political units which

enjoy some sovereignty and exert governance to a considerable degree so as to make

up ”the operational unit of governance” (V-Dem Methodology 2015:16). Furthermore,

the country units themselves are subject to the following criteria; claims to sovereignty,

continuity with a contemporary nation-state, defined borders, a capital, an executive

1Complete list of regimes and samples of the complete dataset are printed in Appendix A.
2The data is collected by research assistants and thereafter cross-checked for validity, reliability and

consistency by Prof. Carl Henrik Knutsen and Dr. Tore Wig of the Disentangelig the Economic Effects of
Democracy (DEEPI) project at the University of Oslo. The core Historical V-Dem project team consists
of six scholars at the universities of Boston, Harvard, Oslo, Lund and Aarhus.
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body, some self-rule and a distinct governing style (Coppedge, Gerring, Lindberg,

Skaaning, Teorell and Ciobanu 2015). The central decision will, inevitably, depend on

a question of degree when distinguishing autonomous polities from non-autonomous

ones. An extensive review is available to describe the polities coded, and their

respective time periods, in the V-Dem dataset published in January 2016.

In 19th and 20th century, only the great powers in my sample enjoyed consistent

and long-lasting sovereignty. In fact, every single Post-Soviet state was ruled by Russia

to some extent before the Bolshevik revolution and the subsequent Sovietization of

the area. Among the Warsaw Pact countries, consistent and long lasting rule of its

neighbours were exerted by the Austro-Hungarian Empire and the Ottoman Empire as

well as the Russian Empire. With the notable exceptions of Bulgaria, Serbia, Romania,

Montenegro and the great powers (Russia and Hungary), all other polities in my

sample entered the 20th century without sovereignty. The purpose of the explanatory

variable coded here is therefore to capture the sovereignty- ”window of opportunity”

that arose in the following time period. In some countries the window was very brief,

but in others, like Estonia, Latvia and Albania, it lasted through the entire inter-war

period.

A particularly interesting and difficult region in this sense is Central-Asia. Here,

nomadic tribes and, to some extent, Persian affiliated khanates had dominated the

plain with only some degree of restrictive polity boundaries. At the turn of the 19th

century, the area was dominated by three khanates (Khiva, Khoqand and Bukhara),

sporadic nomadic Turkmen and Kyrgyz tribes, as well as four significant Hordes

(Bukey, Lesser, Middle and Greater Horde) that organized the Kazakh nomads. The

three khanates covered an area which on the current map covers most of Uzbekistan,

Tajikistan, Kyrgyzstan and some of Southern Kazakhstan. According to Soucek (2000),

the khanates were primarily driven and dominated by Uzbek dynasties (i.e. the Mings

in Khoqand and the Janids in Bukhara). Assigning relevant historical polities among

these ranks to the present day states of Central-Asia is therefore an arduous task, even

plausibly impossible and/or completely unfruitful. These factors, combined with the

lack of self-rule in the Baltics, the Caucasus and parts of Eastern Europe, rules out the

possibility of using regime coding from the 19th century as any kind of consistent and

generalizable size in my analysis and is therefore ruled out.

In the mid-19th century, Russian imperial interest in the area became increasingly

prevalent and eventually Russia gained and consolidated absolute military and

governmental control (Soucek 2000:195-209). The Russian government organized

the area into nine Oblasts and two comparatively autonomous emirates, Khiva and
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Bukhara, again organized under two governorate-generals. This externally inflicted

system had not manifested itself throughout the peoples of the region when the

October Revolution, and its scrambling aftermaths, made a considerable halt in

imperial rule (ibid: 209-225). Accordingly, the validity challenge is to relate the

movements and political changes in the region to polities that exist today. The

window of opportunity for recording regime change in the region is given by the

aftermath of the October Revolution and the First World War. Across the region, these

circumstances gave most of the polities a brief, or more extensive, experience with

independent rule, or at least a significant change in the way they were governed. In

Central-Asia, separatist forces wanting national sovereignty briefly came to power

in Ashgabat, now the capital of Turkmenistan. In Tashkent, now the capital of

Uzbekistan, the Jadid rulers of the Bukhara khanate briefly governed the area. In the

remaining areas, Russian Bolsheviks quite swiftly managed to consolidate rule and no

significant local government manifested itself (Soucek 2000:209-254).

Two major issues of validity arise; the first relating to the relevance of recording

these events as regime changes, the second relating to the relevance of these changes

to record contestation. I will treat these issues more closely in the following section,

but this also poses a coding unit issue. As their values are mostly 0 on my contestation

variable, the fact that the units experienced almost none non-foreign imposed change

means to include their variation in terms of lack of contestation. In practice, defining

them as polities is therefore a greater challenge to the validity of regime coding than to

the validity of the contestation-variable as it is included here: it is arguably valid that

no contestation took place in pre-Soviet Uzbekistan. It is a greater challenge to decide

whether the brief period they had with non-Bolshevik, approximate self-rule (1920-

1921) was sufficiently ”the operational unit of governance” in that period, as defined

by the rules on classifying regimes. These issues are dealt with in a meticulous manner

in the dataset by continuously addressing and revisiting the coding unit rules. In

some cases, like Kyrgyzstan and Kazakhstan, no non-Bolshevik regime is recorded. In

Uzbekistan, however, the Bukharan political elite reasserted some influence between

the Imperial Tsarist Russian and Soviet periods of rule, and is therefore coded as an

independent regime. The global rules of the V-Dem project makes for a very consistent

dataset.
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4.1.3 What is classified as regime change?

For a governmental development to classify as regime change, the new regime must

be significantly different from the preceding regime. A regime is defined as the set of

formal and/or formal rules that are essential for maintaining and choosing political

leaders (Knutsen et al. 2015). The coding rule for regime change is that a substantial

change occurs in the formal and/or informal rules by which the given country is

governed. In stable democratic regimes, a new incumbent will not signify regime

change because the institutions and rules remain the same. Here, the formal rules

should correspond to the informal rules. In the regime data, a partially democratic

regime will therefore only end in regime change if it ceases to be a democracy

(i.e. through a coup) or if it is substantially liberalized (i.e. through significant

constitutional changes or extension of suffrage). In the non-democratic cases, informal

rules often do not correspond to the formal rules, and therefore regime change may

occur because of substantial change in the informal rules. The greatest tendency in the

relevant data for this thesis, is regime change that is not at all initiated by democratic

processes. This is what makes the end type variable so significant. The variation on

the end type variable is used in the later operationalizations to give substance to the

kinds of regime changes that plausibly occur due to contestation (see section 4.1.5 on

page 30). The exhaustive list of possible end type categories is 3:

1. A military coup d’etat.

2. A coup d’etat conducted by other groups than the military.

3. A self-coup (autogolpe) conducted by the sitting leader.

4. Assassination of the sitting leader (but not related to a coup d’etat)

5. Natural death of the sitting leader

6. Loss in civil war.

7. Loss in inter-state war.

8. Foreign intervention (other than loss in inter-state war)

9. Popular uprising.

10. Substantial political liberalization/democratization with some form of guidance

by sitting regime leaders

3Excerpt from Historical V-Dem codebook (Knutsen et al. 2015)
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11. Other type of directed and intentional transformational process of the regime

under the guidance of sitting regime leaders (excluding political liberalization)

12. Substantial political liberalization/democratization without guidance by sitting

regime leaders, occurring from some other process (such as an unexpected

election loss for the sitting regime) than those specified by categories 1 to 10

13. Other process than those specified by categories 1 to 12.

Some particularly difficult cases in this regard are, for example, Estonia at

the end of Russian rule and Montenegro at the end of the First World War. In

Estonia, following the October revolution, the Committee of Elders of the Maapaev

(parliament) issued the Estonian Declaration of Independence in Tallinn on 24

Feb 1918 after a long political mobilization for independence. The country was

then occupied by German troops and Russia signed the Treaty of Brest-Litowsk

which waived all Russian claims to Estonia (Plakans 2011:298-305). This triggers

two potential responses on the end type variable; loss in inter-state war (6) and

political liberalization (11). The first is relevant because it was, to a certain extent,

Russian concessions in WWI that enabled independence. However, the independence

movement had been working for a long time also to gain support from Germany. The

German aristocracy was allegedly stronger than the Russians in Estonian political

life. This, combined with the fact that much more inclusive rights were enabled

through the independence proclamation (ibid.), indicates political liberalization to be

the decisive feature.

In Montenegro, on the 24-26th of November 1918, the Podgorica Assembly votes

to unite Montenegro in the Kingdom of Serbs, Croats and Slovenes under Prince-

regent Aleksandar of the Karadjordjevic dynasty (Andrijasevic and Rastoder 2006;

Roberts 2007). The Union is proclaimed on the 1st of December the same year.

The Podgorica Assembly is controversial because it was located in Podgorica, far

away from the capitol Cetinje and for its arguable exclusion of pro-Montenegrin

independence supporters. Under multiple choice, both foreign intervention in the

form of Serbian influence and directed change by sitting regime leaders is coded.

The sitting King Nikola was not at all part of the process, but representatives of

Montenegro were present. Choosing between foreign intervention (7) and a directed

and intentional, transformational process (10) is unavoidably controversial in this

instance. The choice is between whether the Podgorica Assembly rightly represented

Montenegrin governmental officials or if Serbian outside intervention was decisive.

The first is chosen in this case, recognizing its contestability.
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4.1.4 The validity of the independent variable

To properly and systematically evaluate the validity of the independent variable, I

employ Adcock and Colliers 2001 four-level framework for measurement validity.

In their own words; ”Valid measurement is achieved when scores (including the

results of qualitative classification) meaningfully capture the ideas contained in the

corresponding concept” (Adcock and Collier 2001:530). Their framework to assess

validity is based on four levels which are the Background Concept (Level 1), the

Systematized Concept (Level 2), the Indicators (Level 3), and the Scores for the Cases

(Level 4). Adcock and Collier use these levels to suggest a generalizable approach to

create, improve and evaluate validity. In the preceding sections, I have described the

concrete information that is converted to indicators of regime change and discussed

some challenges in scoring the cases. To ensure maximum validity and deal with these

challenges, the scoring of the cases is submitted for revision and cross-checked by the

project leaders. One important procedure to ensure validity is that both a ”liberal” and

a ”conservative” coding is done when there is uncertainty in classification of regime

changes. Liberal coding typically sets the bar lower for the types of events considered

regime changes, including all plausible cases, where as conservative coding only

records the most significant events. In turn, the choice between alternative coding

is deliberated and decided by the project leaders. Based on the procedures presented

here and in the preceding sections, I argue that Level 3 and Level 4 are accounted for.

This leaves the move from background concept to systematized concept.

Moving from contestation to number of regime changes is the most challenging to

argue sufficiently for. As mentioned earlier, however, the logic is already elaborated

on and argued for in the literature. In the DD measure, alternation is introduced

as a way of avoiding democratic classification of countries that are not, in fact,

democracies (Przeworski et al. 1996; Cheibub, Gandhi and Vreeland 2010:10-11).

The alternation rule serves to measure whether incumbents actually leave office after

losing elections, and thereby whether democratic rules de jure function as democracy

de facto. Recent work has illustrated the complications of that rule when applied

to studies of the benefits of democracy and urged caution against its use ”when

turnover is endogenous to the outcome (or determinant) of democracy under study”

(Knutsen and Wig 2015). Observing, and measuring, contestation is quite the difficult

task. In hybrid regimes, elections might be held with no real competitive component.

Requiring alternation for considering a regime as democratic will therefore reduce

the likelihood of ”type I-errors” (i.e. counting non-democracies as democracies,
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see Przeworski et al. (1996)), equivalently increasing the likelihood of type II-errors

(counting democracies as non-democracies).

Where the novelty lies, then, is in concentrating on alternations where the same

rules are in no way employed to elect the executive as in the last election – regime

changes rather capture the complete opposite. For the purpose of this thesis,

requiring alternation defined as regime change is a way of operationalizing the

historical occurrence of uncertainty. Specifically, it is a useful approach when the

units of interest do not hold elections. This is dominantly the case throughout my

sample. If alternation, albeit through coups, revolutions or more peaceful processes,

occur relatively often, power is a lot less likely to be predictably consolidated

within the circuits of specific actors. However, the same complication as described

above is applicable to contestation as an indicator of uncertainty (rather than as

a component of democracy). Operationalizing through alternation might, quite

plausibly, underestimate contestation in several situations. One party might stay in

power over large periods of time even when elections are contested, and authoritative

regime leaders might dominate their countries both under stable conditions and when

facing considerable competition.

To the degree that contestation occurs in the negligibly small number of democratic

units and years in my sample, it is consequently not measured. Using regime changes

as a modified alternation rule to measure non-democratic contestation will therefore

make the variables less likely to measure contestation where it has, in fact, taken

place than to measure it where it is non-existent. This property makes my regime

change variable a conservative approach to measuring contestation. This can, in

turn, possibly result in analyses where the null-hypothesis, suggesting no relationship

between contestation an institutions, is confirmed even if it is false; methodologically

termed making a Type II-error.

4.1.5 Four varieties of operationalization

Rather than developing a dichotomous measure, I argue instead for a count variable

of regime changes to capture non-regulated contestation. I started out with a count of

all regime changes taking place from WWI until WWII. Although Bolshevik rule was

established in St Petersburg in 1918, incorporation into the Soviet Union happened as

late as during World War II for some states, like the Baltics countries. The Warsaw

Pact only formed after the war, on the 14th of May 1955. To make sure the time period

would not be decisive, I then did a count for all regime changes between 1900 and
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WWII. As so many of the units in the dataset were born in the aftermath of WWI

and the Bolshevik revolution, I argue that the inter-war period has the best empirical

grounds. In choosing this period definition for the count variable, I ensure some

consistency in the era measured across units. That said, alternative specifications will

be important to robustness checks.

The data reveals that foreign introduced regime change in the form of losses

in inter-state war and foreign intervention were prone and common to the sample,

notably in relation to World War I and Red Army invasions of Russia’s neighbouring

states. Specifically, 54 of the 148 total regime changes in the sample were caused

by inter-state war. An additional 21 regime changes were caused by foreign

intervention. Consequently, they have the potential to severely distort distribution

on the explanatory variable. These regime changes can only in marginal cases be said

to represent contestation. As I have already described, what precise regime end type

to code can be difficult to decide. In some cases it might be relevant, for example, to

see Bolshevik intervention as also relating to internal contestation as its political force

might have been, to some extent, represented within the polity’s own political culture.

This is a vulnerability of the data that I will come back to when analyzing results. To

correct for the exogenous factors, I operationalize two varieties of the independent

variable which includes all regime changes that happened excluding those coded as

inter-state war or foreign intervention. The variation I argue to be the most solid

is therefore the one correcting for exogenous factors and counting regimes from the

inter-war period. From now on, this is the variable I address when writing about the

Regime Count variable. Below, I present summary statistics for the main RegimesCount

variable, the one spanning 1900 to WWII, and a third specification that does not control

for the exogenous factors.

Table 4.1: Summary statistics, independent variable
Variable Mean Std. Dev. Min. Max. N

Main RegimesCount (WWI-WWII) 1.89 1.75 0 7 28
RegimesCount (1900-WWII) 2.11 1.85 0 7 28
RegimesCount, unmodified (WWI-WWII) 5.29 1.96 2 9 28
RegimesCount, unmodified (1900-WWII) 3.82 1.72 1 8 28
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4.2 Measuring institutions

As described in Chapter 3, the theoretical framework applied here for the effects

of contestation addresses power-sharing institutions. The concept is not meant to

mimic democracy nor is it meant to cover larger concepts of ”good governance” and

the like. The methodological advantage of this approach is to avoid unintended

aggregation and be able to focus on specific indicators and novel, well-specified

aggregations. My operationalization of power-sharing institutions is to measure

legislative constraints on the executive through a V-Dem index based on the indicators

a) whether legislature questions officials in practice, b) executive oversight, c)

whether legislature investigates in practice and d) occurrence of opposition parties

in legislature (Coppedge, Gerring, Lindberg, Skaaning, Teorell, Altman, Bernhard,

Fish, Glynn, Hicken, Knutsen, McMann, Paxton, Pemstein, Staton, Zimmerman,

Andersson, Mechkova and Miri 2016). For refinement and robustness, I will examine

how the regression results differ when using the indicators separately as dependent

variables.

The legislative constraints on the executive-index is approximately interval scaled

and has values from 0 to 1. The underpinning of the measurement model is to use

patterns of cross-rater agreement and disagreement to estimate variations in reliability

and systematic bias, a very important feature as all indicators require coders to rank

cases on a discrete (ordinal) scale. Specifically, the index is formed by taking the point

estimates from a Bayesian factor analysis model of the above mentioned indicators

(Coppedge, Gerring, Lindberg, Skaaning, Teorell, Andersson, Marquardt, Mechkova,

Miri, Pemstein, Pernes, Stepanova, Tzelgov and Wang 2015). Throughout the V-Dem

indices, all variables generally load highly on the underlying factor.

4.2.1 On index validity

Based on Adcock and Colliers (2001) four-level framework for measurement validity

as outlined in section 4.1, I argue that the dependent variable is valid. The background

concept for the dependent variable is power-sharing institutions. There are, of course,

other plausible and available systematized concepts to apply. From institutions alone,

one could concentrate on a plentitude of different institutions (i.e. judiciary, financial

structures, federalist/regional autonomy etc.), and the way these share power could

be mapped in even more directions and applications. However, the theoretical basis

on which this thesis is built suggests a specification that captures broad and important
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power-sharing. Furthermore, as much of the relevant literature (see Chapter 3)

concentrates on executive powers and presidential significance, it is within those ranks

that the most valid measurements are found. When focusing on the executive, there

are several possible ”power-sharers”. Most notable perhaps is the judicial branch,

which will serve as a tool to check whether the results of the later analysis are

consistent across plausible specifications.

A great advantage of the V-Dem index is that it is focused on de facto rather than

de jure conditions. This is an advantage because it ensures that the variation recorded

is not merely driven by formal rules which do not correspond to informal rules. For

example, it is relatively common for de facto dictatorships to have formal rules for

de jure elections even when these are practically non-existent or extremely flawed.

Including those de facto, but not de jure elections in analyses lead to false results. The

focus on de facto conditions makes it quite likely that the constraints on the executive

index will tap power-sharing to a large extent. As for the systematized concept’s

relation to its indicators, this is elaborately ensured by V-Dem procedures. The index

is made by grouping interval-level measurement model output, based on the expert

coding, into sets of variables that share a common underlying concept. 100 draws are

then selected from the posterior distributions and a unidimensional Bayesian factor

analysis is employed to measure the latent concept sequentially for each randomly-

selected draw in each grouping of variables. The posterior distributions are then

combined to yield latent factor scores (Coppedge et al. 2015). Again, all V-Dem

variables generally load highly on the underlying factor.

In terms of reliability, which completes the Adcock and Collier model for

measurement validity by addressing level 4, scores for cases, the V-Dem index is

very strong. The evaluative indicators are based on multiple ratings provided by

experts (generally academics or professionals working in government, media or public

affairs), with uncertainty and systematic bias tapped through bridge and lateral

coding, meaning that experts code more than one country through time or multiple

countries in a single year. This is meant to assure cross-sample equivalence by

forcing coders to make comparisons and address consistency, as well as revealing bias

stemming from different understandings of the posited question. This in turn helps

the measurement model estimate and correct for systematic bias, and thereby ensures

a very reliable measure.4

4For more elaborate information on the measurement model and related issues see the V-Dem
Methodology and Codebook documents available from https://v-dem.net/en/reference/version-5-
jan-2016/
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4.2.2 Specifications

Figure 4.1: Legislative Constraints on the Executive Index w/confidence intervals

As previously noted, a critical point to ensure is that the later regression estimates

are not driven by specific years but rather reflect on the institutional situation as a

whole. The substantial problem behind this consideration is determining whether

the institutions have changed significantly over the last years or if some form of

consolidation of institutions has occurred. In other words, if the institutions are

not consolidated, the results of the regressions will be very different when executed

with other year-measures of the dependent variable. On a conceptual level, this is

thoroughly treated in Levitsky and Way (2010) on the consolidation of Competitive

Authoritarianism, also known as hybrid regimes. What can the V-Dem values for

constraints on the executive tell us about that development?

Figure 4.1 shows the index plotted for a selection of country units. It shows some

of the states have experienced significant changes in terms of legislative constraints on

the executive since the fall of Soviet. The curve for Russia does stabilize after 2004 and

Ukraine seems to account for the most turbulent changes in recent years. Whether

to accept that as a stabilization of affairs is still somewhat a matter of assumption.

However, apart from Ukraine, it does seem that some consolidation has taken place

and that the legislative constraints on the executive index has stabilized. Table 4.2

shows descriptive statistics for the Legislative Constraints on the Executive-index

measured in 2010, 2008, 2004 and 2000. These statistics give support to the idea of

some consolidation. The mean value changes from 0.56 in in 2000 to 0.61, indicating
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only marginal gross change on the index overall. However, as the figure illustrated

that some noteworthy change has occurred for individual countries, we can not rule

out that choosing a specific year matters. To avoid this leading to volatile results, I will

concentrate on values measured in 2010, but include other measured years in the the

robustness tests of Chapter 7.

Table 4.2: Summary statistics, dependent variable
Variable Mean Std. Dev. Min. Max. N

Legislative Constraints on Executive Index 2010 0.61 0.33 0.02 0.96 28
Legislative Constraints on Executive Index 2008 0.58 0.33 0.02 0.96 28
Legislative Constraints on Executive Index 2004 0.58 0.32 0.02 0.97 28
Legislative Constraints on Executive Index 2000 0.56 0.32 0.02 0.97 28

4.3 Control variables

The strength of multivariate regression is that it enables control for confounding or

indirect effects that might intervene with the particular explanatory effect we are

investigating (Skog 2004:258-297). For the resulting regression model to be well-

specified, we must both include all relevant and exclude all irrelevant controls (Keele

2015). Based on these principles, I have chosen to include four control variables

addressing wealth, population size, ethnic fractionalization and regional variation. In

this section I discuss their relevance and describe their measurement, respectively. For

all controls except the regional dummies, the value for Serbia and Montenegro in 1993

is given to both Serbia and Montenegro separately. This can be problematic because

it to some extent artificially extends the number of data points, which can in turn

introduce larger measurement error. I will control for this in Chapter 7 by examining

whether results differ when removing them from the regressions.

4.3.1 Ethnic fractionalization

In an effort to address the somewhat lucid notions of cultural explanation raised by

Jowitt (1991), I use ethnic fractionalization to model an alternative explanation of

institutional outcomes. It is commonly invoked to analyse the policy-mediated effects

of ethnic diversity, though its sometimes blind use has been criticized (see e.g. Posner

(2004)). Ethnic fractionalization has been found to both increase the chance of conflict

and have significant negative effect on quality of government (Alesina et al. 2003). In

very relevant applications, Fish and Kroenig (2006) and Brooks and Fish (2004) finds
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little evidence to support that fractionalization influences democratization. However,

if ethnic fractionalization should be a strong contributor to contestation, excluding

ethnic fractionalization from the analysis could mean that the effect of contestation

measured as regime changes on institutions would be spurious.

I use the ethnic fractionalization index presented by Alesina et al. (2003), retrieved

from the Quality of Government dataset (Teorell et al. 2016). The variable reflects

the probability that two randomly selected people from a given country will not

share a certain characteristic; the higher the number the less probability of the two

sharing that characteristic. In terms of validity, the most prominent issue for using the

variable in my application is its time-invariance. As its makers argue, the possible

endogenous characteristics of the variable should not be a serious issue in typical

panel data analyses with time horizons of 20 to 30 years (Alesina et al. 2003:7). In my

case, however, the time horizon is of such a scope that larger demographic changes

might quite probably have occurred, thereby making this variable susceptible to post-

treatment bias. In non-technical terms, its inclusion as a control for a confounding

effect on the explanatory variable would be a lot stronger if data were available on the

ethnic composition of the states before Soviet. Though some data exists on some of

the non-Soviet states before the fall of Soviet, the number of observations is so limited

that the information gain is negligible. Recognizing this disadvantage, the control is

included arguing that ethnic composition is stable enough to still provide interesting

information.

4.3.2 Wealth

To address some of the arguments raised by Hellman (1998b) and Przeworski (1991), I

control for country wealth. Wealth might have confounding effect on the relationship

between contestation and institutions because it might affect both chance of elite

conflict and chance of constraining institutions. In a very relevant application,

Fish and Choudhry (2007) finds that although economic liberalization in the Post-

Communist world has no discernible impact on democratization in a short term

perspective, it contributes substantially to the extent to which democratization reaches

a longer-term equilibrium. In the political economy literature, a firm relationship

is often established between income per capita and democracy (Przeworski et al.

2000), although several studies, like Acemoglu et al. (2008), find that controlling for

factors that affect both variables removes that statistical association. Barro (1999)

firmly asserts that ”increases in various measures of the standard of living forecast a
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gradual rise in democracy. In contrast, democracies that arise without prior economic

development [...] tend not to last” (1999:160). Furthermore, it is plausible that higher

levels of conflict reduces the chance for higher wealth which again might decrease the

chance of democratic institutions. This would mean that the effect of contestation is

indirect through wealth. To test the former, I need historical wealth data. This is only

available for 8 of the countries in my sample in 1929 through the dataset presented in

Maddison (2007), and will therefore only be used in an exploring robustness test in

Chapter 7.

To test the indirect effect, I use GDP per capita as collected by Kristian Skrede

Gleditsch in his Expanded Trade and GDP Dataset (Gleditsch 2002) and retrieved for

this thesis through the Quality of Government dataset 5. The variable is measured in

1993, the earliest available year for all observations. In the analysis, the variable is

log-transformed to adjust for skewness.

4.3.3 Population size

Again, population size might have effect on both conflict (Brückner 2010) and

institutional choice (Lijphart 2012). The challenge is also here to find data with

sufficient information to plausibly test the possible confounding effect without severe

post-estimation bias. As this is available for so few units, I will include historical

data in the mentioned robustness test in Chapter 7. For the main analysis, I use data

from 1993 arguing that this variable is, like ethnic fractionalization, less susceptible to

large changes than wealth. Though populations undeniably have grown at different

speeds in the different countries of the sample, I argue that the variable is likely to

preserve a notable amount of the relative proportions of the populations as they also

were in the early 19th century. This suboptimal solution is a somewhat unfortunate,

but acceptable consequence of studying this region where so many of the units only

emerged as consolidated independent entities after 1991. In the analysis, population

size is also log-transformed to adjust for skewness.

Table 4.3: Summary statistics, control variables
Variable Mean Std. Dev. Min. Max. N

Ethnic fractionalization 0.4 0.16 0.12 0.68 28
Log GDP per capita 1993 1.71 0.66 0.1 2.77 28
Log population size 1993 8.89 1.05 7.31 11.91 28

5Data available through qog.net (Teorell et al. 2016)
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4.3.4 Regional dummies

I will employ regional dummies for seven relevant subsections of the sample; strictly

Post-Soviet countries, non-Soviet countries, the Baltics, the Warsaw pact countries, the

former Yugoslav countries, Czechoslovakia and Central Asia. The purpose of these

variables is twofold. First, they serve as handy tools for controlling for sub-sample

heterogeneity and ensuring consistency of the results across the sample. As it is for

the Post-Soviet countries that the freeze hypothesis is at its clearest, it will be relevant

to look at differences in estimates when applied to only these countries, as well as for

other combinations of sub-samples.

The second purpose of the regional dummies is to serve as proxies for a

proximity control. That is, as sub-samples are groups of geographical neighbours,

they will also control for the common hypothesis that proximity to predominantly

democratic regions or predominantly non-democratic regions, will be decisive for

the development of the country in question (Levitsky and Way 2010). The regional

dummies are therefore key to both ensuring consistent estimation across the sample

and to incorporating a common competing explanation of institutional variation in the

Post-Communist world.

Table 4.4: Distribution of countries per regional dummy
Baltic Central Asia Czechoslovakia Yugoslavia Warsaw Pact

Post-Soviet N=15 3 5 0 0 0
Non Post-Soviet N=13 0 0 2 6 7
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Design and tools

This chapter outlines the research design, data and variable operationalization

employed to arrive at a plausible interpretation of the possible causal relationship

between contestation and power-balancing institutions. First, I develop the overall

analytical framework and discuss some key challenges in formalizing assumptions

and an appropriate design. Second, I describe the relevant statistical tools which

will be applied to estimate possible causal effects, and discuss the model-based

assumptions required for those tools to give plausible and reliable estimates.

5.1 Causal inference

In an effort to communicate the objectives, assumptions and design of this research

as clearly as possible, I lend some terms and principles from the causal inference

literature. In most, if not all, stages of developing an appropriate and plausible

research design, there are possible issues and trade-offs to consider. Focus on these

issues and explicit handling of and focus on good research design improves the overall

relevance and scientific impact of the social sciences (Angrist and Pischke 2010). For

instance: How does the relationship between the variables look? Are there possible

confounding factors? How can the research be designed to best serve our intentions

and assumptions? An important step in ensuring good solutions to these issues is

to explicitly address and discuss the assumptions and specifications on which the

research is based.

First of all, there is a fundamental difference between trying to identify causal

mechanisms and merely searching for compelling descriptive statistics on a given

issue. When applying causal language it is useful to iterate the causal logic underlying

that language. Gerring (2005) writes that ”a cause raises the probability of an event”,
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arguing that this common and unifying conception based on Bayesian inference is

relevant across the social sciences. A specification of that logic is the ”potential

outcomes model” (Keele 2015:314). The potential outcomes model formalizes the idea

that we cannot know the individual-level causal effect of a treatment D, because we

only observe units with a given observed outcome. In other words, we cannot know

the outcome Uzbekistan has with more regime changes – we only know its observed

outcome with the existing treatment. If we are to use causal language, the implicit

causal statement is that if treatment D was different, outcome Y would be different.

This is a counterfactual statement, based on unobserved data (Keele 2015:314).

Explicitly, the issue of causal inference addresses whether, and how, I can reach

conclusions suggesting that contestation has a probable causal effect on constraints on

the executive, rather than merely pointing out a correlational pattern. The agenda

of the following considerations then is to provide the best possible conditions for

causal arguments. I begin by discussing the size and limitations of the sample and

its advantages in terms of limiting confounding factors.

5.2 Bias versus efficiency

There are, in a sense, two levels of causal argumentation on the relationship between

contestation and institutions. The relationship is, as mentioned in Chapter 3, assumed

in a global, non-region specific context. The second level is specified to the Post-

Communist context. For external validation purposes, and for the generalizing power

of statistical estimates and data efficiency, the existence of a global level argument

could imply that a global test including data on all countries for as many years as

possible, should be the basis for analysis. However, in addition to the advantage

of handling more specified theoretical assumptions in the Post-Communist context

(also relating to the historical lag assumption, see Chapter 3), choosing a more

homogeneous sub-sample provides a considerable methodological advantage in terms

of susceptibility to omitted variable bias (Keele 2015). That advantage is made from

reducing the possible amount of variation in the sample that is not accounted for by

our specified variables.

The bias versus efficiency trade-off is rarely negligible when making decisions on

research designs. The general idea is that reducing the amount of information used

in analysis will likely impair statistical efficiency and limit the power of the estimates,

but will at the same time decrease the likelihood of confounding bias. This trade-off

is, for example, prominent when choosing whether or not to use time or unit-fixed
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effects in panel data analysis, and is equally prominent when deciding on what kind

of sample to use.

Keele (2015) describes the issue of reducing heterogeneity as a key challenge

in separating treatment effects from unit characteristics that can be correlated with

treatment status. In a perfect situation, where all the units are exactly identical

prior to treatment, we could merely compare their outcomes to reach firm causal

conclusions. As part of what he calls the Design-Based Approach, this is the ideal

to which reducing heterogeneity seeks to approximate. In the social sciences, it will of

course only, if even, be possible to reach a partial approximation to that principle, as

the units of analysis will display considerable heterogeneity. This can be done through

randomization procedures in experiments, but in an observational study like this, one

useful alternative is to reduce sample size to a more comparable subset.

In Keele’s view, efficiency should generally be a secondary concern in

observational studies. He draws on insight from Cochran and Chambers (1965) who

demonstrate that if there is a fixed bias, and that bias does not decrease as sample

size grows, the resulting bias in the larger sample will dominate the mean-squared

error of the estimate. The confidence intervals will shrink and eventually exclude the

true value of the estimated effect, leading the increase in sample size to only increase

the power of the non-true estimate. In his own words; ”In observational data, the

amount of bias that results from unobserved confounders is a far greater source of

uncertainty than uncertainty from a limited sample size” (Keele 2015:325). Rosenbaum

(2004) also found that unit heterogeneity increases both sampling variability and

sensitivity to bias from unobserved covariates. The decision here to concentrate

on the Post-Communist world, even if it contains a mere 23 units for analysis, is

therefore methodologically argued to improve causal design: it allows for closer

specifications of theoretical assumptions and for a research design concentrated on

avoiding potential confounding bias.

The causal advantage of this approach is related to the internal validity priority of

experimental and quasi-experimental designs. By focusing on this smaller regional

sample, the plausibility of finding a local causal effect rather than suffering from

omitted variable bias is increased, but not without trade-off. The resulting analysis

might shed light on this particular instance, but fails to provide the external validity

to justify global-context generalizations. Moreover, the lack of efficiency in the very

small sample can be statistically detrimental. By decreasing susceptibility to bias, we

are increasing susceptibility to influential outliers and decreasing power. In the later

analyses, attention to outliers is therefore of great importance.
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5.2.1 The sample

Explicitly, I define the Post-Communist World, in total 28 countries, to be the 15 Post-

Soviet countries: Armenia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Estonia, Georgia, Kazakhstan, Latvia,

Lithuania, Moldova, Russia, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan, Ukraine and Uzbekistan, the 7

countries that were closely associated with Soviet through the Warsaw Pact: Check

Republic and Slovakia, Hungary, Poland, Bulgaria, Albania and Romania [East

Germany excluded], and the 6 countries of Post-Yugoslavia: Slovenia, Croatia, Bosnia

and Herzegovina, Serbia, Montenegro and Macedonia.

This definition is, of course, not without flaws. As the list above shows,

there are several presumably similar countries in this sample, but simultaneously

some countries that can hardly be termed similar. The ”comparing apples to

apples” homogeneity idea is indeed limited when comparing the Czech Republic to

Turkmenistan. That said, the sample is still a great deal more homogeneous than

a global sample, and its composite countries share certain important characteristics.

In the strictest sense, the theoretical argument for treating the Soviet period as an

institutional freeze only applies to the actual Sovietized countries. However, the

system applied across these countries was considerably similar and posed similar

challenges in forming institutions and governments after they fell (Nikolenyi 2014). To

ensure that the results are not driven by one of these regions, or individual countries, I

will apply a series of regional dummies to exclude region-driven effects, as illustrated

in Chapter 4.

5.3 A note on the temporal argument

Another related issue in developing the design is deciding on how to treat the

temporal dimension. In a desire to increase efficiency, a larger design with many year-

based observations is tempting. However, to stay sufficiently true to the theoretical

assumptions, I have decided here to focus on a cross-sectional approach. Although

this decreases observation points, the independent variable contains large amounts of

information that is still utilized, as discussed in Chapter 4. Furthermore, a cross section

design actually better represents my temporal argument: the effect of contestation in

one defined period of time, pre-Soviet, will re-emerge in the Post-Communist period

and have a long-term effect on institutions (for a similar application, see Acemoglu,

Johnson and Robinson (2001)). In other words, I am interested in two periods of

time rather than the effect of contestation as it changes across the century. In formal
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notation:

Institutions2010,i = Contestation1918−1940,i + z2010,i + z1918−1940,i +ε (5.1)

Rather than

Institutionst,i = Contestationt−x,i + zt,i + zt−x,i +ε (5.2)

5.4 The statistical tools

As a whole, my intention in employing the following analytical tools is to minimize

the chance of finding model-specific effects. In other words, as several models

can fit the analysis with more or less accuracy (or put differently: several models

are equally suboptimal), my main interest is finding out whether the effect of

my operationalization of contestation is robust across plausible specifications. The

main models are OLS and Tobit regressions. The section contains descriptions and

discussion of the models’ assumptions, the credibility of those assumptions to this

analysis and how to test model fit for each of the main models in this order. Finally, I

will concentrate on the general sensitivity analyses and robustness checks that will be

employed.

5.4.1 OLS and the BLUE assumptions

First, I will analyse the data with standard Ordinary Least Squared (OLS) regression.

When its assumptions are correct, OLS regression is a very powerful and intelligible

tool for empirical, and when well-specified, causal analysis. OLS provides the

advantage of producing estimators that are easy to interpret and, when applied in

a suitable situation, produces what is known as the Best Linear Unbiased Estimator

(BLUE). For OLS estimates to be BLUE, they have to be unbiased and efficient. Briefly

put, in the framework of Kennedy (2003), the five assumptions of OLS are:

1. The regression equation is correctly specified to let the dependent variable be

computed as a linear function of the included variables (including all relevant

and excluding all irrelevant variables).

2. The expected value of the disturbance term is zero.

3. The disturbance terms have the same variance and are uncorrelated
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4. Observations on the independent variable can be considered fixed in finite

samples.

5. There are more observations than independent variables, and there are no exact

linear relationships between independent variables.

For my sample, it is not unlikely that the first, third, fourth and fifth assumptions

will be partially or grossly violated. The second assumption is general and technical in

nature describing an underlying assumption about the world. The third assumption

points to the issues of heteroscedasticity and autocorrelation of the disturbance

term. Autocorrelation is a more prevalent issue when using longitudinal data, but

heteroscedasticity is not entirely unlikely to occur in my sample. This is because, as

discussed in the sample section, the observations are comparatively homogeneous, but

still retain some considerable heterogeneity. Possible heteroegeneity will be subject

to post estimation testing. The fifth assumption concerns the issues of degrees of

freedom and perfect multicollinearity. In non-technical terms, the degrees of freedom

assumption states that there are more observations than there are variables. The

assumption of no perfect multicollinearity states that no independent variables have

exact linear relationships between them (Kennedy 2003). Although the acute violation

of the fifth assumption is infeasible and modern statistical software will simply not

generate OLS results in their presence, approximation to the degrees of freedom-issue

will typically lead to large standard errors and difficulty in obtaining significant results

(Kennedy 2003). As my sample is very small, decreasing the gap between number of

observations and number of variables which again limits degrees of freedom, I can

expect some difficulty in obtaining significant estimates and risk Type II-error, as a

result of sample size.

The first assumption can be evaluated in two steps; first in terms of correct

specifications, and second in terms of assumed linearity. Regarding correct

specifications, including irrelevant variables will reduce model efficiency, and

excluding relevant variables can lead to biased estimators and lower or raise the

model’s mean square error (Kennedy 2003:107-108). For my model, the risk of

omitted variable bias is considerably lowered due to the heterogeneity-reduced

sample (see 5.2.1 on page 42). It does, however, in no way eliminate its risk, and

therefore thorough misspecification tests will be done on the model, post estimation.

As far as the linearity assumption goes, a challenge of the OLS model applied to these

data is the possibly left and right-censored 0-1 scale that makes up the independent

variable. This might call for the use of the Tobit-model, which is treated in depth in
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the next section.

The fourth assumption pertains to the issue of contemporaneous correlation of

the disturbance term and the regressor, which is an issue central to most studies of

institutions and its predictors. If contemporaneous correlation is positive, a higher

disturbance term relates to higher values on the dependent variable, leading to the

regressor itself being estimated to be higher than its true value. This is a concern

for endogeneity, that is, when the independent variable not only affects, but is itself

affected by the dependent variable (Kennedy 2003:159). To a certain extent, I try

to deal with this issue in my analysis through the use of historical values on the

independent variable, mimicking a very long lag. The causal claim is greatly enhanced

by this design, because the cause then happens long before its effect. However, the

institutions measured are likely to be highly autocorrelated with its historical values,

and those institutions are likely to be endogenous to the contestation measure. In non-

technical terms, institutions are likely to be closely tied to their historic predecessors

and those historic predecessors will likely both be affected by and to some extent cause

the regime changes happening in their respective time periods. Accordingly, the issue

can by no means be entirely discerned. As a final and strict test, I will control the

OLS estimates for the institutional variable measured in 1920 to try to isolate the non-

endogenous, direct effect of historical contestation on contemporary institutions.

It is likely that my analyses will break some of the OLS assumptions. However, the

utility of the model still lies in that it is a clear and relevant baseline comparison to

other possible estimation methods, and that it is interesting as a point of departure

to examine how its results might be similar or differ across the regression tools.

Consequently, the framework of the OLS assumptions allows for a clear and detailed

comparison of the advantages and trade-offs involved in choosing the best estimation

approach and evaluating its results.

5.4.2 Tobit: Possible violation of the constant linearity assumption

The Tobit regression model was initially developed by James Tobin to handle

dependent variables with a partly continuous and partly discrete distribution

(Kennedy 2003; Stock and Watson 2007). The Tobit model is a censored regression

model because of its moderation to incorporate the partly discrete distribution. In

other words, the Tobit model will improve estimates when observations that lie in

a certain range are measured as a single value on the dependent variable. In non-

technical terms, if the range of the dependent variable is artificial, or stops at some
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given point because of missing information, the Tobit model will incorporate that fact

and adjust estimates accordingly.

The Tobit model makes the fundamental assumption that the equation determining

whether an observation is at the limit of the distribution is the same as the equation

telling us the value of the dependent variable. In Kennedy’s example, this makes

good sense when the model is applied to, say, demand for hockey tickets, because

demand will determine both the sale of hockey tickets and whether the stadium is sold

out. In other words, the limits must not be explained by another factor than the non-

limit values. For my analysis, I argue that this assumption is quite plausible. Though

linearity might be difficult to assume for all differences in values across the spectrum

of regime changes and institutions, the limit values of the dependent variable are not

theoretically probable to be particular instances in this regard. The contrary would

suggest, for example, that the move from zero to one regime changes was a huge

determinant of institutions, but that the amount of regime changes after that did not

affect institutions. In using the Tobit model, I assume that this is not the case. This

final assumption is testable by recoding the independent variable into one or more

alternatively specified dichotomies. I will apply this as a robustness test in Chapter 7.
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The institutional effect of contestation

In this chapter, I present results and interpretations of the baseline OLS and Tobit

models. Thereafter, I present a series of models including regional dummy controls as

well as models using alternative operationalizations of elite contestation. Before going

through the models, I present a descriptive plot of RegimesCount on the Legislative

Constraints on the Executive Index (LCEI), and outline the main tendency this reveals.

As we shall see, this initial descriptive trend is quite representative of what the later

multiple regressions point to. Throughout, the main focus of the chapter is on the

consistency of the estimated coefficients across both model and variable specifications.

6.1 Descriptive main trend

Before applying statistical tools, it is worthwhile to have a proper look at what the

properties of the variables and descriptive statistics can tell us about tendencies in

the data. In line with argumentation from Achen (2005), the integration of statistical

methods with deep substantive knowledge and attention to the nature of the data can

help avoid inferential errors and susceptibility to statistically constructed results.

Figure 6.1 shows the values of the RegimesCount variable plotted against values

on the index for legislative constraints on the executive for each of the Post-

Communist countries in my sample. The figure also shows the OLS best fit-line,

with confidence intervals in grey, computed without controls. First of all, the figure

does show a positive correlation between a higher number of regime changes and

higher values on the legislative constraints on the executive index. Furthermore,

it shows that this tendency is the strongest for the least constraining states. All

states with constraints index-values of less than 0.1 (Kazakhstan, Uzbekistan, Belarus,

Turkmenistan, Azerbaijan and Tajikistan) are clustered in the lower left corner,

47



6.2. Baseline models: OLS and Tobit

Figure 6.1: RegimesCount plotted against LCEI in 2010

figuring in the data with 0 or 1 regime changes. The figure also illustrates some

challenges for the later interpretation of regression results. One of these challenges

is the uneven distribution of the explanatory variable. A high frequency of countries

appears in the data with zero regime changes, and only Bulgaria has more than

four. The high frequency of zero-observations illustrates that the variable might be

under-reporting variation, as addressed in the discussion of susceptibility to type

II-error in Chapter 4. As the figure shows, the countries with zero-observations

include as diverse countries as Turkmenistan and the Czech Republic. The figure

thereby illustrates that issues with both heterogeneity and significant outliers might

be prominent to the following analysis. In the later statistical application, I will

examine whether outliers are important to the regression results. The scatterplot can

also indicate a squared curve-linear relationship. This will be addressed in Chapter 7.

6.2 Baseline models: OLS and Tobit

Table 6.1 below shows the baseline model computed with OLS and Tobit regression.

The control variables included are log-transformed GDP per capita, log-transformed

population size and ethnic fractionalization. As discussed in Chapter 4, the control

variables are all measured in 1993 because of data availability issues, though this does
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leave some susceptibility to post-treatment bias. I will briefly address that issue in

Chapter 7.

Table 6.1: Baseline Models: OLS and Tobit

Dependent variable:

LCEI

(OLS) (Tobit)

RegimesCount 0.096∗∗∗ 0.096∗∗∗

(0.033) (0.030)
Ethnic fractionalization −0.051 −0.051

(0.385) (0.355)
Log GDP per capita 0.117 0.117

(0.086) (0.079)
Log population size −0.064 −0.064

(0.054) (0.050)
Constant 0.814 0.814

(0.563) (0.519)
(Tobit) Sigma 0.265

(0.234)

Observations 28 28
R2 0.345
Adjusted R2 0.231
Residual Std. Error (df = 23) 0.293
F Statistic (df = 4; 23) 3.028∗∗

Pseudo R2 0.70

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
Robust SEs in parentheses
Control variables measured in year 1993

6.2.1 OLS Analysis

The first column of Table 6.1 shows results from the baseline OLS model. The Regimes-

Count variable has a positive coefficient of 0.096 and is significant at the one percent

level. Complete interpretation of the OLS coefficient suggests that for each regime

change, the expected value on the Legislative Constraints on the Executive Index

increases by 0.096. As the index ranges from 0 to 1, this is a strong result indicating

a substantial positive effect of RegimesCount. As we saw in Figure 6.1, this makes

good substantial sense for several of the countries involved. The difference on the

dependent variable between Montenegro and Latvia is about 0.8, and as Latvia had

one more regime change in the inter-war period, the model reports that change quite
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well.

The estimated OLS baseline coefficients thereby corroborates my hypothesis. The

argument is that more non-regulated elite competition will restrict leaders from

consolidating strong or autocratic executives (Frye 1997; Olson 1993; Svolik 2012).

The data for the explanatory variable is based on pre-Soviet years. According to

these estimates, higher contestation operationalized as pre-Soviet RegimesCount does

indeed have a positive, and strong, effect on the extent of constraints on the executive.

In the case of Latvia and Montenegro, their difference on the RegimesCount variable

substantially refers to that Latvia experienced some more turmoil in the pre-Soviet era

than did Montenegro, acountry that was first as a separate entity and then as part of

the would-be Kingdom of Yugoslavia. Latvia both endured longer as a separate entity

and experienced more competition for power, thereby reflecting the idea of elevated

elite contestation.

Table 6.1 also shows that for both the OLS and Tobit model, none of the control

variables are significant, their coefficients are low and standard errors high. As all

three of the control variables are known to yield significant results in other analyses,1

this underlines how strict the test is merely due to the small number of observations

(N=28). As the RegimesCount variable produces a high and significant coefficient,

the lack of strong predictors among the control variables means that the explanatory

variable may indeed be a strong performer in the model.

The lack of strong coefficients for the control variables is worth some elaboration.

As discussed in Chapter 2 and 4, these controls represent common and credible

alternative explanations to institutional and regime type outcomes. In line with

argumentation from Fish and Kroenig (2006) and Brooks and Fish (2004), ethnic

fractionalization does not seem to have a substantive impact on Post-Communist

institutions. Its produced coefficient does have a negative sign, which is in

line with the common assumption of large fractionalization leading to weakened

democratization, but its standard errors are far too large to give any further credibility.

The coefficient for GDP per capita is positively signed and has a more acceptable

standard error than fractionalization, but is given no statistical significance. Therefore,

the long-standing argument made in Barro (1999), as mentioned in Chapter 4, which

indicates a positive effect for wealth on democratic consolidation, is not supported

in this analysis. That said, the dependent variable in this analysis is not aggregate

democracy, limiting the validity of this model as a test for Barro’s findings.2

1See, e.g., Alesina et al. (2003); Brückner (2010); Barro (1999)
2The controls, especially GDP per capita, produce much stronger coefficients when democracy
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6.2.2 Tobit Analysis

Table 6.1 also presents results from the Tobit analysis. As discussed in the previous

chapter, Tobit regression is a plausibly good alternative model in this case because

of the left and right-censored properties of the dependent variable. The Legislative

Constraints on the Executive Index is restricted between 0 and 1. Substantively, the

issue of the variable when used in OLS regression is that OLS cannot separate between

the cases that group in the extreme ends of the scale. Though OLS regression in this

case is possible, a limitation of the approach is that when the variable is censored,

OLS provides inconsistent estimates of the parameters, meaning that the coefficients

from the analysis will not necessarily approach the ”true” population parameters as

the sample size increases. 3 OLS regression estimates are therefore biased. In non-

technical terms, they will over- or underestimate the effect of the independent variable

because it cannot separate between observations that are grouped in the upper and

lower extreme of the dependent variable. The Tobit model takes theses considerations

into account and predicts the outcome variable to be within the specified range. In this

application, that means that the Tobit model will predict outcomes on the legislative

constraints index that stay within the 0 to 1 range.

When broken down by sub-regions, some tendencies towards censoring are

present. For the non-Soviet countries, where no observations have values on the

Legislative Constraints on the Executive Index below 0.5, there seems to be some

grouping towards value 1, the upper limit of the index. With so few observations,

however, clear tendencies are difficult to make out. The scatter plot in Figure 6.1 is

also a source of graphic information about possible censoring of the data. Judging

from the figure, there is a tendency towards grouping around higher and lower

values, indicating possible two-sided censoring. Especially, we can see the grouping

of Central Asian states, as well as Azerbaijan and Belarus, in the lower-left corner of

the figure.

The Tobit coefficients are not directly comparable to the OLS results. This is

because although the Tobit coefficients represent the expected change on the latent

dependent variable per regime change, it does not represent the expected change

in the actual dependent variable (Kennedy 2003:290). To compute the latter, we

must take into account the probability of being above the upper or below the lower

censoring limit. What we can still compare, however, is the sign and significance of

the coefficients. Also in the Tobit application, the RegimesCount coefficient is positive

indices are used as dependent variable. See Appendix D.
3For a complete run-through of the Tobit model, see Chapter 7 in Long (1997)
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6.3. Volatility to including sub-regional dummies

and highly significant with a t-value of 3.15. The coefficients and their standard erros

are, generally, strikingly similar to the ones produced by the OLS model.

6.3 Volatility to including sub-regional dummies

6.3.1 OLS with regional dummies

As discussed in section 4.3, the sub-regional dummies are meant to control for within-

regional variation as well as the effect of a country being close to its neighbours.

Although the Post-Communist world is thought to be more comparable than larger or

global samples due to lower within-sample heterogeneity, countries such as the Czech

Republic and Turkmenistan are still undeniably different. Sub-regional variation

is therefore interesting as a tool to examine possible omitted variable bias in the

baseline models. In other words, will controlling for sub-regions that are known to be

particular in terms of both dependent and independent variable characteristics take

away the explanatory power of RegimesCount? We know that the Baltic countries

have done exceedingly well in terms of democratic institutions since Soviet, and

that Central Asia is an example of the opposite. The Central Asian countries also

experienced few regime changes in the inter-war period. The Warsaw Pact Countries

and Yugoslavia are distinctive because their governments were independent from the

USSR. Czechoslovakia has been given its own dummy variable because it had some

experience with democracy in the inter-war period.

Recognizing the different attributes of the sub-regions of the Post-Communist

world, it is interesting as a next step to test for possible volatility to the regional

controls as outlined in Chapter 4. Table 6.2 shows this done for the OLS model with

the initial controls from the baseline model included. The regressions presented are

exposed for each of the seven regional dummies separately, namely The Baltics, the

Post-Soviet states, the non-Soviet states, former Yugoslavia, former Czechoslovakia,

Central Asia and the states of the Warsaw Pact.

Table 6.2 provides for several pieces of important insight. As the following

discussion will illustrate, the results of the regional dummy regressions suggest

that RegimesCount is highly robust to alternative sub-regional dummy specifications.

Model 1 includes the Baltic dummy which controls for Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania.

The dummy coefficient is substantial, but its standard error is larger at 0.122. The

dummy makes a negligible difference to the remaining coefficients and leaves Regimes-

Count with a high coefficient of 0.93. The size of the coefficient is only 0.003 less than
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6.3. Volatility to including sub-regional dummies

in the baseline model.

Model 2 includes the dummy for previous Soviet states. The dummy for the Post-

Soviet states provides a negative coefficient significant at the one percent-level, but

leaves the coefficient of RegimesCount largely intact, if somewhat smaller at 0.070.

The results including the Post-Soviet dummy are particularly interesting because they

indicate that the effect of RegimesCount remains strong also when comparing the 15

Post-Soviet states to the remaining 13.

The third model includes the dummy for the former Yugoslav states. The dummy’s

coefficient is very small with a high standard error. Proper interpretation of that result

indicates that controlling for the former Yugoslav countries has next to no effect on

the estimated results, evident in the mere 0.001 positive change in the coefficient for

RegimesCount.

Model 4 includes a dummy that only controls for the Czech Republic and Slovakia.

The former Czechoslovak dummy’s coefficient is large, positive and significant,

simultaneously leaving the RegimesCount coefficient larger and significant even at the

one percent-level. Czechoslovakia is a particularly difficult case to include in the

analysis due to its democratic pre-WWII experience. It is likely that RegimesCount

is an insufficient operationalization of contestation in democracies. As the dummy

represents the only two countries with high values on the constraints-index and

corresponding zero-observations on RegimesCount, this result makes good empirical

sense. I will address the issue of inadequate measurement of democratic contestation

in Chapter 7.

Overall, the Central Asian dummy included in Model 5 is the only one that

removes significance at the 5 percent-level from RegimesCount. This is not surprising

as we saw in the descriptive statistics of the former section that the Central Asian

countries dominate the group of countries with corresponding zero-observations on

RegimesCount and close to zero-observations on the legislative constraints on the

executive-index. The dummy also has the largest coefficient of the dummies indicating

that, all other variables held constant, the Central Asian countries score 0.495 points

lower than the rest of the sample. That is nearly half the entire scale. That said, the

RegimesCount coefficient remains sufficiently high at 0.053 with comparable standard

error to the other models, which is the greater concern for this test. Learning this, I ran

a model excluding the Central Asian countries from the Soviet dummy. The rationale

for removing them is to isolate the effect of the non-Central Asian Post-Soviet states.

This makes the effect of the Soviet dummy disappear.4

4Results printed in Appendix B, table B.1
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Chapter 6. The institutional effect of contestation

In Model 6, the dummy for the non-Soviet states has a marginal impact on

RegimesCount while its own coefficient is positive. Also here, the coefficient produced

for the explanatory variable is strong and highly significant. It indicates that for each

pre-WWII regime change, the corresponding constraints index-value for a Post-Soviet

state increases by 0.07 points. Non-Post Soviet states then generally score 0.253 points

higher on the scale. Given the small size of the sample, these are some very strong

results.

Model 7 includes the dummy for the Warsaw Pact countries. These are Poland, the

Czech Republic, Slovakia, Hungary, Romania and Albania. Several of these are strong

performers on the Constraints Index. Therefore, it is not surprising that the returned

dummy is highly significant and strong. However, this dummy does neither impair

the RegimesCount coefficient to a discerning extent, leaving it at 0.081 with significance

at the five-percent level.

To make use of the information gained from these regressions, I finally ran a

regression including both the Central Asian and Czechoslovakian dummies. Knowing

that these represent both some of the extremes of the dataset as well as a large

majority of the zero-observations (seven out of eight to be precise), the resulting

regression ensures that results are not confounded by these influential sub-regions

whilst simultaneously concentrating on a less extreme subset of the sample. As

reported in the seventh column, the inclusion of both these dummies restores the

five percent-level significance that was removed by the dummy for Central Asia and

produces a strong RegimesCount coefficient at 0.078.

From these results we can gather a) that even though the sample is small, the

results are not particularly vulnerable to alternative regional specifications, and b) that

the proximity concept as outlined in Chapter 4 is given some support. The idea of a

proximity effect is that countries close to other democratic regimes will be more likely

to develop their own democracies (Levitsky and Way 2010). As the regional controls

themselves perform well, and to some extent represent geographical areas, the effect of

proximity is given support in these analyses. Despite the performance of the regional

controls, the effect of RegimesCount on the Legislative Constraints on the Executive

Index shows to be decisively robust to sub-regional controls in the OLS regressions.

6.3.2 Tobit comparison

When applying the regional dummies to Tobit models, the results are very similar

producing consistent coefficients across the models. The coefficient plot in Figure 6.2
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6.3. Volatility to including sub-regional dummies

Figure 6.2: Coefficient plot of RegimesCount across Tobit models w/regional controls

illustrates this graphically.5 The plot shows the point estimates for RegimesCount and

its confidence intervals across the applications of each of the regional dummies. As

in the OLS model, the dummy for Central Asia is the only one that clearly draws the

coefficient downwards, though it remains reasonably similar. The confidence interval

for this coefficient does ever so slightly cross zero, which would indicate a negative

effect rather than a positive one. This indicates that the coefficient is substantially

less strong. Small samples will, however, always increase the width of confidence

intervals, and as heteroscedasticity-corrected standard errors give this coefficient 10-

percent significance and the coefficient remains tolerably high, the result is not entirely

discerning. Controlling for Czechoslovakia again lifts the coefficient. For the six

models besides the one including Central Asia, the confidence intervals of the Tobit

modelled coefficients do not cross zero, and the coefficients remain considerable.

6.3.3 Outlier influence

As displayed in Figure 6.1, there are some observations that deviate from the general

pattern, like Russia and the Czech Republic, and we should therefore pay attention

to outliers. Based on the OLS baseline regression, I run a series of tests in search

of outliers. When running a Bonferonni p-value test on the baseline OLS model, no

5Regression output printed in Appendix B, table B.2
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studentized residuals are returned with p-value less than 0.05 indicating that there

probably are no major outliers. This is a conservative, but usually accurate outlier

test. No evidence is found of outliers using Cook’s Distance either. The observation

that comes closest to crossing Cook’s Distance is in fact Russia. Russia is recorded

with 2 regime changes on RegimesCount and has a Legislative Constraints on the

Executive Index score of 0.26, which is comparatively low in the sample. This indicates

that Russia is not modelled particularly well, deviating downwards. An interesting

point to note is that Russia’s values on the Constraints Index have fallen substantially

since the early 2000s. The contestation for power that took place through the early

years of the young federation has not persisted. The observation with the second

highest studentized residual value is Bulgaria. In contrast to Russia, Bulgaria is an

example of a particularly well explained case with this model. It’s Cook’s Distance

value is not particularly high at 0.08, but its influence is considerable. The fact that

Bulgaria is well explained is especially interesting because Bulgaria’s development

since the fall of the Soviet Union has been surprising to several conceptions of the root

causes of democratization (Fish and Brooks 2000). I will return to both these cases as

illustrations of causal implications and limitations of my results in Chapter 8.

6.4 Alternative operationalizations of RegimesCount

As outlined in Chapter 4, the explanatory regime count variable can be

operationalized in alternative ways. Table 6.3 shows the baseline OLS model, along

with three alternative operationalizations of RegimesCount. Model 2 uses the variable

still controlling for inter-state war and foreign intervention but measuring regime

changes across the 1900-WWII period. Model 3 includes the variable measuring

the original inter-war period, but without controlling for the supposedly exogenous

internationally-imposed factors. Model 4 includes the variable not controlling for

these factors, but measured across the 1900-WWII period.

Table 6.3 shows that the alternative period definition produces very similar results,

whereas the variables not controlled for exogenous factors produce much more

differentiated results. The important contribution of the second model is that it

shows that the previous results are not dependent on the period definition of the

otherwise used RegimesCount. This is very important, because it illustrates that the

variable itself is not dependent on a particular specification of the historical period

used for the explanatory variable. What the third and fourth model shows, is that

the variable is more dependent on excluding exogenous events. When using the
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6.4. Alternative operationalizations of RegimesCount

Table 6.3: OLS with alternative operationalizations of RegimesCount

Dependent variable:

Leg. Constraints on Executive Index

(1) (2) (3) (4)

RegimesCount 0.096∗∗∗

(0.033)
RegimesCount 1900-WWII 0.081∗∗

(0.031)
Alt. RegimesCount 0.048

(0.042)
Alt. RegimesCount 1900-WWII 0.063∗

(0.033)
Ethnic fractionalization −0.051 −0.100 0.096 0.170

(0.385) (0.410) (0.435) (0.392)
Log GDP per capita 0.117 0.082 0.102 0.132

(0.086) (0.094) (0.099) (0.092)
Log population size −0.064 −0.096∗ −0.069 −0.072

(0.054) (0.058) (0.059) (0.051)
Constant 0.814 1.192∗∗ 0.828 0.622

(0.563) (0.604) (0.701) (0.613)

Observations 28 28 28 28
R2 0.345 0.302 0.158 0.229
Adjusted R2 0.231 0.180 0.012 0.095
Residual Std. Error (df = 23) 0.293 0.302 0.332 0.318
F Statistic (df = 4; 23) 3.028∗∗ 2.484∗ 1.079 1.705

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
Note: Robust SEs in parentheses
Baseline controls measured in 1993

non-corrected RegimesCount for the original time period, its coefficient is substantially

lower with a higher standard error. It is no longer statistically significant, with a t-

value of 1.237. This model also reports an R2 of only 0.158, which is less than half

of the corresponding value for the baseline model, indicating much less explained

variance and a worse fit. The data used in this model reports a substantial amount

of regime changes that are caused by movements after WWI and imperial interests.

The weakness this illustrates, is that regime change in itself as a concept is not always

sufficient to produce significant estimates of institutional variation. This is because

internationally provoked regime changes give little information on within-national

elite contestation. Interestingly, Model 4 with regime changes counted for the entire

1900-WWII period restores 10 percent-level significance, decreases the standard error

and increases R2 to more acceptable values. Non-corrected regime change is therefore
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Chapter 6. The institutional effect of contestation

not entirely discerned as an estimator of institutional variation, but apparently less

robust. As that difference is theoretically rooted in operationalization of contestation

as a non-exogenous phenomenon, it is not a severe challenge to causal interpretation

of the results.

6.4.1 Tobit comparison

Remaining attentive to possible model-specific effects, the alternative operational-

izations have also been used in Tobit models. Again, the results are largely consistent

across the two approaches. The non-corrected RegimesCount variable produces a

coefficient without significance and with a low t-value of 1.26. Tobit model output

is printed in the appendix to illustrate the effect of the main RegimesCount variable

along with its three alternative specifications. 6

6.5 Summary

As a whole, this chapter has illustrated the strong performance of the RegimesCount

coefficient. Judging from the baseline models, RegimesCount produces a high and

significant coefficient. In other words, the model estimates a strong and positive

predicted effect of RegimesCount on the Legislative Constraints on the Executive

Index, corresponding to nearly 10 percent of the scale. Its robust standard error

is comparatively small and the coefficient is significant at the 1 percent level. The

strength of the coefficient is underlined by the complete absence of significant control

variables. Furthermore, the Tobit analysis gives the same tendencies as the OLS

analysis, indicating robustness to modelling choice.

As small samples are often volatile to specific observations and the sub-regions of

the Post-Communist World are different, the baseline OLS is subjected to the seriatim

inclusion of seven sub-regional dummies. Also in these models, the RegimesCount

estimate is robust and consistent. These tests give some support to the idea of

a proximity effect, namely that those with democratic neighbours will more likely

develop democracy, but mainly their contribution is to establish the coefficient’s solid

robustness to sub-regional specification. Finally, the estimate proves to be robust to

an alternative period definition of RegimesCount, but not to specifications that do not

exclude externally inflicted regime changes. As reviewed, this is not a challenge to the

hypothesis because those externally inflicted regime changes will not give any sensible

6See Appendix B, Table B.3
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6.5. Summary

information about possible within-national contestation. The specification that counts

all regime changes across the 1900-WWII period still does produce an acceptable

coefficient. This indicates that is not at all entirely discerned as an explanation,

keeping in mind the small size of the sample and the poor performance of the included

controls.
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Chapter 7

Model fit and robustness

Through the analyses made in Chapter 6, it is already evident that the effect of Regimes

Count is quite robust both across model choices, regional specifications and alternative

explanatory variable operationalizations. However, a range of new tests can be

applied to subject the proposed effect to further scrutiny. In this chapter, I will first

discuss the model fit of OLS and Tobit with emphasis on linearity and the explanatory

variable. Is the change from 0 to 1 on the RegimesCount variable of such importance

that the Tobit model is a wrong model? Could a curve-linear fit be better? And what

happens when controlling for countries with democratic backgrounds? Thereafter,

I introduce three strict strategies in search of model robustness with emphasis on

the dependent variable; using each indicator of the Constraints Index as dependent

variable, measuring Constraints in other years and use of the Judicial rather than

Legislative Constraints on the Executive Index as dependent variable. Finally, I

emphasize the importance of the exogeneity of the explanatory variable by use of the

dependent variable measured in 1920 to isolate the direct effect of RegimesCount, and

explore some older data to account for possible post-estimation bias in the control

variables.

7.1 Linearity: OLS and Tobit fit

7.1.1 Model diagnostics

For the OLS model, post-estimation diagnostics reveal some indication towards a

bimodal distribution, meaning that the residuals are linear in two groups with

somewhat diverging constant terms. However, in a small sample like this, the plot

does not indicate a detrimental deviation from the linearity assumption. Tests of the
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7.1. Linearity: OLS and Tobit fit

Tobit model shows a very similar tendency as the OLS. The distribution can indicate

both some bimodal tendency as well as possible tailing. A plausible alternative

to modelling a linear relationship, also based on the initial scatter plot (Figure 6.1)

of Chapter 6, is a curve-linear fit. Furthermore, diagnostic plots also reveal some

significant heteroscedasticity. This is dealt with through use of Huber-White degrees

of freedom-adjusted robust standard errors. As these can be biased in small samples

(Imbens and Kolesar 2012), some alternative calculations of the errors have been

employed. No noteworthy differences are induced by these alternatives (Results

printed in Appendix C, Table C.1).

7.1.2 Model with RegimesCount squared

From the scatter-plot in Chapter 6 it seemed that a curve-linear fit could be plausible.

This is because, especially when excluding Slovakia and the Czech Republic, it might

seem that the relationship between RegimesCount and the LCEI is steeper for lower

values of RegimesCount. Modelling with a squared term is interesting to see if the

effect of RegimesCount is dependent on its own values. Figure 7.1 shows a squared

function of RegimesCount on the Constraints Index when it is fitted without controls.

This alternative does seem to have some merit judging from the descriptive plot.

Figure 7.1: Squared fit of Regimes Count on the LCEI

To fit the model including a squared term, I center the RegimesCount variable

to reduce collinearity. When not centering the variable, the model returns very
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Chapter 7. Model fit and robustness

similar results, but with larger standard errors, as expected with greater collinearity.
1 Table 7.1 below compares results from the baseline OLS model to results from a

model including a squared term for RegimesCount. The returned squared term is not

significant and has a standard error roughly equivalent to its coefficient. While the

linear term in this instance cannot be interpreted separately, it is quite comparable to

the baseline estimate. The absence of a significant squared term serves as substantial

support for the linearity assumption as posited by the preceding models.

Table 7.1: Baseline OLS and Model with squared term

Dependent variable:

LCEI

(1) (2)

RegimesCount 0.096∗∗∗

(0.033)
RegimesCount2 (centered) −0.013

(0.010)
RegimesCount (centered) 0.116∗∗∗

(0.044)
Ethnic fractionalization −0.051 0.017

(0.385) (0.377)
Log GDP per capita 0.117 0.135

(0.086) (0.086)
Log population size −0.064 −0.060

(0.054) (0.058)
Constant 0.814 0.941

(0.563) (0.581)

Observations 28 28
R2 0.345 0.369
Adjusted R2 0.231 0.226
Residual Std. Error 0.293 (df = 23) 0.294 (df = 22)
F Statistic 3.028∗∗ (df = 4; 23) 2.576∗ (df = 5; 22)

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
Robust SEs in parentheses
Baseline controls measured in 1993

1See Appendix C, Table C.2
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7.1. Linearity: OLS and Tobit fit

7.1.3 Testing linearity and the Tobit threshold

Table 7.2: Tobit threshold: RegimesCount dummy-set

Dependent variable:

Legislative Constraints on Executive Index

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Cut-off: 1 0.300∗∗

(0.150)
Cut-off: 2 0.354∗∗∗

(0.117)
Cut-off: 3 0.323∗∗∗

(0.116)
Cut-off: 4 0.298∗∗∗

(0.091)
Cut-off: 5 0.301∗∗∗

(0.072)
Ethnic fractionalization 0.232 −0.064 −0.115 −0.198 −0.040

(0.424) (0.337) (0.402) (0.465) (0.461)
Log GDP per capita 0.170∗ 0.115 0.093 0.099 0.097

(0.089) (0.078) (0.093) (0.099) (0.100)
Log population size −0.087∗ −0.071 −0.033 −0.080 −0.096∗

(0.048) (0.063) (0.066) (0.055) (0.054)
Constant 0.784 0.882 0.676 1.179∗∗ 1.302∗∗

(0.617) (0.633) (0.604) (0.582) (0.593)

Observations 28 28 28 28 28
R2 0.253 0.383 0.283 0.213 0.131
Adjusted R2 0.123 0.276 0.158 0.076 −0.020
Residual Std. Error (df = 23) 0.313 0.284 0.306 0.321 0.337
F Statistic (df = 4; 23) 1.951 3.572∗∗ 2.269∗ 1.552 0.866

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
Robust SEs in parentheses
Baseline controls measured 1993

The Tobit model makes the fundamental assumption that the equation determining

whether an observation is at ”the limit” is the same as the equation telling us the value

of the dependent variable. In non-technical terms, reaching the limits (0 and 1) of the

constraints index must not be explained by another factor than the values on the non-

limits of the index. In Chapter 5, I have argued that this assumption is quite plausible

for my analysis. The contrary would suggest that RegimesCount would be, e.g, a huge

determinant of variation on the extreme ends of the scale but that it did not explain

mid-level constraints on the executive. Rather than simply assuming that this is not

the case, the assumption is testable by recoding the independent variable into one
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or more alternatively specified dichotomies. Thereafter, I can examine whether the

change from 0 to 1 regime changes is driving results and is not affected by the move

from 1 to 2 and 3 to 4, and so on. Table 7.2 prints results from five OLS analyses where

the explanatory variable is recoded into five different dichotomies with cut-off placed

at every RegimesCount value where the fifth one is 5 or above (as Bulgaria is the only

observation with more than 4 regime changes).

Table 7.2 shows a fascinating pattern. The coefficients, its standard errors, and

even its significance level remains largely consistent across the specifications. All cut-

off dichotomies for number of regime changes give estimates of 0.298 to 0.354 with

very similar standard errors and significance levels. The highest coefficient occurs for

the dichotomy cut off at 2. Its interpretation is that countries with 2 or more regime

changes in general score 0.354 points higher on the Legislative Constraints on the

Executive Index which ranges from 0 to 1. The coefficients are remarkably consistent

even when cut-off is set to 5 which leaves only Bulgaria to drive the difference between

the groups, presumably due to the fact that Bulgaria scores well on the constraints

index and has the unique value of 7 complete regime changes. The interesting case of

Bulgaria will be elaborated in Chapter 8. And again, the lack of sufficient coefficients

for any of the control variables suggest that the RegimesCount dichotomies are indeed

performing well under harsh circumstances.

7.1.4 Adjusting for contestation with participation

In the framework I developed in Chapter 3, I stated my intention to analyse the

institutional effect of contestation in the absence of participation. The sample I then

defined, the Post-Soviet, Yugoslav, and Post-Warsaw Pact states, does however include

some instances of contestation in the presence of participation; that is, I include some

observations that approximate Dahlian polyarchy. The RegimesCount variable will be

unlikely to measure democratic contestation because this type of contestation is far

less likely to result in regime change. Regime change can occur in more or less stable

democracies, for example by governments substantially extending suffrage, but far

more often than that, contestation when combined with participation will be expressed

without regime change, for example through elections (as captured by the alternation

rule in the DD measure, see Chapter 4). Accordingly, including observations with

substantial democratic backgrounds might distort subsequent results. To adjust for

this, I did an additional robustness test that excludes all countries with predominant

pre-Soviet democratic backgrounds from the sample. These are only three countries
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Table 7.3: OLS without democratic observations

Dependent variable:

LCEI

(1) (2)

RegimesCount 0.096∗∗∗ 0.122∗∗∗

(0.033) (0.037)
Ethnic fractionalization −0.051 −0.096

(0.385) (0.399)
Log GDP per capita 0.117 0.012

(0.086) (0.085)
Log population size −0.064 −0.024

(0.054) (0.059)
Constant 0.814 0.557

(0.563) (0.569)

Observations 28 25
R2 0.345 0.437
Adjusted R2 0.231 0.324
Residual Std. Error 0.293 (df = 23) 0.276 (df = 20)
F Statistic 3.028∗∗ (df = 4; 23) 3.875∗∗ (df = 4; 20)

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
Robust SEs in parentheses
Baseline controls measured 1993

(Estonia, Czech Republic, and Slovakia) and the output of the resulting analysis

is even stronger than results from the baseline model. Table 7.3 compares these

results to the baseline model, showing that the RegimesCount coefficient increases to

0.122 when observations with democratic backgrounds are excluded. The explained

variance estimated in adjusted R2 also increases substantially from 0.231 to 0.324

further corroborating that this model is a better fit for the data.

7.2 Alternative dependent variables

7.2.1 Taking apart the LCEI

Throughout the preceding analyses, I have used the Legislative Constraints on the

Executive Index (LCEI) as dependent variable. The index is comprised of four

indicators that largely aim to capture qualitative components of each country’s

governance. It is possible that the effect of RegimesCount is substantially more

prominent on one of these indicators, rather than predicting aggregate index variation
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as a whole. To investigate whether or not the effect of RegimesCount is driven

by a particular indicator of the LCEI and avoid any conceptual imprecision from

aggregation, I employ four models using each of the indicators separately as

dependent variables. The coefficients of Table 7.4 look different from the baseline

estimates because their dependent variables have different scales. The first one,

Legislature questions officials in practice (C) (v2lgqstexp) is dichotomous with values

0 and 1. The second, Executive oversight (C) (v2lgotovst), and third, Legislature

investigates in practice (C) (v2lginvstp) have ordinal scales with values from 0 -

extremely unlikely, to 4 - certain or nearly certain. The fourth, Legislature opposition

parties (C) (v2lgoppart), is ordinal with three values; 0 means ”no”, 1 means

”occasionally” and 2 means ”yes, for the most part”.

Table 7.4: Separate index indicators as dependent variables

Dependent variable:

Legislature Executive Legislature Legsislature

q. officials oversight investigates opposition

RegimesCount 0.438∗∗∗ 0.353∗∗∗ 0.456∗∗∗ 0.508∗∗∗

(0.150) (0.135) (0.167) (0.158)
Ethnic fractionalization −0.365 −0.500 −0.632 −0.419

(1.546) (1.358) (1.839) (1.664)
Log GDP per capita 0.464 0.460 0.542 0.479

(0.393) (0.347) (0.408) (0.412)
Log population size −0.242 −0.407∗ −0.203 −0.255

(0.222) (0.240) (0.248) (0.240)
Constant 1.389 2.861 0.574 1.342

(2.269) (2.218) (2.436) (2.509)

Observations 28 28 28 28
R2 0.336 0.346 0.322 0.380
Adjusted R2 0.220 0.233 0.204 0.272
Residual Std. Error (df = 23) 1.313 1.217 1.409 1.358
F Statistic (df = 4; 23) 2.904∗∗ 3.046∗∗ 2.725∗ 3.520∗∗

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
Robust SEs in parentheses
Baseline Controls measured in 1993

As Table 7.4 shows, the coefficients for RegimesCount are high and strongly

significant across the indicators. The fact that these estimates are all positive and

in comparative sizes also indicates that the index is well developed, reflecting its

components well. Another interesting result displayed here is that the estimate

for Population size performs better. Its coefficient is negative, comparatively large,
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and significant at the 10-percent level. The correlation plot in Figure 7.2 shows the

correlation of each indicator on the others. The indicators all correlate with a factor of

0.9 and above. As these indicators are highly correlated and the above models show

such consistency, we can conclude that the effect of RegimesCount is not dependent on

any one LCEI component.

Figure 7.2: Correlation plot of LCEI Indicators

7.2.2 LCEI measured in different years

In Chapter 4, I discussed that the year in which Constraints is measured might be

worth questioning as the regimes of the Post-Communist world have changed, to

varying degrees, in the 25 years since the fall of Soviet. Although some consolidation

of the Post-Communist regimes has been argued by, e.g., Levitsky and Way (2010),

substantial change has occurred for example in Ukraine.2 To address this issue, I

ran the OLS baseline model with three alternative measured years for the dependent

variable. The alternative years are 2000, 2004 and 2008, respectively.

The results of the models reported in Table 7.5 reveal that the effect of RegimesCount

is consistent across the alternative years measured. The models produce coefficients

that for 200 and 2008 are even stronger than for 2010, specifically increasing the

coefficient to 0.105 and 0.103 from the baseline value of 0.096. This indicates

substantial robustness. In addition, the persistence of the estimates through these

years provides some support for the consolidation of hybrid regimes, as proposed

by Levitsky and Way (2010).
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Table 7.5: LCEI in years 2000, 2004 and 2008

Dependent variable: LCEI

2000 2004 2008

(1) (2) (3)

RegimesCount 0.105∗∗∗ 0.097∗∗∗ 0.103∗∗∗

(0.028) (0.030) (0.031)
Ethnic fractionalization. −0.275 −0.173 −0.232

(0.325) (0.350) (0.338)
Log GDP per capita 0.157∗ 0.120 0.117

(0.084) (0.086) (0.085)
Log population size −0.053 −0.056 −0.049

(0.041) (0.057) (0.063)
Constant 0.675 0.757 0.718

(0.441) (0.590) (0.639)

Observations 28 28 28
R2 0.379 0.372 0.476
Adjusted R2 0.271 0.263 0.385
Residual Std. Error (df = 23) 0.284 0.277 0.250
F Statistic (df = 4; 23) 3.514∗∗ 3.406∗∗ 5.219∗∗∗

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
Robust SEs in parentheses
Baseline Controls measured in 1993

7.2.3 Judicial Constraints on the Executive

The theoretical framework I have developed does explicitly address the autonomy

of heads of state, or in other words, the degree to which leaders are constrained.

Though I argue that the role of the legislature is especially important in this regard,

the effect elite contestation operationalized through RegimesCount on other types of

constraints on the executive should be quite similar to that of legislative constraints

for the theory to be strongly confirmed. The importance of the judiciary is argued

by Way and Levitsky (2002) because it is an arena for potential political contestation.

Their description regards the way competetive authoritarian regimes, as elaborated

on in Chapter 3, will leave a nominally independent judiciary in place, but routinely

attempt to subordinate it through subtle mechanisms such as bribery, extortion or

even impeachment. An example of this is when the Russian Constitutional Court

in 1993 declared President Yeltsin’s decree to disband parliament unconstitutional.

In response, Yeltsin cut off the Constitutional Court’s phone lines and took away its

2See Figure 4.1
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Table 7.6: OLS model with Judicial Constraints on the Executive Index

Dependent variable:

LCEI Judicial Cons.

on Exec. Index

(1) (2)

RegimesCount 0.096∗∗∗ 0.106∗∗∗

(0.033) (0.034)
Ethnic fractionalization. −0.051 −0.133

(0.385) (0.306)
Log GDP per capita 0.117 0.141

(0.086) (0.092)
Log population size −0.064 −0.064

(0.054) (0.049)
Constant 0.814 0.756

(0.563) (0.486)

Observations 28 28
R2 0.345 0.392
Adjusted R2 0.231 0.286
Residual Std. Error (df = 23) 0.293 0.291
F Statistic (df = 4; 23) 3.028∗∗ 3.706∗∗

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
Robust SEs in parentheses
Baseline Controls measured in 1993

guards. He was not in a position to completely disregard the rulings of the Court,

but did have enough leverage to use these more subtle mechanisms of co-optation. In

extension, it is plausible that the risk-aversive response by elites that leads to power-

sharing with the legislature will also lead to power-sharing with the judiciary.

Table 7.6 compares the results with the baseline model and shows that the estimate

of RegimesCount on the V-Dem Judicial Constraints on the Executive Index is even

higher than for legislative constraints. Its error remains almost identical whereas

the coefficient itself increases from 0.094 to 0.106. This confirms that RegimesCount

has a strong effect on power-balanced, or constrained, executives - be it legislative or

judicial.
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7.3 Ensuring exogeneity

As discussed in Chapter 5, endogeneity bias is an important concern to this analysis.

Institutions, or more specifically, constraints on the executive, are likely to have an

effect on the subsequent extent of elite contestation in a given country. As this could

indicate a reciprocal relationship between the independent and dependent variable,

one must be careful to assess the direction of the estimated effect. The issue of

endogeneity is, to a large extent, dealt with by measuring the independent variable

50 years ahead of the dependent variable. The logical soundness of a cause preceding

its effect is a driving factor behind the choice of this research design. However, the

design does not rule out the endogeneity of RegimesCount in the inter-war period in

relation to its contemporary institutions, as illustrated by Figure 7.3. The presence

of a potential reciprocal relationship in these years might mean that the effect of

RegimesCount is dependent on, and reciprocal to, values on the dependent variable

in the inter-war period. As modern institutions are likely to autocorrelate with their

inter-war counterparts, measuring the LCEI in 2010 does not entirely rule out the

presence of endogeneity. Therefore, controlling for institutions in this period can

ensure that the remaining RegimesCount effect will be entirely independent.

Historical
Contestation

Historical
Constraints

Present
Constraints

Figure 7.3: Causal diagram of possible endogeneity

There are only 11 separate observations available on the Legislative Constraints

on the Executive Index in 1920. These are, Russia, Albania, Poland, Latvia, Bulgaria,

Czechoslovakia, Estonia, Lithuania, Romania, Yugoslavia and Hungary. To construct

the complete variable, values for Russia are then given to the states considered under

Soviet sovereignty (or under their sovereignty within the next couple of years), the

Czech Republic and Slovakia are given the Czechoslovak value, and the Yugoslav

value is repeated for all the now ex-Yugoslav states. In doing so, all 28 observations
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are given a plausible value on the LCEI in 1920. This will of course greatly reduce

variation in the variable and somewhat artificially extend the number of observations.

As a control test, it is, however, still worth-while.

Table 7.7: Controlling for constraints in 1920

Dependent variable:

Legislative Constraints on the Executive Index

(Baseline OLS) (Control)

RegimesCount 0.096∗∗∗ 0.047
(0.033) (0.033)

LCEI 1920 0.810∗∗∗

(0.262)
Ethnic fractionalization −0.051 0.006

(0.385) (0.333)
Log GDP per capita 0.117 −0.007

(0.086) (0.086)
Log population size −0.064 0.005

(0.054) (0.057)
Constant 0.814 0.228

(0.563) (0.529)

Observations 28 28
R2 0.345 0.536
Adjusted R2 0.231 0.431
Residual Std. Error 0.293 (df = 23) 0.252 (df = 22)
F Statistic 3.028∗∗ (df = 4; 23) 5.093∗∗∗ (df = 5; 22)

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
Robust SEs in parentheses

Table 7.7 shows that controlling for the LCEI in 1920 has similar effect as controlling

for Central Asia. It does increase p-value to 0.15, but the coefficient remains tolerably

high with a t-value of 1.5. In other words, this very strict test is not at all entirely

discerning to the results. It is a strict test because the effect of contestation in the

inter-war period on present-day constraints on the executive must hold even when

inter-war constraints on the executive is held constant. What it illustrates is therefore

that RegimesCount produces a notable effect even on the variation in the LCEI that has

occurred after the inter-war period. Thereby, the statistical evidence for non-regulated

contestation’s restraining effect on executives does hold.

In an effort to reduce possible post-estimation bias for the control variables,

historical data from 1929 is collected for 8 observations from Angus Maddison’s World

Population and GDP historical dataset Maddison (2007). Ethnic fractionalization
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remains time-invariant. The resulting model leaves RegimesCount positive, but with

a high standard error and no significance. Though the consistent direction of

RegimesCount indicates some hold for the hypothesis, 8 observations and suspiciously

high estimates of explained variance makes the model largely unreliable. 3

7.4 Summary

In this chapter, I have found the statistical effect of elite contestation, operationalized

as RegimesCount, on constraints on the executive, to be consistently robust to an

array of alternative model specifications. The RegimesCount coefficient is large and

consistent throughout testing of alternative specifications of the way it is modelled,

and when supplying a range of alternative measures for constrained executives on the

dependent variable. Even when controlling for possible endogeneity with inter-war

institutions, the effect does, to a large extent, hold. In conclusion, the strong statistical

performance of RegimesCount is quite firmly established. What remains is to assess

the implications of these results, the possible limitations they have, and to debate the

possible causal relationship they point to. This will be the agenda of Chapter 8.

3Results printed in Appendix C, Table C.3.
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Implications and limitations

As the preceding analysis has shown, the RegimesCount variable is impressively

robust to plausible alternative specifications, especially in light of the relatively few

observations. Even the strictest robustness checks leave a convincing coefficient

to account for its effect on both legislative and judicial constraints. In this short

complementing chapter, I will elaborate on the substantive implications of those

results, illustrate possible limitations with concrete cases from the sample and

comment on a plausible causal interpretation. I conclude by giving some final remarks

on the possible direction of further studies.

8.1 Validity: From theory to measurement

To reiterate, the strong statistical performance of RegimesCount is quite remarkable.

It appears that the pattern connecting pre-Soviet regime changes and Post-Soviet

institutional development is very consistent and, as far as statistical interpretation

can take take us, plausibly true. The critical link connecting these results to elite-

conflict, uncertainty and non-regulated contestation relies on the operationalization.

That is, the credibility of the drawn linkage between the uncertainty-based approach

and regime changes. I argue that the logical soundness of that link is strong.

Quite certainly, regime changes must in a minimal sense measure the occurrence of

instability. Revisiting the logic of Frye (1997), instability in itself will make elites

”hedge their bets” in order to avoid complete loss of influence. Where several

distinctive regimes subsequently have manifested themselves, it is again probable that

a higher number of powerful elites contest for influence. Again, the rational interest

of the individual-perspective elaborated by Olson (1993), illustrates how dispersion of

power and resources makes it more difficult for a single leader or group to overpower
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all of the others. In the following section, I will discuss this issue by closely examining

particular instances from the sample and illustrate the theoretical outlook in empirical

terms. Throughout, I will pay attention to both the confirmed implications and

possible limitations of the theoretical framework.

8.2 Some particularly interesting instances

In this section, I aim to illustrate the limitations and implications of my approach

through use of three deviant and one influential case. In terminology from Seawright

and Gerring (2008), the deviant cases are used both to explore alternative explanations

and to illustrate that the proposed causal relationship is stochastic rather than

deterministic. The first deviant case is Czechoslovakia, which is used to illustrate the

limitation of my approach when applied to countries with democratic backgrounds.

Both the Czech Republic and Slovakia have some of the largest residuals in the

baseline model at 0.38 and 0.33 respectively. The purpose of elaborating on this case

beyond illustrating the limitation of RegimesCount when used on democracies, is to

use it as an exploratory probe into possible alternative explanations for variation in

present-day Post-Communist institutions. Here, it is plausible that democratic legacy

is a more fruitful explanation of Czechoslovakia’s institutional development since the

fall of USSR. The second and third deviant cases are Kyrgyzstan and Russia, with

residuals of -0.26 and 0.35, respectively. These cases show that the possible causal

relationship does not fit for all observations and illustrate the need for further in-depth

study to understand the unexplained variance on constrained institutions.

The influential case I address here is Bulgaria. Bulgaria’s residual is -0.21 which is

not among the very highest, but influential on the baseline model. Being influential

by definition means that the case is not typical (Seawright and Gerring 2008:303),

which motivates further scrutiny of its fit. Elaborating on this case has a confirmatory

purpose; I use it to illustrate that although the observation is atypical, it genuinely

fits the modelled relationship between non-regulated contestation and constrained

institutions. Together, these cases are used here to refine results from the preceding

statistical models and illustrate some concrete empirical limitations.

8.2.1 The democratic limitation: Czechoslovakia

The deviant case of Czechoslovakia illustrates both the limitation for RegimesCount as a

measure of contestation in the presence of democracy and probes and alternative, but
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related, explanation of institutional variation. After centuries of Austro-Hungarian

rule, the Czechoslovak republic emerged in 1918 to last for over 70 years, with the

significant disruption of World War II (Mamatey and Luža 1973:3). The new state

had risen from the ashes of World War I, the conflict that brought an end to all the

long-standing imperial rulers of the now Post-Communist nations. Between the world

wars, Czechoslovakia would launch a relatively successful attempt at democracy and

significantly develop several key institutions. In their first elections of April 1920, the

Czechoslovak population could choose between 23 parties running for the National

Assembly under universal suffrage (ibid: 99). Though turbulent, the development of

Czechoslovak democracy endured through most of the First Republic period (1920-

1938).

The cause of Czechoslovakia’s emergence is not separable from the fall of Austro-

Hungary. However, the fall of the Habsburg empire is only a limited explanation

of the state that emerged in its aftermath.1 Mamatey and Luža (1973) writes that

popular historical studies often, in harsh simplification, credit the emergence of the

republic as an accidental product of Allied diplomacy during WWI and at the Paris

Peace Conference. Rather, he argues that it was a product of a process beginning long

before the outbreak of WWI. Hroch (1985) expands that perspective by describing a

prominent national movement that had risen in several periods since the self-rule of

the Bohemian kingdom the Moravian margraviate, the areas that now make up the

Czech Republic. These areas were joined under the Bohemian crown and retained

certain autonomy until 1620 (Hroch 1985:44). Hroch provides a thorough empirical

scrutiny of events leading up to culmination of the Czech national movement in

the early 20th century. Both Hroch and Mamatey therefore underline the crucial

importance of national mobilization to the Czech independence movement and its

influence on the subsequent creation of the Czechoslovak state.

The Czechoslovak case thereby presents two challenges to my data in terms of

measurement. First, the stability of the First Republic illustrates how my contestation

measure is unfit for democratic regimes. Second, the fall of Austro-Hungarian rule

is, naturally, classified in the Historical V-Dem data as a result of inter-state war. The

national movement was not a direct cause to regime change, but rather a cause of the

subsequent development of the Czechoslovak republic. In combination, this leads to

its zero-observation on RegimesCount. The example therefore also illustrates the trade-

off involved in controlling for exogenous change discussed in Chapter 4, as regime

change in itself is a less restrictive definition.

1For a precise description of the process, see Agnew (2013).
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Moreover, the case of Czechoslovakia suggests an alternative, but related,

explanation of institutional variation. The alternative aspect is that it is likely

that Czechoslovakia’s pre-WWII democratic experience considerably increased the

chance of post-Berlin wall democratization. However, this does not discern that

Dahlian contestation is important to the development of constrained institutions and

democracy. Rather, it illustrates how that type of contestation is difficult to include in

the concept of non-regulated contestation as measured by RegimesCount.

8.2.2 Deviant cases: Russia and Kyrgyzstan

To the extent that the Central Asian, pre-Russian polities can be termed states, they

shared several characteristics in the pre-Soviet period. As described earlier, the

area was dominated by three khanates (Khiva, Khoqand and Bukhara), sporadic

nomadic Turkmen and Kyrgyz tribes, as well as four significant Hordes (Bukey, Lesser,

Middle and Greater Horde) which organized the Kazakh nomads (Soucek 2000). On

the RegimesCount variable, the Central Asian states have no regime changes, which

according to my modelled relationship of the effect of contestation on constraints

on the executive fit well for all but one unit. Kyrgyzstan in 2010 has a constraints-

index value of 0.77, far higher than predicted by the model, roughly equivalent to the

corresponding values for Croatia and Latvia. How can this be explained?

Although comparatively similar in a global context, the Central Asian countries are

geographically and culturally diverse. Whereas the southern republics, Uzbekistan,

Tajikistan and Turkmenistan, are part of the Irano-Islamic culture of their southern

neighbors, Kyrgyzstan and especially Kazakhstan, are more likely to be affected

by the developments of Russia and China (Hunter 1996:4). The Kyrgyz nomadic

tribes can be traced at least to the 1st century BC and have persisted with their own

distinctive culture through advances by Chinese, Mongols, Khoqandi and Russians

(Sinor 2015). Still, Russian colonialism was nothing short of disastrous to the Kyrgyz

in the late 19th century; it dismantled the tribal trade system and severely reduced

living standards. With this background in mind, it is quite difficult to produce any

proper explanations to how that transformed into comparatively decent institutional

constraints in the Post-Soviet era within my theoretical framework. Possibly, the

absence of institutionalized elite structure before Soviet could mean that the Kyrgyz

emerged as an egalitarian population with similar needs in the aftermath of the fall

of the Soviet Union, but there is little documented analysis to support any such claim

(Hunter 1996). As such, I argue that the Kyrgyz case is simply difficult to explain.
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In the institutional development framework, it could therefore serve as a particularly

interesting case study and possibly illuminate some of the more spontaneous causes

of power-dispersed Post-Communist institutions. This case is therefore an illustration

also of the need for further study into the causes of modern Kyrgyz institutions.

As noted in Chapter 6, Russia is the observation with the highest Cook’s Distance

value in the sample. It is not an outlier as strictly defined by Cook’s Limit, but

the value indicates that it deviates somewhat from the general pattern. As it is a

most significant world power and the clearly dominant country of the Post-Soviet

region, many important studies have concentrated on Russia. Russia’s turn away

from popular democracy and severe dip on any democracy or openness index in

the past 10 years is credibly accounted for in both Horvath (2011) and Krastev and

Holmes (2012). Horvath (2011) emphasizes how the increasingly perceived threat of a

Russian ”colour revolution” pushed the development of a mobilisational authoritarian

regime in the course of President Putin’s second term. He traces the creation of the

youth movement ”Nashi”, extensive control impositions of the NGO sector and the

development of a kind of sovereign democracy as an unofficial state ideology – all

measures he sees as directed against perceptions of a domestic revolutionary threat.

Krastev and Holmes (2012) describe how President Putin succeeded for quite some

time in ”managing” rather than directly overturning democracy. After the substantial

protests that followed his 2012 re-election, however, that managed democracy was

dismantled and turned into what is now an outright authoritarian regime, despite the

maintenance of multi-party elections.

In the electoral bargaining-framework of Frye (1997), as described in chapters 2 and

3, Russia’s mixed-to-strong presidential executive was explained, according to Frye,

by Jeltsin’s bargaining power after the dissolution of the Duma in 1993. At this point,

the presidency was quite strong, but actual legislative constraints were still practised.2

Before the authoritarian backlash, Russia was indeed well-explained by Frye’s theory

of electoral bargaining and would also be better explained by my extension of the elite

contestation framework because the two Russian revolutions would then have been

correlated with more medium-ranged values on the Legislative Constraints on the

Executive Index. With these recent developments, however, other causal factors have

ruled out the explanatory power of elite contestation operationalized as RegimesCount

to Russian Post-Soviet institutions. As described by Horvath (2011) and Krastev and

Holmes (2012), the Russian regime under Putin has developed substantially in the last

fifteen years, indicating more recent causes for its authoritarian turn.

2Figure 4.1 reflects this in Russia’s change on the Constraints Index.
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According to my model, Kyrgyzstan with no recorded contestation through regime

change, should have values on the Constraints Index mimicking those of the rest of

Central Asia. Russia, on the other hand, with two large scale revolutions preceding

Soviet consolidation, should, according to the general trend, have substantially higher

values on the index. Together these two are the most prominent instances on each side

of the modelled relationship that are not explained within this framework. The causal

explanation can not, of course, be deterministic, and the elaboration on these cases is

meant to outlines empirical limitations rather than disconfirm the causal claim.

8.2.3 Bulgaria: An improbable influential case

Focusing on the regime change variable, Bulgaria is a prominent observation recorded

with seven regime changes, three more than the next recorded value for any country

at four regime changes, which are Lithuania, Latvia, Moldova and Serbia. Bulgaria

had a particularly tumultuous history before WWII. Compared to the rest of the

region, the country was quite unique in that it experienced two military coups and

three self-coups in 40 years. In between the coups, Bulgaria also experienced two

regime-changing negotiated transfers, first when general elections are held at the end

of the WWI allied occupations and then when The Military League led by Aleksandar

Tsankov liberalized its fascist regime by handing over power to the moderate Andrei

Liapchev (Crampton 2005:144-160). Liapchev gradually returned government to

the principles of free press and parliamentary politics. The liberalized phase was,

however, only to survive for eight years until the Military League again couped

government and installed Kimon Georgiev as prime minister (Crampton 2005; Bell

and Dimitrov 2016)).

The case of Bulgaria is dealt with to some length in Fish and Brooks (2000). Their

claim is that Bulgaria’s transformation stands out as one of the most remarkable,

and least understood, democratizations in the Post-Communist world. Bulgaria

did not have any experience with democracy and experienced a totalitarian regime

much like its Soviet counterparts. The country was also poor by regional standards

and is not geographically close to democratic states and has a largely ethnically

diverse population. Fish and Brooks (2000) credits this transformation to the rapidly

developed organizational strength of the party system, especially through United

democratic front (UDF). They do not, however, see any pre-communist roots of that

organizational development.

In contrast to Russia and Kyrgyzstan, Bulgaria is one of the cases where I argue
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that regime changes as an acute measure of contestation works exceedingly well.

Elites in Bulgaria were fragmented to such an extent that one grouping could not

entirely dominate the other. The royal elite, represented first by Ferdinand and then

from 1935 by Tsar Boris, competed with elites from the fascist Zveno-movement and

military elites (Crampton 2005). Although this did not leave organizational memory

for development of UDF, it is plausible that the development of constrained executives

was to some extent a result of knowing how many competitors there would be to an

alternative autocratic leadership. Again revisiting the theoretical framework, this case

would serve as an empirical example of a balance or stalemate of power that leaves

little possibility for a single leader or group to consolidate autocratic power.

To completely evaluate the causality of non-regulated contestation affecting

institutional choice, one must evaluate the concrete mechanism of ”hedging bets”

in situations where institutional choices are being made. Full elaborated case

studies of these processes employing detailed process-tracing across the countries

under study here are therefore the most important tool by which further studies

can solidly corroborate causality. In the case of Bulgaria, some tentative evidence

of the crucial mechanism of electoral and extra-institutional uncertainty affecting

institutional choice is, however, already available. Colomer (2016) writes that the

electoral reform – put forward just after the new Constitution was adopted by the

General National Assembly on July 12th, 1991 – was shaped by factors of both electoral

and within-party uncertainty. His focus is on the way the ruling Bulgarian Socialist

Party (BSP) changed institutional preferences based on electoral competition posed

by the UDF as well as internal BSP rivalry and divisions. The majoritarian system

accepted in 1990 was no longer their desired option because a) the UDF had a fair

chance of winning the elections and b) the majoritarian system seemed risky with

some many within-party competitors. He argues that this resulted in BSP proposing

and accepting the new 1991 electoral law, which removed the majoritarian component

and moved towards a proportional system instead (Colomer 2016:317). Although

prima facie concerning the electoral system, the move away from a majoritarian

system to some extent mirrors constraints on executives. Therefore, in this instance,

the causal effect of non-regulated contestation on modern institutional constraints,

though inter-related with electoral contestation, does indeed seem probable.
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8.3 Can there be a causal interpretation?

The correlation between contestation operationalized as RegimesCount and degree of

legislative, and judicial, constraints on the executive, has been quite firmly established

in this thesis. What remains, then, is to assess causality. Gerring (2005) presents seven

criteria for demonstration of proof and evaluation of the goodness of a given research

design (2005:182). In this section, I will address each of these aspects to evaluate a

possible causal interpretation of the results. First, is plentitude. The more cases we

have to illustrate the claimed causal effect, the more confidence we can have in the

credibility of that claim. A sample of 28 is hardly daunting in plentitude, but as the

sample does contain all Post-Communist countries at once, the principle is no doubt

aspired to.

Second, Gerring addresses comparability. Throughout, I have devoted considerable

attention to the idea of limiting the sample to a less heterogenous region to reduce

susceptibility to omitted variable bias. This is essentially what comparability is about.

Although the region is not at all entirely homogoneous with observations as divers

as Estonia, the Czech Republic and Tajikistan, the sample represents a substantial

improvement to a global sample in this regard.

Third is independence. This pertains to the endogeneity issue that is also thoroughly

discussed in this thesis. Through measuring the explanatory variable years ahead

of the dependent and even controlling for a possible endogenous relationship with

institutions in the same period, endogeneity should not be of any detrimental

concern to this design. The fourth criteria is representativeness. Though the sample

is certainly representative of itself, global generalization is what these mentioned

attempts to reduce omitted variable bias and endogeneity are made at the expense

of. Furthermore, some atypical cases are hard to explain – Russia and Kyrgyzstan

are elaborated on here in some detail. Fifth, Gerring addresses variation. The issue

here is whether the cases offer variation on the dependent variable and relevant

independent variables without collinearity and within particular cases. Again, the

final strict exogeneity test of Chapter 8 contributes to approximating this criteria as

well.

The sixth and seventh criteria in Gerring’s framework are transparency and

replicability. Once the Historical V-Dem dataset is published, the models presented

here will be entirely replicable. Transparency regards whether the process that makes

X affect Y is well accounted for and is dealt with in this thesis through reasoning

on the rational actor-based approach of how competition restrains executives and the
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assumption of a Soviet freeze; it is assumed that that elite contestation levels before

consolidation of the totalitarian regimes would re-emerge once that regime is lifted.

Hence, whether my models meet the criteria of transparency ultimately depends on

the accuracy of that assumption.

I have employed a research design that is intended to maximize the possibility of

causal interpretation within these particular empirical limitations and argue that the

design largely approximates the proof-criteria outlined by Gerring (2005). Beyond

these criteria, the temporal argument of causes preceding their effects is fundamental

to giving longitudinal designs their causality advantage. Through estimating

constraints on the executive as a result of historical contestation, that temporal

argument has considerable value in this instance as well. My operationalization of

contestation naturally has its limits, particularly in the case of democratic experience

as illustrated by Czechoslovakia. However, the robustness of the estimated fit as

demonstrated by the OLS and Tobit-models, as well as the correspondence between

these results and what we know, more substantially, about the development of these

particular countries suggest that non-regulated contestation can in fact be a cause of

constrained institutions. In conclusion my analyses have produced some solid ground

for the initial hypothesis.

8.4 Further studies

The first and most prominent area this thesis leaves for further study is the

development of closer and more detailed case studies of the main causal mechanism.

How does the uncertainty left by non-regulated contestation translate into risk-

aversive behaviour by leaders and elites? How do they compete and strategize?

How are those strategies linked to the development of particular institutional designs?

In this thesis, these more detailed and refined aspects have not been conclusively

established beyond somewhat aggregate reasoning about the rational self-interest of

elites and leaders as a whole. Delving more deeply into the mechanisms of that

logic requires detailed and concentrated case study, which, as illustrated by the case

of Bulgaria, is the most important way in which further study can corroborate, or

confirm, causality. This return to case studies would complete the circle initiated by

this thesis. Based on several plural assumptions of the way elites ”hedge their bets”,

I have developed a unitary large-N framework to look for broader empirical support.

Finding that support, the thesis again provides for a more specialized focus for tracing

the process of risk aversive elite-behaviour when returning to closer in-depth case
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study analysis.

To move the argument for RegimesCount’s validity beyond logical coherence and be

able to substantiate is empirically, an alternative measure of elite contestation in non-

democratic regimes could be developed. A possible approach related to that applied

here, would be to take non-regime changing events into consideration. A possible

index could then be developed composite of both regime changes, almost regime-

changing events and even an ordinal scale of, e.g., legislative competition. This would

enable validation procedures that depend on more than one measure to be executed

and would thereby strengthen the plausibility of elite-contestation being tapped by

the explanatory count variable.

Further, another regional focus could reveal the alternative specifications of

RegimesCount that would be necessary to reveal similar dynamics outside of the Post-

Communist world. For example, the coup-prone background of the Latin-American

countries would serve as an especially interesting testing ground. Possibly, such a

study would have to use the regime end type-categories to correct for particular types

of coups.

A possible fruitful solution to using the information on the RegimesCount variable

on a global sample would be to model a series of interaction terms for its effect on

constrained executives. Modelling interaction terms e.g. with a variable measuring

hardy democratic backgrounds could reveal the different effects RegimesCount would

have on democratic as compared to non-democratic countries. That global scope will

include a much larger sample of democratic countries, thereby enabling the use of

contestation in democracies-data as gathered in, e.g., the Boix-Miller-Rosato dataset

(Boix, Miller and Rosato 2013).

It has not been the intention of this thesis to evaluate democratic outcomes of

differing levels of contestation; rather I have examined institutions themselves as

outcomes. As I have established some empirical credibility for my initial hypothesis,

this next link in the causal chain is interesting in terms of further study. As Fish

(2006) argued, strong parliaments will likely have beneficial consequences for the

development of democracy. In his study, he finds substantial support for that

argument. In addition, it would be intriguing to delve into the other possible economic

and societal consequences of these findings.
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Chapter 9

Conclusion

The foremost intention of this thesis is to contribute empirically to the literature on

the root causes of institutional variation in terms of constrained executives generally,

and in the Post-Communist World specifically. I have utilized both the wealth of

information made available by the published Varieties of Democracy dataset and yet

unpublished data from the Historical V-Dem project. From the latter, I have developed

a measure of historical elite contestation that, based on the models developed here,

does explain modern institutional constraints on executives to a noteworthy extent.

This main finding is very interesting in its own right and inspires future effort to

expand, elaborate and refine the results and their implications.

In addition to an attempted empirical contribution, this thesis lies in the juncture

between quantitative political science, historical analysis and theoretical development.

A range of institutional outcomes are, of course, not accounted for, and this bird’s eye

view on historical development must necessarily be crude in terms of implications.

However, an intriguing main finding of the analyses is to give empirical support

to the general and fundamental assumption that ”history matters” for institutional

development.

Specifically, the models employed here demonstrate the consistent robustness of

RegimesCount’s coefficient to a range of alternative plausible specifications. Judging

from the baseline models, RegimesCount produces convincingly high and significant

effects across OLS and Tobit models. In other words, the model estimates a strong

predicted effect of RegimesCount on the Legislative Constraints on the Executive

Index, corresponding to nearly 10 percent of the scale. These findings persist, to a

notable extent, when exposed to seven sub-regional dummies that control for within-

sample heterogeneity. Furthermore, the coefficient is consistent throughout testing

of alternative specifications of the way it is modelled, and when supplying a range
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of alternative measures for constrained executives on the dependent variable. Even

when controlling for possible endogeneity with inter-war institutions, the effect holds

to an entirely acceptable extent. In conclusion, the strong statistical performance of

RegimesCount is therefore firmly indicated.

Theoretically, I have tried to employ a unitary conception of the way conflict and

uncertainty can constrain leaders from pursuing unconstrained or autocratic executive

arrangements. Rather than treating the different contributions (Frye 1997; Olson 1993;

Dahl 1971; Bernhard 2016) as different and pluralistic perspectives, I have focused

on the common rational-actor assumptions they make about leaders, elites and when

these choose to ”hedge their bets”. This approach continues the elite-structure focus

as outlined by Geddes (1999).

I have devoted considerable attention to the assessment of whether the explanatory

variable does in fact tap into the ”background concept” it is intended to measure.

Within the limitations of available data for the present study, however, the logical

soundness of the argument is strong. Certainly, regime changes will in a minimal sense

measure the occurrence of instability. Revisiting the logic of Frye (1997), instability in

itself will make elites ”hedge their bets” in order to avoid complete loss of influence.

Where several distinctive regimes have manifested themselves in sequence, it is again

probable that a higher number of powerful elites will be contesting for influence.

Even a conservative interpretation could still indicate that the count of historical

regime changes, whichever background concept that measure might tap into, does

have remarkable explanatory power in terms of constraints on the executive. Though

targeting aggregated conceptions of democracy has not been the intention of this

thesis, the estimated coefficient of RegimesCount is equally strong when applied in

models with an array of V-Dem’s democracy indices as well.1 Accordingly, the

approach developed here does seem to be fruitful.

In the preceding chapter, the causal implications of the statistical findings have

been elaborated on to some length. Overall, I argue that the causal effect of elite

contestation on power-balanced institutions has indeed been given support. Through

the framework and vocabulary of Gerring (2005), the attentiveness of this reasearch

design to approximating criteria for causal proof is demonstrated. Accordingly, the

design and robustness of these models communicate a clear, though probabilistic,

causal trend within current empirical limitations. Furthermore, the influential case

of Bulgaria has been elaborated on in some length to illustrate the plausibility of

the central causal mechanism connecting non-regulated contestation to institutional

1See Appendix D.
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choice through risk-aversive elite behaviour. The initial hypothesis of this study has

thereby been supported with no notable indication to discard it, much less confirm the

implicit null-hypothesis.

I have identified four main directions for further research. The first and most

pressing direction is the development of deep and specified case studies of the

aforementioned risk-aversive mechanism that lets non-regulated contestation affect

institutional choice. These case studies would enable corroborative, or confirmatory,

conclusions on the causal relationship. Second, it could be fruitful to develop an

alternative measure of elite contestation to validate that it is in fact the contesting

element of regime changes that is represented in these results. Third, another

regional focus could reveal the alternative specifications of RegimesCount that would

be necessary to reveal similar dynamics outside of the Post-Communist world. For

example, the coup-prone background of the Latin-American countries would serve as

an especially interesting testing ground. Fourth, An application of these models to

a global sample, though at the cost of greater susceptibility to omitted variable bias,

would enable much broader generalizability. A possible turn for such studies would

be to focus on development of interaction-terms to report the different consequences

regime changing contestation has had on countries with different regime type

experiences. Finally, it would be very interesting to investigate the next step of

the causal chain and assess the outcomes of these institutions. This would enable

investigation of a causal relationship spanning from early 20th century contestation,

through late 20th century political development, to 21th century economic, societal

and regime-type outcomes.
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Cheibub, José Antonio, Jennifer Gandhi and James Raymond Vreeland. 2010.

“Democracy and dictatorship revisited.” Public Choice 143(1-2):67–101.

Cochran, William G and S Paul Chambers. 1965. “The planning of observational

studies of human populations.” Journal of the Royal Statistical Society. Series A

(General) 128(2):234–266.

Colomer, Josep. 2016. The Handbook of Electoral System Choice. New York, NY: Springer.

88



BIBLIOGRAPHY

Coppedge, Michael, John Gerring, Staffan I. Lindberg, Svend-Erik Skaaning, Jan

Teorell, David Altman, Michael Bernhard, M. Steven Fish, Adam Glynn, Allen

Hicken, Carl Henrik Knutsen, Kelly McMann, Pamela Paxton, Daniel Pemstein,

Jeffrey Staton, Birgitte Zimmerman, Frida Andersson, Valeryia Mechkova and

Farhad Miri. 2016. V-Dem Codebook, v6. Varieties of Democracy (V-Dem) Project.

Coppedge, Michael, John Gerring, Staffan I. Lindberg, Svend-Erik Skaaning, Jan

Teorell, David Altman, Michael Bernhard, M. Steven Fish, Adam Glynn, Allen

Hicken, Carl Henrik Knutsen, Kyle Marquardt, Kelly McMann, Farhad Miri, Pamela

Paxton, Daniel Pemstein, Jeffrey Staton, Eitan Tzelgov, Yi-ting Wang and Birgitte

Zimmerman. 2016. V-Dem [Country-Year/Country-Date] Dataset v6. Varieties of

Democracy (V-Dem) Project.

Coppedge, Michael, John Gerring, Staffan I. Lindberg, Svend-Erik Skaaning, Jan

Teorell, Frida Andersson, Kyle Marquardt, Valeriya Mechkova, Farhad Miri, Daniel

Pemstein, Josefine Pernes, Natalia Stepanova, Eitan Tzelgov and Yi-ting Wang. 2015.

V-Dem Methodology v5. Varieties of Democracy (V-Dem) Project.

Coppedge, Michael, John Gerring, Staffan I. Lindberg, Svend-Erik Skaaning, Jan

Teorell and Vlad Ciobanu. 2015. Varieties of Democracy: Country Coding Units v4.

Varieties of Democracy (V-Dem) Project.

Crampton, Richard J. 2005. A concise history of Bulgaria. Cambridge: Cambridge

University Press.

Crawford, Beverly. 1995. Markets, states, and democracy: the political economy of post-

communist transformation. Boulder, CO: Westview Press.

Crawford, Beverly and Arend Lijphart. 1995. “Explaining political and economic

change in post-communist eastern Europe old legacies, new institutions, hegemonic

norms, and international pressures.” Comparative Political Studies 28(2):171–199.

Dahl, Robert. 1971. Polyarchy. New Haven, CI: Yale University Press.

Davies, James C. 1962. “Toward a theory of revolution.” American sociological review

pp. 5–19.

Fish, M Steven. 2006. “Stronger legislatures, stronger democracies.” Journal of

Democracy 17(1):5–20.

89



BIBLIOGRAPHY

Fish, M Steven and Matthew Kroenig. 2006. “Diversity, Conflict and Democracy: Some

Evidence from Eurasia and East Europe.” Democratization 13(5):828–842.

Fish, M Steven and Omar Choudhry. 2007. “Democratization and economic

liberalization in the postcommunist world.” Comparative Political Studies 40(3):254–

282.

Fish, M Steven and Robin S Brooks. 2000. “Bulgarian democracy’s organizational

weapon.” E. Eur. Const. Rev. 9:63.

Frye, Timothy. 1997. “A Politics of Institutional Choice Post-Communist Presidencies.”

Comparative political studies 30(5):523–552.

Geddes, Barbara. 1995. “A comparative perspective on the Leninist legacy in Eastern

Europe.” Comparative Political Studies 28(2):239–274.

Geddes, Barbara. 1999. “What do we know about democratization after twenty

years?” Annual review of political science 2(1):115–144.

Gerring, John. 2005. “Causation A Unified Framework for the Social Sciences.” Journal

of Theoretical Politics 17(2):163–198.

Gleditsch, Kristian Skrede. 2002. “Expanded trade and GDP data.” Journal of Conflict

Resolution 46(5):712–724.

Hellman, Joel S. 1998a. “Winners take all: the politics of partial reform in

postcommunist transitions.” World politics 50(02):203–234.

Hellman, Joel S. 1998b. “Winners take all: the politics of partial reform in

postcommunist transitions.” World politics 50(02):203–234.

Henderson, Karen. 1997. Post-communist politics: An introduction. Upper Saddle, NJ:

Prentice Hall PTR.

Horvath, Robert. 2011. “Putin’s ‘preventive counter-revolution’: post-Soviet

authoritarianism and the spectre of Velvet revolution.” Europe-Asia Studies 63(1):1–

25.

Hroch, Miroslav. 1985. Social preconditions of national revival in Europe: a comparative

analysis of the social composition of patriotic groups among the smaller European nations.

New York, NY: Columbia University Press.

90



BIBLIOGRAPHY

Hroch, Miroslav. 2000. In the national interest: demands and goals of European national

movements of the nineteenth century: a comparative perspective. Faculty of Arts, Charles

University.

Hroch, Miroslav. 2015. European Nations. Explaining their formation. New York: Verso.

Hunter, Shireen. 1996. Central Asia since independence. Westport, CI: Praeger Publishers.

Huntington, Samuel P. 1993. The third wave: Democratization in the late twentieth century.

Vol. 4 Norman, OK: University of Oklahoma Press.

Imbens, Guido W and Michal Kolesar. 2012. “Robust standard errors in small samples:

Some practical advice.” Review of Economics and Statistics .

Ishiyama, John T. 1997. “The sickle or the rose? Previous regime types and the

evolution of the ex-communist parties in post-communist politics.” Comparative

Political Studies 30(3):299–330.

Jowitt, Kenneth. 1991. “The new world disorder.” Journal of Democracy 2(1):11–20.

Keele, Luke. 2015. “The Statistics of Causal Inference: A View from Political

Methodology.” Political Analysis 23:313–335.

Kennedy, Peter. 2003. A Guide to Econometrics. Malden, MA: Blackwell Publishing.

Knutsen, Carl Henrik, Jan Teorell, Agnes Cornell, John Gerring, Svend-Erik Skaaning

and Daniel Ziblatt. 2015. Historical Varieties of Democracy (Hist V-Dem) Codebook.

Varieties of Democracy (V-Dem) Project.

Knutsen, Carl Henrik and Tore Wig. 2015. “Government Turnover and the Effects of

Regime Type How Requiring Alternation in Power Biases Against the Estimated

Economic Benefits of Democracy.” Comparative Political Studies 48(7):882–914.

Krastev, Ivan and Stephen Holmes. 2012. “An Autopsy of Managed Democracy.”

Journal of Democracy 23(3):33–45.

Kurzman, Charles. 2008. Democracy denied, 1905-1915: Intellectuals and the fate of

democracy. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Levitsky, Steven and Lucan A Way. 2010. Competitive authoritarianism: Hybrid regimes

after the Cold War. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

91



BIBLIOGRAPHY

Lijphart, Arend. 1992. “Democratization and constitutional choices in Czecho-

Slovakia, Hungary and Poland 1989-91.” Journal of theoretical politics 4(2):207–223.

Lijphart, Arend. 2012. Patterns of democracy: Government forms and performance in thirty-

six countries. New Haven,CI: Yale University Press.

Lipset, Seymour Martin and Stein Rokkan. 1967. Party systems and voter alignments:

Cross-national perspectives. New York: Free Press.

Long, Scott J. 1997. Regression models for categorical and limited dependent variables.

Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications.

Maddison, Angus. 2007. The world economy volume 1: A millennial perspective volume 2:

Historical statistics. Haryana: Academic Foundation.
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Appendices

A Excerpts from Hist V-Dem regimes data

The complete Historical V-Dem dataset is not yet published. On the next three pages,
I submit excerpts from the coding of Bulgaria, Serbia and Uzbekistan. Table A.1 gives
information on the content of the variables displayed1.

Table A.1: Regime variables explained (to assist reading of tables A.2-4)

v3regstartdate
When did the political regime obtain
power?

Date/Month/Year, if info
allows. Sometimes, drawn-out process,
but always specifies year.

v3regenddate
When did the political regime lose
power?

Date/Month/Year, if info
allows. Sometimes, drawn-out process,
but always specifies year.

v3regendtype
Could you specify the type of process
that you consider the most important in
leading to the end of the regime?

1From codebook (Knutsen et al. 2015)
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A. Excerpts from Hist V-Dem regimes data

Table
A

.2:D
ata

excerpt:R
egim

es
in

Bulgaria
1894-1923

C
ountry

nam
e

V
-D

em
code

R
egim

e
nam

e
v3regstartdate

N
otes

to
v3regstartdate

v3regenddate
N

otes
to

v3regenddate
v3regendtype

N
otes

to
v3regendtype

Sources

Bulgaria
152

Ferdinand’s
personalregim

e
31/05/1894

Ferdinand
operates

the
existing

politicalsystem
to

constructhis
personal

rule.
Elections

are
regularly

held,
but

the
pow

er
of

the
executive

is
fargreaterthan

thatof
the

legislative.

29/09/1918
French

and
British

troops
launch

an
offensive

at
the

end
of

W
W

1
on

15
Septem

ber.
W

ithin
a

w
eek

they
enter

Bulgaria.The
governm

ent
signs

an
arm

istice
on

29
Septem

ber
in

Salonika.
Ferdinand

abdicates
4

days
later.

6
In

alliance
w

ith
the

central
pow

ers
during

W
W

1.
C

onsidered
loss

in
inter-state

w
ar.

C
ram

pton
(2005:

121,
129-

130,142-143)

Bulgaria
152

A
llied

occupa-
tion/Interim
governm

ent

29/09/1918
A

n
interim

governm
ent

is
form

ed
in

late
N

ovem
ber.

Its
actions

are
closely

observed
by

representatives
of

the
allies

w
ho

have
troops

stationed
in

the
country.

Its
duty

is
to

preserve
order

untilelections
can

be
held.

19/19/1919
G

eneral
elections

are
held

and
pow

er
transfers

from
interim

governm
ent

to
a

coalition
governm

ent
w

ith
A

lexander
Stam

boliiski
as

prim
e

m
inister.

10
Transform

ation
under

regim
e-leadership

C
ram

pton
(2005:144-147)

Bulgaria
152

Stam
boliiski

C
oalition

G
overnm

ent

19/19/1919
Stam

boliiski
form

es
a

coalition
governm

ent
w

ith
the

dem
ocrats.

28/03/1920
Stam

boliiski
cracks

dow
n

on
protests,

calls
for

a
general

election,w
hich

is
tightly

m
anaged

to
secure

his
absolute

m
ajority.

2
In

effect,
Stam

boliiski
carries
out

a
self-coup

securing
absolute

pow
er.

C
ram

pton
(2005,144-147)

Bulgaria
152

BA
N

U
G

overnm
ent

of
Stanboliiski

28/03/1920
Stam

boliiski
cracks

dow
n

on
protests,

calls
for

a
general

election,w
hich

is
tightly

m
anaged

to
secure

his
absolute
m

ajority.
Stam

boliiski
seeks

absolute
pow

er
through

the
equivalent

ofa
self-coup.

09/06/1923
1922

sees
the

form
ation

of
the

M
ilitary

League.
Stanboliiski

is
left

w
ith

no
allies

outside
the

agrarian
faction.

C
onspirators

can
now

count
upon

the
help

of
the

arm
y.

O
n

9
June

1923
a

coup
is

launched.
Sofia

is
in

the
hands

of
the

conspirators
w

ithin
an

hour,
and

entire
Bulgaria

w
ithin

a
day.

0
C

ram
pton

(2005:
144-147);

C
ram

pton
(2007:97-100)
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A. Excerpts from Hist V-Dem regimes data

Table
A

.4:D
ata

excerpt:R
egim

es
in

Serbia
1878-1918

C
ountry

nam
e

V
-D

em
code

R
egim

e
nam

e
v3regstartdate

N
otes

to
v3regstartdate

v3regenddate
N

otes
to

v3regenddate
v3regendtype

N
otes

to
v3regendtype

Sources

Serbia
198

O
brenovich

K
ingdom

of
Serbia

13/07/1878
The

Serbs
declared

w
ar

against
the

O
ttom

an
Em

pire
in

1876,
and

the
w

ar
w

as
ended

by
first

the
Treaty

of
San

Stefano
(M

ay
1878),and

then
the

Treaty
ofBerlin

(13/07/1878)
w

hich
ensured

Serbia
com

plete
and

final
independence

from
the

O
ttom

an
Em

pire.

15/06/1903
K

ing
A

lexander
O

brenovich
is

assasinated
by

officers
in

the
nationalassem

bly
and
Peter

K
aradjordjevic

is
invited

to
take

back
the

throne
(Britannica).

H
is

inaguration
m

arks
the

date.

3
O

brenovich
is

assasinated
Britannica,
C

onley
2012

Serbia
198

K
aradjordjevich

K
ingdom

of
Serbia

15/06/1903
K

ing
A

lexander
O

brenovich
is

assasinated
by

officers
in

the
nationalassem

bly
and
Peter

K
aradjordjevic

is
invited

to
take

back
the

throne
(Britannica).

H
is

inaguration
m

arks
the

date.

15/10/1915
In

O
ctober

1915,
the

G
erm

an
generalvon

M
ackensen

launched
a

third
offensive,

supported
by

the
Bulgarian

arm
y,and

effectively
forced

the
Serbs

to
retreat

across
A

lbania
to

the
A

driatic
C

oast.

6
Loss

in
W

W
I

Britannica,
W

ikipedia,
C

onley
2012

Serbia
198

A
ustrian-

H
ungarian

occupation
of

Serbia

15/10/1915
In

O
ctober

1915,
the

G
erm

an
generalvon

M
ackensen

launched
a

third
offensive,

supported
by

the
Bulgarian

arm
y,and

effectively
forced

the
Serbs

to
retreat

across
A

lbania
to

the
A

driatic
C

oast.

01/11/1918
Belgrade

w
as

recaptured
by

British,
French,

G
reek

and
Serb

forces,
and

A
ustria-

H
ungary

agreed
to

an
arm

istice.

6
Loss

in
W

W
I

Britannica

Serbia
198

K
ingdom

of
Serbia

01/11/1918
Belgrade

w
as

recaptured
by

British,
French,

G
reek

and
Serb

forces,
and

A
ustria-

H
ungary

agreed
to

an
arm

istice.

01/12/1918
In

N
ovem

ber
1918,

the
Yugoslav

C
om

ittee
had

m
et

in
G

eneva,
follow

ed
by

Z
agreb

severing
of

ties
to

H
ungary

and
the

agreem
ent

of
a

U
nion.

O
n

1/12/1918
the

prince
regentA

lexander
w

as
invited

to
problaim

the
new

union.
O

n
5

D
ec,

the
K

ingdom
of

Serbs,
C

roats
and

Slovenes
w

as
presented

to
the

w
orld.

10
The

reigning
Peter

I
joins

Serbs
and

C
roats

in
creating

the
K

ingdom
of

Serbs,
C

roats
and

Slovenes

Britannica,
W

ikipedia,
Lam

pe
1996:104-111
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Table A.5: Complete list of regimes 1900-WWII

Country name Regime name End Date

Albania Part of Ottoman Empire 28/11/1912
Albania Independent Albania 21/02/1914
Albania Principality of Albania 15/10/1914
Albania Astro-Hungarian occupation 11/11/1918
Albania Greek, Italian and Serb occupation 17/12/1920
Albania Independent Albania II - unsettled borders and

administration
24/12/1924

Albania Zogu’s Republic of Albania under de facto
proctectoracy of Italy

01/09/1928

Albania King Zog’s Albania under partial de facto
protectoracy of Italy

07/04/1939

Armenia Russian Province of Yerevan 22/04/1918
Armenia Transcaucasian Federal Republic 28/05/1918
Armenia First Armenian Republic/ Democratic Republic of

Armenia
02/12/1920

Armenia Soviet Republic of Armenia 30/12/1922
Armenia Armenian SSR 23/09/1991
Azerbaijan Part of Russia 22/04/1918
Azerbaijan Transcaucasian Federal Republic 28/05/1918
Azerbaijan Azerbaijan Democratic Republic 28/04/1920
Azerbaijan Azerbaijan SSR 30/12/1922
Azerbaijan Azerbaijan SSR 18/10/1991
Azerbaijan Republic of Azerbaijan 04/06/1993
Belarus Part of Russia 18/02/1918
Belarus German occupation 25/03/1918
Belarus Independence declared, but under German

occupation
10/12/1918

Belarus Russian re-occupation of Minsk 08/08/1919
Belarus Byelorussian People’s Republic reestablished under

Polish occupation
11/07/1920

Belarus Byelorussian SSR 10/12/1991
Bosnia-Herzegovina Under Austro-Hungarian control, nominally Eyalet

of Ottoman empire
06/10/1908

Bosnia-Herzegovina Ruled directly by Vienna but not part of either
Austria or Hungary

01/12/1918

Bosnia-Herzegovina Kingdom of Serbs, Croats and Slovenes 06/01/1929
Bosnia-Herzegovina King Alexander’s dictatorship of Yugoslavia 09/10/1934
Bosnia-Herzegovina Kingdom of Yugoslavia: Prince Paul 06/04/1941
Bosnia-Herzegovina German/Croat occupation of Bosnian territory in

”Independent State of Croatia”
29/11/1945

Bulgaria Ferdinand’s personal regime 29/09/1918
Bulgaria Allied occupation/Interim government 19/19/1919
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A. Excerpts from Hist V-Dem regimes data

List of regimes contd.

Country name Regime name End Date

Bulgaria Stamboliiski Coalition Government 28/03/1920
Bulgaria BANU

(Bulgarian Agrarian National Union) Government
of Stanboliiski

09/06/1923

Bulgaria Tsankov’s government 04/01/1926
Bulgaria Liberal phase of Bulgarian government 19/05/1934
Bulgaria Zveno govt 23/11/1935
Bulgaria Tsar Boris III royal dictatorship 28/08/1943
Croatia Part of Austria-Hungary 01/12/1918
Croatia Kingdom of Serbs, Croats and Slovenes 06/01/1929
Croatia King Alexander’s dictatorship of Yugoslavia 09/10/1934
Croatia Kingdom of Yugoslavia: Prince Paul 06/04/1941
Czech Republic Part of Austo-Hungarian Empire 28/10/1918
Czech Republic Czechoslovakia 15/03/1939
Czech Republic German occupation 09/05/1945
Estonia Coding gap/ Russian Province of Estonia 24/02/1918
Estonia German occupation of Estonia 15/11/1918
Estonia Interregnum Estonia - 1 02/02/1920
Estonia Democratic Republic of Estonia 12/03/1934
Estonia Päts’ Estonia 17/06/1940
Estonia Estonian SSR 22/06/1941
Georgia Russian Province of Georgia 26/05/1918
Georgia Democratic Republic of Georgia under British

occupation
25/02/1921

Georgia Georgian Socialist Republic 30/12/1922
Georgia Georgian SSR 09/04/1991
Georgia Republic of Georgia 22/12/1991
Hungary The Dual Monarchy of Austria-Hungary 11/11/1918
Hungary The Károlyi Regime 21/03/1919
Hungary The Kun Regime 01/08/1919
Hungary Interregnum Hungary - 1 16/11/1919
Hungary Start of Horthy Regime 01/03/1920
Hungary Regency of Miklós Horthy 19/03/1944
Kazakhstan Part of Russia 13/12/1917
Kazakhstan Kazakh SSR 16/12/1991
Kyrgyzstan Part of Russia 30/04/1918
Kyrgyzstan KhirgizSSR 31/08/1991
Latvia Coding gap/Part of Russia 18/11/1918
Latvia Ulmanis-ruled Latvia 17/12/1918
Latvia Latvian Socialist People’s Republic 22/05/1919
Latvia Ulmanis-ruled Latvia 15/02/1922
Latvia Ulmanis post-constitution 15/05/1934
Latvia Dictatorship of Ulmanis 05/08/1940
Latvia Latvian SSR 29/06/1941
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List of regimes contd.

Country name Regime name End Date

Lithuania Part of Russia 23/03/1918
Lithuania First Lithuanian State 05/01/1919
Lithuania Soviet occupation 20/04/1919
Lithuania Polish occupation 05/09/1920
Lithuania De facto, but not de jure, Second state of Lithuania 22/09/1921
Lithuania Second State of Lithuania 15/12/1926
Lithuania Smetona’s Lithuania 12/02/1938
Lithuania First Republic of Lithuania 15/06/1940
Lithuania Soviet occupation 03/08/1940
Lithuania Lithuanian SSR 22/06/1941
Macedonia Part of Ottoman Empire 28/11/1912
Macedonia Part of Serbia 15/10/1915
Macedonia Austrian-Hungarian occupation of Serbia 01/11/1918
Macedonia Part of Kingdom of Serbia 01/12/1918
Macedonia Kingdom of Serbs, Croats and Slovenes 06/01/1929
Macedonia King Alexander’s dictatorship of Yugoslavia 09/10/1934
Macedonia Kingdom of Yugoslavia: Prince Paul 06/04/1941
Moldova Part of Russia 15/12/1917
Moldova Moldavian Democratic Republic 09/04/1918
Moldova King Carol II and Greater Romania 29/03/1923
Moldova Liberalized Kingdom of Romania 10/02/1938
Moldova King Carol’s Royal dictatorship of Romania 02/08/1940
Moldova Moldovian SSR 02/07/1941
Montenegro The Petrovics’ Montenegro 11/01/1916
Montenegro Austro-Hungarian Occupation 06/11/1918
Montenegro Allied and Serbian occupation 01/12/1918
Montenegro Kingdom of Serbs, Croats and Slovenes 06/01/1929
Montenegro King Alexander’s dictatorship of Yugoslavia 09/10/1934
Montenegro Kingdom of Yugoslavia: Prince Paul 06/04/1941
Poland Kingdom of Poland/ Vistula land under Russian

rule
15/08/1915

Poland German-Austrian Occupation 11/11/1918
Poland the Second Polish Republic 12/05/1926
Poland Pilsudski’s Poland (continued after his death in

1935)
17/09/1939

Poland WWII-partitioned Poland 01/08/1944
Romania Liberal and Conservative intermittent cabinets 23/11/1916
Romania Occupation of Romania by the Central Powers 28/10/1918
Romania Kingdom of Romania 29/03/1923
Romania Liberalized Kingdom of Romania 10/02/1938
Romania King Carol’s Royal dictatorship of Romania 04/09/1940
Russia Late Imperial Russia 06/05/1906
Russia Post-1906 Act 11/03/1917
Russia Provisional government 07/11/1917
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List of regimes contd.

Country name Regime name End Date

Russia Soviet Russia 30/12/1922
Russia USSR 25/12/1991
Serbia Obrenovich Kingdom of Serbia 15/06/1903
Serbia Karadjordjevich Kingdom of Serbia 15/10/1915
Serbia Austrian-Hungarian occupation of Serbia 01/11/1918
Serbia Kingdom of Serbia 01/12/1918
Serbia Kingdom of Serbs, Croats and Slovenes 06/01/1929
Serbia King Alexander’s dictatorship of Yugoslavia 09/10/1934
Serbia Kingdom of Yugoslavia: Prince Paul 06/04/1941
Slovakia Part of Austo-Hungarian Empire 28/10/1918
Slovakia Czechoslovakia 15/03/1939
Slovakia German occupation 09/05/1945
Slovenia Part of Austria-Hungary 01/12/1918
Slovenia Kingdom of Serbs, Croats and Slovenes 06/01/1929
Slovenia King Alexander’s dictatorship of Yugoslavia 09/10/1934
Slovenia Kingdom of Yugoslavia: Prince Paul 06/04/1941
Tajikistan Part of Russia 13/12/1917
Tajikistan Red Army imposed rule of greater Bukhara 16/02/1922
Tajikistan Basmachi rebellion 14/07/1922
Tajikistan Tajik SSR 09/09/1991
Turkmenistan Part of Russia 18/12/1917
Turkmenistan Turkmen SSR 27/10/1991
Ukraine Part of Russia 20/11/1917
Ukraine Ukrainian National Republic/ All-Ukrainian

Congress of Soviets
15/01/1918

Ukraine Soviet Russian Occupation 01/03/1918
Ukraine Rada government under German and Austro-

Hungarian occupation
29/04/1918

Ukraine Skoropadsky government under German and
Austro-Hungarian occupation

15/11/1918

Ukraine Ukrainian SSR 19/09/1941
Uzbekistan Russian Protectorate of Bukhara 01/01/1920
Uzbekistan Government of Jadids/Young Bukharans 02/09/1920
Uzbekistan People’s Republic of Bukhara 27/10/1924
Uzbekistan Uzbek Soviet Socialist Republic 26/12/1991
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B Complementing regression tables

Table B.1: OLS with Post-Soviet dummy minus Central Asia

Dependent variable:

LCEI

(1) (2)

RegimesCount 0.070∗∗ 0.095∗∗∗

(0.031) (0.034)
Ethnic fractionalization 0.169 −0.055

(0.331) (0.372)
Log GDP per capita 0.107 0.103

(0.073) (0.089)
Log population size −0.056 −0.063

(0.051) (0.055)
Post-Soviet dummy −0.261∗∗∗

(0.098)
Post-Soviet dummy without Central Asia −0.067

(0.118)
Constant 0.869∗ 0.867

(0.482) (0.560)

Observations 28 28
R2 0.469 0.348
Adjusted R2 0.349 0.200
Residual Std. Error (df = 22) 0.270 0.299
F Statistic (df = 5; 22) 3.889∗∗ 2.348∗

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
Robust SEs in parentheses
Controls measured in 1993

LCEI: the Legislative Constraints on the Executive Index
R-scripts and .do-files available, contact author: vildedjuve@gmail.com
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Table B.3: Tobit models with alternative operationalizations of RegimesCount

Dependenent RegimesCount 0.096
variable is (0.031)***

the LCEI Ethnic fractionalization -0.051 -0.100 0.096 0.170
(0.355) (0.379) (0.400) (0.362)

Log GDP per capita 0.117 0.082 0.108 0.132
(0.079) (0.087) (0.090) (0.085)

Log population size -0.064 -0.096 -0.068 -0.072
(0.050) (0.054)* (0.054) (0.047)

RegimesCount 1900 - WWII 0.081
(0.029)**

Alt. RegimesCount 0.050
(0.040)

Alt. RegimesCount 1900-WWII 0.063
(0.031)*

Constant 0.814 1.192 0.798 0.622
(0.519 (0.557)** (0.660) (0.566)

sigma Constant 2 0.265 0.274 0.300 0.288
(0.023)*** (0.025)*** (0.036)*** (0.035)***

N 28 28 28 28
Pseudo R2 0.70 0.59 0.29 0.43

* p < 0.1; ** p < 0.05; *** p < 0.01
Robust SEs in parentheses
Controls measured in 1993
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C Robustness tests

Table C.1: Comparison of Robust SEs: HC1, HC2, HC3

Dependent variable:

LCEI

(SE: HC1) (SE: HC2) (SE: HC3)

RegimesCount 0.096∗∗∗ 0.096∗∗∗ 0.096∗∗

(0.033) (0.034) (0.039)
Ethnic fractionalization −0.051 −0.051 −0.051

(0.385) (0.393) (0.444)
Log GDP per capita 0.117 0.117 0.117

(0.086) (0.086) (0.096)
Log population size −0.064 −0.064 −0.064

(0.054) (0.057) (0.066)
Constant 0.814 0.814 0.814

(0.563) (0.590) (0.689)

Observations 28 28 28
R2 0.345 0.345 0.345
Adjusted R2 0.231 0.231 0.231
Residual Std. Error (df = 23) 0.293 0.293 0.293
F Statistic (df = 4; 23) 3.028∗∗ 3.028∗∗ 3.028∗∗

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
Robust SEs in parentheses
Controls measured in 1993
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Table C.2: Centred versus non-centred independent variable

Dependent variable:

LCEI

(1) (2)

RegimesCount2 centered −0.013
(0.010)

RegimesCount centered 0.116∗∗∗

(0.044)
RegimesCount2 −0.013

(0.010)
RegimesCount 0.166∗∗

(0.080)
Ethnic fractionalization 0.017 0.017

(0.377) (0.377)
Log GDP per capita 0.135 0.135

(0.086) (0.086)
Log population size −0.060 −0.060

(0.058) (0.058)
Constant 0.941 0.674

(0.581) (0.641)

Observations 28 28
R2 0.369 0.369
Adjusted R2 0.226 0.226
Residual Std. Error (df = 22) 0.294 0.294
F Statistic (df = 5; 22) 2.576∗ 2.576∗

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
Robust SEs in parentheses
Controls measured in 1993
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Table C.3: Baseline OLS with controls measured in 1929

Dependent variable:

LCEI

RegimesCount 0.037
(0.029)

Ethnic fractionalization −0.164
(0.430)

Log GDP per capita 0.340∗

(0.188)
Log population size −0.124∗∗∗

(0.042)
Constant −0.617

(1.236)

Observations 8
R2 0.776
Adjusted R2 0.478
Residual Std. Error 0.157 (df = 3)
F Statistic 2.604 (df = 4; 3)

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
Robust SEs in parentheses
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D Aggregate democracy measures

Table D.1: Democracy indices as dependent variables

Dependent variable:

Polyarchy Libdem Partipdem Delibdem Egaldem

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

RegimesCount 0.068∗∗ 0.075∗∗ 0.058∗∗ 0.071∗∗ 0.061∗∗

(0.029) (0.030) (0.026) (0.030) (0.027)
Ethnic fractionalization −0.118 −0.134 −0.105 −0.038 −0.130

(0.233) (0.258) (0.205) (0.241) (0.223)
Log GDP per capita 0.162∗∗∗ 0.186∗∗∗ 0.154∗∗∗ 0.162∗∗ 0.181∗∗∗

(0.062) (0.068) (0.048) (0.064) (0.057)
Log population size −0.063 −0.076∗ −0.064∗ −0.071∗ −0.074∗∗

(0.041) (0.045) (0.036) (0.040) (0.036)
Constant 0.775∗ 0.721∗ 0.623∗ 0.656∗ 0.764∗∗

(0.397) (0.424) (0.348) (0.368) (0.336)

Observations 28 28 28 28 28
R2 0.426 0.453 0.472 0.424 0.484
Adjusted R2 0.327 0.358 0.380 0.324 0.394
Residual SE (df = 23) 0.211 0.227 0.176 0.218 0.192
F Statistic (df = 4; 23) 4.273∗∗∗ 4.766∗∗∗ 5.139∗∗∗ 4.241∗∗ 5.383∗∗∗

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
Robust SEs in parentheses
Controls measured in 1993

The included democracy measures are all V-Dem indices: the electoral democracy index (Polyarchy),

the liberal democracy index (Libdem), the participatory component index (Partipdem), the deliberative

democracy index (Delibdem) and the egalitarian democracy index (Egaldem) (Coppedge et al 2016).
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