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Abstract 


In  recent  years,  nonviolent  conflict  has  increasingly  captured  both  popular  and  academic 
 attention. One established feature of nonviolent conflict is intriguing; it often arises  in highly 
 repressive  circumstances  commonly  thought  to  hinder  collective  action.  It  is  this 
 incongruence  between  theory  and  empirics  I  seek  to  illuminate.  Thus,  it  is  the  aim  of  the 
 thesis  to contribute  both to  the  repression  literature and  the  nascent  quantitative  research  on 
 nonviolent campaign onset.  


I  propose  an  integrated  theoretical  framework  based  on  two  of  the  major  theories  of 
 conflict  onset,  grievance  theory  and  political  opportunity  structure  approaches.  Although 
 these are often depicted as opposing, I contend that they are in fact complementary. I further 
 suggest  that  conflict  arises  based  on  a  grievance-opportunity  function,  in  which  it  is  the 
 changes  in  either  grievances  or  opportunities  that  induce  contentious  action,  of  which 
 repression can be both. Thus, the research question is ‘does repressive instability increase the 
 likelihood of nonviolent conflict?’ 


 I  put  forth  seven  hypotheses,  four  of  which  are  tested  on  annual  data  for  149  states 
between  1972  and  2006.  The  analysis  finds  empirical  evidence  that  liberalization  of  civil 
liberties  repression  increases  the  likelihood  of  nonviolent  conflict  onset,  though  it  does  not 
have a significant effect upon violent conflict. Thus, the results conform to other quantitative 
studies  of  nonviolent  conflict  in  emphasizing  that  the  causes  of  violent  and  nonviolent 
conflicts are fundamentally different. Furthermore, the findings in this thesis suggest that the 
present  inconclusive  efforts  to  establish  a  unitary  effect  of  repression  upon  dissent  may  be 
aided by accounting for the many facets and possible effects of the concept of repression.  
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1  Introduction 


“(…) the most perilous moment for a bad government is one when it 
 seeks to mend its ways.” 


 Alexis de Tocqueville (1955: 177) 
 . 


The  self-immolation  of  Mohamed  Bouazizi  on  the  17th  of  December  2010  initiated  the 
 nonviolent  revolution  in  Tunisia,  and  sparked  an  unexpected  wave  of  popular  contention 
 throughout  the  Middle  East  which  challenged  some  of  the  most  entrenched  and  repressive 
 dictatorships in the region. Conflict scholarship and political analysts were wholly unprepared 
 for  this  monumental  event  –  there  were  no  predictions  of  a  sweep  of  dissent  through  the 
 repressive Arab states (Weyland, 2012: 917). Rather, established theories of dissent postulate 
 repression as a deterrent to popular uprisings (e.g.,Goldstone & Tilly, 2001; Gurr, 1968, 1970; 


Tarrow, 1998; Tilly, 1978).  


The phenomenon, though unexpected, is not unique. Countless despots have fallen to 
 the  sheer  power  of  their  aggrieved  subjects  in  common  uprising.  Sharp  (1973)  called  the 
 mechanism behind it the ‘Theory of Power’, and emphasized the dependence of the ruler on 
 the  quiescence  and  cooperation  from  the  ruled.  Withdrawal  of  public  consent,  Sharp 
 theorized,  will  eliminate  the  pillars  of  power  the  dictator  relies  on  and  produce  revolution 
 without the necessity of armed force.  


In  the  years  following  the  so-called  Arab  Spring,  nonviolent  conflict  has  received 
greatly increased attention, both in scholarship and media. With their seminal book, Why Civil 
Resistance  Works:  The  Strategic  Logic  of  Nonviolent  Conflict,  Chenoweth  and  Stephan 
(2011)  pioneered  the  global  quantitative  research  on  nonviolent  conflict  –  a  field  thus  far 
dominated  by  qualitative  analyses.  In  their  analysis  of  major  maximalist  campaigns,  the 
authors emphasized the notion derived from observing the Arab Spring  – nonviolent conflict 
is not only possible in highly repressive conditions, it is in fact most prevalent in autocracies 
(Chenoweth & Stephan, 2011: 66).  



(14)2 


While  the  nascent  quantitative  research  field  on  nonviolent  conflict  following 
 Chenoweth  and  Stephan  (2011)  have  re-affirmed  this  relationship  between  repressive 
 circumstances  and  nonviolent  conflict  (Butcher  &  Svensson,  2014;  Chenoweth  &  Lewis, 
 2013d;  Chenoweth  &  Ulfelder,  2015;  Cunningham,  2013;  Sutton,  Butcher,  &  Svensson, 
 2014), no study has sought to explain the discrepancy between theories claiming repression as 
 a  deterrent  and  the  apparent  predisposition  of  autocracies  to  nonviolent  conflict.  The 
 overarching puzzle I seek to unravel in this thesis is thus why repressive regimes experience 
 high levels of civil resistance, despite the postulation that repression deters conflict.  


Specifically,  two  theories  of  contention  argue  that  repressive  regimes  will  be  able  to 
 deter revolts. Grievance theory, as presented by Gurr (1968; 1970: 15), argues that politicized 
 grievances produced by relative deprivation will produce civil conflict, but that governmental 
 monopoly of coercive power – or highly repressive circumstances – will stifle dissent.  


Political opportunity structure (POS) scholars, such as Tarrow (1998), view repression 
 as a constraining feature of the political opportunity structure in which the dissidents operate 
 – in other words, repression increases the costs of rebellion. Highly repressive states should 
 therefore,  according  to  Tarrow  (1998:  19-20),  be  less  likely  to  experience  conflict  than  less 
 repressive states, because the cost-benefit analysis of the rational dissidents is less favorable 
 in such regimes. Yet the paradox remains  – nonviolent conflict occurs, in absolute numbers, 
 more in autocracies than in less challenging circumstances (Chenoweth & Stephan, 2011: 66).  


Scholarship has suggested that nonviolent dissenters are more adept than their armed 
 counterparts  at  affecting  defections  from  the  repressive  apparatus  of  the  regime  (Nepstad, 
 2013),  and  that  repressive  measures  against  nonviolent  campaigns  are  likely  to  produce  a 
 backlash-effect  of  increased  mobilization  rather  than  the  intended  quiescence  (Francisco, 
 1995, 1996, 2004; Rasler, 1996; Sutton et al., 2014). However, none have sought to reconcile 
 the established conflict theories and the empirical evidence presented above, and some have 
 even  suggested  that  as  these  theories  are  not  able  to  provide  satisfactory  explanations  for 
 nonviolent conflict we should refocus our efforts towards actor-agency instead (Chenoweth & 


Ulfelder, 2015).  


While I do not deny the relevance of actor-agency in nonviolent conflict research, it is 
my contention that the established conflict theories may still provide important insights into 
the  occurrence  of  nonviolent  dissent.  Rather  than  dismissing  the  theoretical contributions  of 
scholars  such  as  Gurr  and  Tarrow,  I  argue  that  their  theoretical  propositions  must  be 
scrutinized  more thoroughly.  Though  grievance  theory  and  POS-approaches  are  often  posed 
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 as contradictory and irreconcilable contenders for one singular explanation of civil conflict, I 
 propose a unification of the two theories. I do this because they are not in fact opposing, nor 
 irreconcilable, though their emphases on conflict-inducing factors differ.  


Grievance  theory  emphasizes  discontent  arising  from  a  disadvantageous  change  in 
 individuals’ value calculus – i.e., what they feel entitled to relative to what they believe they 
 are capable of obtaining – as the basis for all civil conflict (Gurr, 1970: 13). POS-approaches 
 posit  changes  in  the  political  opportunity  structure  as  the  instigating  factor  (Tarrow,  1998: 


20).  However,  Tarrow  (1998:  6)  concedes  that  grievances  are  an  underlying  factor  –  no 
 rational actor would pay the cost of conflict unless he had pressing reason to do so. Likewise, 
 Gurr (1970: 15) recognizes the possible constraint of the political system, citing governmental 
 monopoly  of  coercive  power  as  an  explanation  for  unaddressed,  long-standing  grievances. 


Notably,  both  scholars  highlight  change  as  relevant in  explaining  conflict  onset,  and  neither 
 fundamentally denies the other’s explanatory factors. Rather, it seems to be an argument of 
 precedence. I propose, based on these theories, that conflict is a function of both grievances 
 and political opportunity, where changes  in either may produce conflict, given the existence 
 of the other.  


While this may seem a modest modification to the theories – and in fact, it is intended 
 to be – it has important implications, not only for research on internal conflict. The literature 
 on repression has not been able, despite intense and admirable efforts, to pinpoint the effect of 
 repression upon dissent. The only consistency in analyses of the Repression-Dissent Nexus is 
 that  of  controversy  –  with  disparate  findings  suggesting  negative,  positive,  non-linear,  and 
 non-existent effects of repression upon dissent (Davenport, 2007a: 7-8; Earl, 2006: 134; 2011: 


264).  Davenport  (2007a:  8)  dubs  this  inconsistency  in  view  of  the  relatively  consistent 
 findings that dissent increases repression ‘the Punishment Puzzle’.  


Based  on  a  unified  grievance-opportunity  framework,  I  propose  an  explanation  of 
 change  to  the  ‘Punishment  Puzzle’.  Because  repression  is  viewed  both  as  a  source  of 
 grievance and a constraining factor in the literature, and can credibly be construed as both, it 
 is no wonder that inconsistent effects have been produced. Instead of focusing on the strength, 
 timing,  or  consistency  of  repression,  I  propose  that  repression  is  both  a  source  of  grievance 
 and a political constraint, and that it is changes in the repressive levels of a state that produce 
 conflict. Thus my research question is,  


Research  question:  Does  repressive  instability  increase  the  likelihood  of 
nonviolent conflict? 
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Based on this research question and the grievance-opportunity function of conflict from 
 the theoretical framework, I posit seven hypotheses. The first four relate to the liberalization 
 of repression, and the final three to the autocratization of repressive policies. In the first four 
 hypotheses,  the  proposed  relationship  between  liberalization  and  conflict  onset  is  positive  – 
 when liberalization occurs, conflict onset is more likely. This is derived from the grievance-
 opportunity function, and presumes some initial level of repression.  Furthermore, I posit that 
 when  civil  liberties  repression  is  reduced,  the  probability  of  nonviolent  conflict  onset  is 
 increased. This hypothesis is derived from a combination of features of nonviolent campaigns 
 relative to violent campaigns, and the grievance-opportunity function. 


For the final three hypotheses, autocratization is posited to have opposite effects given 
 the outset – in repressive states, increased repression will close the opportunity structure and 
 hamper dissidence, but in liberal states, increased repression will be a source of grievance and 
 increase the likelihood of conflict onset.  


As  can  often  be  the  case  with  theory-driven  research,  I  am  not  able  to  test  all  seven 
 hypotheses. Due to lack of available and suitable data, the number of hypotheses I am able to 
 test is restricted to four of the seven.  Therefore, I test these on a dataset of major maximalist 
 campaigns, containing state-year data for 149 non-free independent states between 1972 and 
 2006.  I  find  support  for  the  hypothesis  that  liberalization  increases  the  likelihood  of 
 nonviolent  conflict,  while  the  other  three  hypotheses  do  not  receive  sufficient  empirical 
 support  to  reject  their  null  hypotheses.  Thus,  the  conclusion  is  that  repressive  instability,  in 
 the form of liberalization, does increase the likelihood of nonviolent conflict in states that are 
 not fully liberal – or non-free – between 1972 and 2006.  


With this thesis, I aim to contribute both to the repression literature, and to the nascent 
 quantitative quest to understand the origins of nonviolent conflict (e.g., Butcher & Svensson, 
 2014; Chenoweth & Lewis, 2013d; Chenoweth & Ulfelder, 2015; Cunningham, 2013). There 
 are  several  reasons  why  studying  nonviolent  campaigns  is  relevant  and  important.  First,  as 
 well as being prevalent in autocracies, they have been found to be more successful than their 
 armed  counterparts  in  overturning  established  dictatorships,  and  establishing  subsequent 
 democracy and sustained peace (Celestino & Gleditsch, 2013; Chenoweth & Stephan, 2011). 


Additionally, in recent  years, the importance of understanding the origins and causes 
of nonviolent campaigns has increased due to the phenomenon’s increasing prevalence in the 
international system, and that they have been found to be the most common cause of dictator 
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 exit  (Kendall-Taylor  &  Frantz,  2014).  Thus,  studying  nonviolent  conflict  is  justified  by  its 
 potential to affect lasting change, as well as its prominence in the system, and its potency for 
 success relative to violent conflict (Celestino & Gleditsch, 2013; Chenoweth & Lewis, 2013d; 


Chenoweth & Stephan, 2011; Kendall-Taylor & Frantz, 2014). 


 Likewise,  I seek to propose  yet another solution to ‘the Punishment Puzzle’, as well 
 as amending the lack of quantitative research on liberalization of repression, as lamented by 
 Christian Davenport  (2007a: 12). As shown earlier, the hypothesis of a relationship between 
 repression  liberalization  and  conflict  is  not  only  no  novelty,  it  is  159  years  old  – and  to  my 
 knowledge  thus  far  untested  quantitatively.  Finally,  combining  the  repression  research  and 
 nonviolent  conflict  research  is  not  only  desirable,  but  also  quite  necessary,  as  theory  has 
 linked the two for decades.  



1.1  Thesis Disposition 


Chapter 2 – Literature Review– sketches out the literature on the subject of nonviolence, and 
 repression to date, respectively, as well as the existing scholarship on the relationship between 
 repression and nonviolence. Chapter 3 – Definitions and Concepts – give detailed definitions 
 of  the  central  concepts  applied  in  this  thesis,  before  Chapter  4  –  Theoretical  Framework  – 
 outlines  the  two  theories  combined  for  the  theoretical  background  for  the  present  analysis. 


Chapter 5 – Research Design – describes the operationalizations of the variables, the dataset, 
 and  the  statistical  model  of  the  thesis,  as  well  as  the  methodological  concerns  related  to  it. 


Chapter  6  –  Analysis  –  contains  the  multinomial  regression  analysis,  as  well  as  simulated 
quantities of interest, an evaluation of the hypotheses, robustness checks, and goodness of fit 
assessments of the models in the analysis. In Chapter 7  – Final Thoughts – I recapitulate the 
findings in Chapter 6, address the limitations of this analysis, and remark on possible future 
avenues of research opened up by this thesis.  
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2  Literature Review 


This  chapter  will  review  central  contributions  to  the  nonviolent  conflict  literature  and 
 repression literature, respectively, before outlining the remaining gaps in the research field as 
 it stands currently.  



2.1  The Study of Nonviolent Dissent 


The  study  of  nonviolent  conflict  has,  until  recently,  primarily  been  qualitative.  There  are, 
 however,  several  important  historical  and  descriptive  works  that  have  heavily  influenced 
 today’s research, both through analytical tools and through descriptive efforts. This paragraph 
 will outline a few. 


With  his  seminal  three-volume  epos,  Sharp  (1973:  8)  established  the  theoretical 
 foundation for the study of nonviolent civil unrest (Chenoweth & Stephan, 2011:21; Schock, 
 2013).  In  his  three  volume  opus, The  Politics  of  Nonviolent  Action,  he  first  outlined  the 
 influential theory of power. He argued that all state leaders rule at the mercy of their citizens – 
 they depend upon the cooperation or acquiescence of the ruled. If the citizenry withdraw their 
 consent or cooperation, the ruler’s power and ability to rule begins to lessen (Sharp, 1973: 8). 


The following two volumes describe the various methods of nonviolent action, as well as the 
 process through which a successful nonviolent campaign is waged.  


Discussing the ramifications of nonviolent insurrections,  Zunes (1994) systematically 
investigates  why  nonviolent  campaigns  have  increased  in  numbers  throughout  the  Third 
World.  He  argues  that  certain  characteristics  of  nonviolent  resistance  make  it  strategically 
favorable  over  armed  struggle,  given  the  context  in  which  contention  occurs.  He  notes  the 
relative  efficacy  of  nonviolence  over  violence  in achieving  the  stated  goals,  and  argues  that 
this  is  explained  by  the  fact  that  unlike  its  armed  counterpart,  nonviolent  dissidence 
delegitimizes  government  repression;  that  unarmed movements  allow  for  larger  and  broader 
participation;  and  that  nonviolent  resistance  creates  alternative  institutions  to  those  of  the 
government  which  further  undermine  the  status  quo,  and  form  the  basis  for  a  new  order 
(Zunes, 1994: 411-418). 
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 A  Force  More  Powerful (Ackerman  &  DuVall,  2000)  is  an  empirical  description  of 
 how nonviolent tactics have been employed in conflicts between state and citizens throughout 
 the past century. While it provides important insights and descriptions, as well as accessibility 
 of the topic, it does not attempt to provide any analytic tools nor generalize across cases. The 
 bibliography of nonviolent action provided by  A. Carter, Clark, and Randle (2006) also adds 
 to the descriptive works of nonviolent conflict throughout the 20th and 21st centuries.   


Schock’s  (2005)  Unarmed  Insurrections:  People  Power  Movements  in 
 Nondemocracies  is  one  of  the  earliest  cross-national  comparative  studies  of  political 
 contention (Chenoweth & Stephan, 2011: 22; Schock, 2005: xviii-xix). In his analysis of six 
 nonviolent  campaigns  in  non-democracies,  Schock  merges  the  strategic  trajectory  literature 
 on nonviolent campaigns with the structural focus of political process approaches, in order to 
 advance both research fields and bridge the structure-agency divide  (Chenoweth & Stephan, 
 2011; Schock, 2005: xviii-xix). Schock also highlights the importance of popular quiescence 
 in  maintaining  dictatorships;  without  tacit  or  overt  consent  from  its  people,  even  the  most 
 powerful must eventually crumble (Schock, 2005: 37-38). 


Additionally,  several  other  qualitative  works  have  built  upon  these  foundations,  to 
 provide  key  insights  to  what  distinguishes  and  drives  nonviolent  campaigns.  The  Freedom 
 House report by Karatnycky and Ackerman (2005) established a link between civil resistance 
 and  democratic  transitions,  which  has  influenced  the  research  field  in  later  years.  Nepstad 
 (2013) suggests that security defections are somewhat dependent on the strategy choice of the 
 dissidents,  with  nonviolent  actors  being  more  adept  at  eliciting  them  than  their  violent 
 counterparts. Others have suggested that electoral fraud makes nondemocratic regimes more 
 vulnerable  to  nonviolent  action    (Beissinger,  2013:261),  and  that  election  years  provide 
 politicized focal points in which the populace may be increasingly inclined to rise up against 
 the regime (Tucker, 2007). Furthermore, participation in nonviolent activism has been found 
 to  increase  awareness  of  the  governmental  oppressive  behavior  being  resisted,  suggesting  a 
 reinforcing  effect  of  activism  (Davenport  &  Trivedi,  2013),  and  nonviolent  tactics  has  been 
 shown  to  be  the  most  prevalent  way  of  ousting  incumbent  dictatorships  (Kendall-Taylor  & 


Frantz, 2014: 40). 


 While these works all provide invaluable insights to and theoretical foundations of the 
nature  of  nonviolent  conflict,  they  provide  no  generalizable  explanations  for  the  origins  and 
outcomes  of  nonviolent  campaigns.  The  following  paragraphs  will  outline  the  quantitative 
efforts made in recent years to amend this fact.  
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2.2  The  Quantitative  Study  of  Nonviolent  Campaigns 


Within social sciences research, quantitative analyses of civil dissent against government have 
 been  dominated  by  a  focus  on  civil  war.  This  neglect  of  comparative  quantitative  work  on 
 nonviolence has been explained by the death tolls of civil war, as well as an errant assumption 
 that  nonviolence  occurs  when  dissident  resources  do  not  permit  civil  war  (Chenoweth  & 


Stephan, 2011: 7).  


With  Chenoweth  and  Stephan’s  (2011)  seminal  work,  a  new  era  of  quantitative 
 research  of  nonviolent  conflict  ensued.  The  nonviolent  campaign  dataset  they  created, 
 NAVCO 1.0, provided the opportunity for empirical testing of several theoretical claims, and 
 the  authors  themselves  disproved  the  oft-stated  ‘truth’  that  violence  equals  efficacy.  Their 
 analysis proved that the success rate of nonviolent campaigns is markedly higher than that of 
 violent campaigns (Chenoweth & Stephan, 2011: 7).  


In  the  aftermath  of  this  study,  nonviolent  campaigns  have  received  a  much-needed 
 increase in attention in conflict studies. With the release of NAVCO 2.0, in which the unit of 
 analysis  is  campaign-year,  analyses  comparable  to  those  previously  done  on  civil  war  are 
 possible – though this nascent area of study is still fairly limited (Chenoweth & Cunningham, 
 2013: 274; Chenoweth & Lewis, 2013d: 421).  


The  first  focal  point  of  the  quantitative  literature  on  nonviolent  conflict  was  on  the 
 outcome  of  nonviolent  campaigns  relative  to  violent  campaigns.  Chenoweth  and  Stephan 
 (2011:  60-61)  established  that  nonviolent  resistance  is  not  only  more  effective  than  violent 
 resistance  in  effecting  regime  transitions,  but  also  more  likely  to  produce  stable  and  viable 
 democracies, as was suggested by Karatnycky and Ackerman (2005). Celestino and Gleditsch 
 (2013) subsequent study confirmed these results, finding that nonviolent campaigns are more 
 likely  to  result  in  regime  transition,  and  that  this  transition  is  more  likely  to  lead  to 
 democracy, than in the cases of violent campaigns or no campaigns.  


Svensson  and  Lindgren  (2011)  argue  that  the  success  of  a  violent  campaign  is 
dependent on what aspect of the state’s legitimacy it is challenging. If the campaign is against 
the  vertical  legitimacy  of  the  state  –  i.e.  the  political  and  institutional  apparatus  and  the 
regime’s  right  to  govern  –  it  is  likely  to  be  more  successful  than  a  campaign  seeking  to 
challenge the horizontal state legitimacy  – i.e. the perception of the state as representative of 
the  larger  community  (Svensson  &  Lindgren,  2011:  98).  Challenging  the  horizontal 
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 legitimacy of the state is likely to sow discord within and between groups in the community, 
 and  if  the  community  is  divided,  withdrawing  consent  will  be  difficult  if  possible  at  all 
 (Svensson & Lindgren, 2011: 98).  



2.2.1  The Causes of Nonviolent Conflict 


Thus  far  we  know  far  less  about  the  origins  of  nonviolent  conflict  than  we  do  about  its 
 outcome,  especially  when  we  consider  the  attention  afforded  civil  war  onset  (e.g.,Collier  & 


Hoeffler, 2004; Collier, Hoeffler, & Rohner, 2009; Fearon, Kasara, & Laitin, 2007; Fearon & 


Laitin,  2003;  Hegre,  2014;  Hegre,  Ellingsen,  Gates,  &  Gleditsch,  2001;  Hegre  &  Sambanis, 
 2006).  However  expansion  of  the  NAVCO  dataset  has  spurred  interest  in  the  questions  of 
 why  and  when  nonviolent  campaigns  emerge  (Butcher  &  Svensson,  2014;  Chenoweth  & 


Cunningham,  2013;  Chenoweth  &  Lewis,  2013d:  416;  Chenoweth  &  Ulfelder,  2015; 


Cunningham, 2013; Sutton et al., 2014). 


In  a  preliminary  analysis  of  the  NAVCO  2.0  dataset  Chenoweth  and  Lewis  (2013d) 
 found that, using the model specified by Fearon and Laitin (2003), there is a clear divergence 
 in  the  causes  of  violent  and  nonviolent  campaigns.  The  only  variable  predicting  conflict  of 
 both types was population – in other words, countries with a large population is more prone to 
 conflict of either character than those with small populations. Otherwise, the predictors from 
 the original model were either insignificant or reversed for nonviolent conflict  (Chenoweth & 


Lewis,  2013d:  420).  The  results  suggest  that  the  existing  statistical  models  of  conflict  onset 
 between government and citizenry – i.e. models of causes of civil war – cannot necessarily be 
 applied to nonviolent conflict because they are essentially different.   


In her analysis of  self-determination disputes,  Cunningham (2013), fuses the hitherto 
separate  fields  of  research  of  violent  and  nonviolent  resistance  in  an  effort  to  discover  the 
determinants  of  civil  war  and  nonviolent  campaigns  relative  to  conventional  politics, 
respectively. Her results confirm the insights from Chenoweth and Lewis (2013d); nonviolent 
resistance  and  civil  war  do  have  divergent  determinants.  While  larger  self-determination 
groups operating in states at lower levels of economic development that have kin in adjoining 
states  and  are  internally  fragmented  are  more  likely  to  engage  in  civil  war  relative  to 
conventional  politics,  smaller  groups  operating  in  non-democracies  that  are  less 
geographically  concentrated  are  more  likely  to  employ  nonviolent  resistance  (Cunningham, 
2013:299-301).  However,  she  also  finds  that  both  nonviolent  resistance  and  civil  war  are 
more likely relative to conventional politics if the self-determination group is excluded from 



(22)10 


political  power,  face  economic  discrimination  and  makes  independence  demands 
 (Cunningham, 2013: 300). 


Butcher and Svensson (2014) draw upon resource mobilization theory, and argue that 
 the  determinants  of  violent  and  nonviolent  campaigns  diverge  because  the  tactics  have 
 different  resource  mobilization  demands  and  thus  draw  upon  different  social  networks  for 
 mobilization.  Nonviolent  campaigns  require  mass  mobilization  as  well  as  leverage  over  the 
 regime.  Thus,  the  authors  argue  that  extensive  social  networks  with  economic 
 interdependence with the regime – labor organizations – increase the feasibility of nonviolent 
 conflict  especially.  Their  argument  is  empirically  supported;  while  a  high  proportion  of 
 manufacturing goods to GDP increases the likelihood of nonviolent conflict, the relationship 
 between  the  labor  organization-proxy  and  violent  conflict  is  both  negative  and  insignificant  
 (Butcher  &  Svensson,  2014:  15).  Butcher  and  Svensson  thus  conclude  that  industrialization 
 creates  structural  conditions  that  favor  nonviolent  conflict  –  corroborating  theories  of 
 modernization and conflict hitherto unsupported by empirics (2014: 21-22). 


In the most recent contribution within the field,  Chenoweth and Ulfelder (2015) seek 
 to  discover  whether  structural  conditions  can  in  fact  predict  the  onset  of  major  maximalist 
 nonviolent campaigns. They specify models based on the four most prevalent theories within 
 civil  unrest  scholarship  –  grievance  theory,  resource  mobilization  theory,  modernization 
 theory, and political opportunity approaches – and assess their relative explanatory power by 
 comparing  their  predictive  ability  (Chenoweth  &  Ulfelder,  2015:  4).  Their  findings  suggest 
 that  of  the  four  theories,  the  model  specified  based  on  the  political  opportunity  approaches 
 performs  the  best  –  followed  by  grievance  theory  and  resource  mobilization.  However, 
 according  to  Chenoweth  and  Ulfelder,  a  culled  model  of  the  strongest  variables  is  still  not 
 performing  well  enough  to  conclude  that  structural  conditions  trump  agency-based 
 approaches  in  explaining  the  occurrence  of  nonviolent  campaigns  (Chenoweth  &  Ulfelder, 
 2015: 22). 


Of  these  studies,  four  are  global  and  inclusive.  Cunningham  (2013)  confines  her 
 analysis to self-determination disputes, which limits the degree to which her results could be 
 generalized  across  all  nonviolent  campaigns.  The  remaining  four  analyses  (Butcher  & 


Svensson,  2014;  Chenoweth  &  Lewis,  2013d;  Chenoweth  &  Stephan,  2011;  Chenoweth  & 
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 Ulfelder, 2015) utilize global data without restrictions to grievances or actors1, and it is in this 
 company this thesis seeks to expand the literature. 


Although  Chenoweth  and  Ulfelder  apply  both  grievance-based  and  political 
 opportunity theories to create their models, the models do not perform as well as one might 
 expect  given  their  standing  within  civil  unrest  literature  (Chenoweth  &  Ulfelder, 2015:  22). 


The authors conclude that this is because agency is more relevant than structure, though they 
 concede that  there  is  a  possibility  that  the  models  are  misspecified  (Chenoweth  &  Ulfelder, 
 2015:  21).  It  is  my  contention  that  the  models  aren’t  necessarily  misspecified  nor  are 
 structural conditions irrelevant. However, I do propose an alternative theoretical approach, in 
 which their two best performing theories  – grievance and political opportunity approaches  – 
 are combined (see 4.3 A Grievance-Opportunity Approach).   


Most analyses of nonviolent campaigns include a measure of repression  – either as an 
 explanatory variable or as a control for spurious effects. Repression research and the nascent 
 quantitative  nonviolent  conflict  scholarship  are  intrinsically  linked  –  though  both  could 
 benefit from a greater interaction of the two fields. This thesis will attempt to use quantitative 
 analysis  to  further  illuminate  the  relationship  between  governmental  repression  and 
 nonviolent conflict. 



2.3  Repression and Dissent 


The connection between repression and dissent is essential within repression scholarship  (for 
 reviews,  see  Davenport,  2007a;  Earl,  2011).  The  scholarship  on  repression  and  dissent  can 
 roughly  be  divided  into  two  strands;  studies  on  the  origins  of  government  repression,  and 
 analyses seeking to explain the relationship between repression and dissent. This section will 
 outline the major findings within both strands.  



2.3.1  When Governments Repress 


The  effect  of  dissent  upon  repression  has  consistently  been  established  as  positive,  both 
 formally and empirically (Carey, 2006; Davenport, 2007a; Ginkel & Smith, 1999; Shadmehr, 
 2014) – regimes tend to respond to civil unrest with repression. State repression is commonly 
        


1 Note that these three studies utilize either the NAVCO 1.0, NAVCO 2.0, or Major Episodes of Contention 
(MEC) datasets, and therefore the coding rules for these datasets do act as a certain limitation with regards to 
what campaigns, as well as which grievances or stated goals (i.e. ‘maximalist’), are included in the analyses. 
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understood as the result of a cost-benefit analysis, in which the costs of repression is weighed 
 against  the  benefits  of  the continuation  of  the  status  quo  (Nordås  &  Davenport,  2013:  928), 
 and  when  faced  with  popular  contention,  governments  react  with  repressive  measures.  This 
 phenomenon has been dubbed the ‘Law of Coercive Responsiveness’ (Davenport, 2007a: 7).  


Further scholarship seeking  to answer the question of why  governments repress their 
 citizens has thus focused on establishing the contextual factors that increase the likelihood of 
 government repression. This section outlines the trends in this research so far. 


In an early quantitative study, Henderson (1991: 132) found that the extent of societal 
 inequality,  democracy,  and  the  economic  growth  rate  all  provide  explanatory  power  with 
 regards  to  the  use  of  repression  by  the  government.  Subsequently,  the  connection  between 
 polity  and  repressive  government  policies  has  received  copious  amounts  of  attention  from 
 scholars. 


Stable  institutional  democracy  has  consistently  been  associated  with  low  levels  of 
 repression (Carey, 2006, 2010; Davenport, 1995, 2004; Davenport & Armstrong, 2004; Fein, 
 1995; Henderson, 1991; Mesquita, Downs, Smith, & Cherif, 2005; Poe & Tate, 1994; Regan 


&  Henderson,  2002;  Zanger,  2000).  The  difference  in  levels  of  repressiveness  between 
 democracies and autocracies has been explained by the divergent threat perceptions of the two 
 regime types; democracies are both less likely to experience anti-government threats and less 
 likely to perceive dissent as threatening to the regime’s survival (Davenport, 1995: 703).  


Further analyses have established that both complete democracies and autocracies are 
 less  repressive  than  mixed  regimes  –  or  anocracies.  This  phenomenon  was  dubbed  the 


‘Murder  in  the  Middle  Hypothesis’  by  Fein  (1995:  184).  Regan  and  Henderson  (2002) 
 conclude that there is an inverted U-relationship between regime type and political repression, 
 and attribute this to the level of threats the regime is facing. In complete autocracies, fear of 
 retribution  discourages  threats  to  the  regime,  while  in  democracies  institutional  channels 
 relieve  discontent  without  threatening  the  state  as  such.  In  semi-democracies,  demands  are 
 great yet no such channels exist, thus repression is greater (Regan & Henderson, 2002: 133).  


The  relationship  between  threats  and  governmental  repressive  behavior  has  been 
further  explored,  and  Carey  (2010:  182-183)  concludes  that  while  fully  institutionalized 
democracies  have  a  lower  risk  of  repression  onset  than  other  regimes,  democracies  under 
severe  threat  are  not  immune  to  applying  repressive  behavior.  Davenport  (2007b:  499-500) 
finds significant variations within autocracies – single-party regimes are less likely to engage 
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 in  repression,  while  military  regimes  are  less  restrictive  of  civil  liberties,  relative  to  other 
 autocratic regimes. 


Regime  transitions  have  also  been  found  to  increase  repression  (Davenport,  2004; 


Davenport & Armstrong, 2004; Zanger, 2000). Both democratization and autocratization have 
 been  associated  with  higher  levels  of  repression,  though  Davenport  and  Armstrong  (2004: 


551) suggest the existence of a threshold of democracy above which democratic institutions 
 reduce repressive behavior. This threshold of democratic pacification has subsequently found 
 additional empirical support (Mesquita et al., 2005).  


Scholarship  has  also  been  focused  on  what  qualities  in  dictators  and  heads  of  state 
 affect  repressive  behavior  (Frantz  &  Kendall-Taylor,  2014;  Ritter,  2014;  Young,  2009). 


Positional  security  of  state  leaders  has  been  found  to  reduce  the  costs  of  implementing 
 favored policies and increase bargaining power in relation to dissidents, and therefore reduce 
 repression  violating  personal  integrity  (Young,  2009:  296).  Similarly,  increases  in  executive 
 job security have been found to decrease the likelihood that repression will occur in the first 
 place, but increase the severity of observed violations (Ritter, 2014:158). Dictatorial reliance 
 on  cooptation  through  the  use  of  legislature  and  political  parties  increases  incentives  to  use 
 political  terror,  while  decreasing  the  need  for  empowerment  rights  restrictions,  like 
 censorship. Cooptation allows the dictator to draw the opposition out, which makes it easier to 
 identify, gauge and monitor, but increases the risk of rivals will use their position to usurp the 
 dictator,  which  generates  incentives  to  increase  physical  integrity  violations  (Frantz  & 


Kendall-Taylor, 2014: 9-11)  


Other scholars have focused on environmental aspects in their analyses of repression. 


Nordås  and  Davenport  (2013:  933)  argue  that  because  ‘youth  bulges’  make  states  more 
 susceptible to dissent and especially political violence, regimes are forewarned about potential 
 civil  unrest.  In  an  effort  to  deter  dissent  in  such  circumstances,  the  government  increases 
 repression.  The  authors  find  that  this  relationship  is  supported  empirically,  even  when 
 controlled  for  actual  protest  behavior;  governments  in  states  experiencing  youth  bulges  are 
 more  repressive  than  others.  Danneman  and  Ritter  (2014:  268)  argue  that  conflict  in 
 neighboring countries will give autocrats incentives to increase domestic repression  – not in 
 an effort to emulate their neighboring state leaders but rather to avoid their fate. Their analysis 
 provides  empirical  evidence  that  states  with  neighbors  engaged  in  civil  war  repress  more. 


Both  these  studies  find  support  that  dictators  apply  preemptive  repression  when  they  face 
threats of future dissent.  
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2.3.2  The Effect of Government Repression on Dissent 


In  contrast  to  the  relative  agreement  on  the  effect  of  dissent  upon  repression,  the  only 
 consistency  in  research  on  the  effect  of  repression  upon  dissent  is  that  it  is  controversial 
 (Davenport,  2007a:  7;  Earl,  2006:  134;  2011:  267).  The  question  of  the  effect  of  repressive 
 policies  upon  dissent  is  at  the  center  of  repression  research,  and  yet  both  theoretical 
 approaches and empirical analyses have yielded widely diverging answers.  


Scholars  who  follow  the  political  opportunity  structure  (POS)  approach  argue  that 
 coercive  government  policy  reduces  dissent  and  movement  mobilization  by  increasing  the 
 cost of participation and collective action (DeNardo, 1985; McAdam & Tarrow, 2000; Muller 


&  Weede,  1990;  Tarrow,  1998;  Tilly,  1978).  When  costs  are  imposed  –  or  opportunity 
 structures closed  – individuals and groups are less willing to participate in collective action, 
 and dissent stifled (Koopmans, 1997; Opp & Roehl, 1990; Tarrow, 1998; Tilly, 1978). 


Grievance-based theories and analyses propose an opposite effect; repressive measures 
 by  government  officials  radicalize  and  aggrieve  the  population,  and  thereby  increase 
 mobilization and civil strife (Gurr, 1970; Hirsch, 1990; Opp & Roehl, 1990). In this strand of 
 research,  repression  is  seen  as  a  motivational  factor;  when  the  regime  applies  physical 
 sanctions  and  restriction  of  liberty,  the  population  is  outraged,  and  therefore  increases  their 
 commitment  to  the  cause.  The  proponents  of  grievance-based  analyses  expect  increased 
 repression to be met by increased dissent.  


Yet  other  theorists  and  analysts  argue  that  the  connection  between  repression  and 
 dissent  is  more  complex  than  the  monotonic  positive  or  negative  relationships  proposed 
 above.  Some  argue  that  the  relationship  is  U-curved  (Lichbach  &  Gurr,  1981;  Shadmehr, 
 2014), others suggest that it is an inverted U-shape (DeNardo, 1985; Francisco, 1996; Hibbs, 
 1973).  Some  scholars  suggest  that  timing  is  important:  in  the  short-run,  repression  deters 
 dissent,  while  in  the  long-run,  repression  increases  dissent  (Rasler,  1996:  148),  and  a 
 reciprocal relationship has also been proposed (Carey, 2006). 


Some  scholars  claim  that  the  effect  of  repression  upon  dissent  is  best  approached 
through  interaction  models  (Cunningham  &  Beaulieu,  2010;  Francisco,  1995;  Lichbach, 
1987;  Moore,  1998,  2000).  Dissidents  adapt  and  alter  their  strategy  of  either  violent  or 
nonviolent  protest,  depending  on  the  response  to  either  from  the  state  –  also  known  as  the 
Substitution  hypothesis  (Lichbach,  1987:285;  Moore,  1998:  870).  Dissidents  apply  the 
strategy  met  with  the  most  accommodative  responses  from  the  government,  and  therefore 
repressive inconsistency by the government will lead to an escalation in dissident activity, as 
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 the dissidents will achieve less policy reform when they substitute to their less effective tactic, 
 and  therefore  they  increase  their  efforts  (Lichbach,  1987:  286).  In  other  words,  consistent 
 repressive  or  accommodative  policies  reduce  dissent,  while  inconsistency  increases  dissent 
 (Lichbach,  1987:287).  Empirical  analysis  has  found  that  inconsistent  state  behavior 
 encourages more violent dissent (Cunningham & Beaulieu, 2010: 194). 


Several  analyses  have  found  empirical  support  for  Sharp’s  theoretical  proposition  of 
 political  jiu-jitsu  –  that  governmental  repression  of  dissent  is  followed  by  a  backlash  of 
 mobilization rather than deterring the opposition (Francisco, 1995, 2004; Rasler, 1996; Sharp, 
 1973:  109-110;  Sutton  et  al.,  2014).  Dissidents  respond to  coercion  both  by  increasing  their 
 efforts  and  by  adapting  their  methods  to  avoid  being  targeted  by  repression  (Francisco, 
 1995:277),  and  backlash  mobilization  occurs  in  the  event  that  dissidents  consider  the 
 repression important and are able to communicate the government response  to other potential 
 participants (Francisco, 2004: 118-121).  


Others  have  emphasized  that  the  pre-existing  campaign  infrastructure  influences  the 
 effect  of  repression  upon  dissent  (McLauchlin  &  Pearlman,  2012;  Sutton  et  al.,  2014). 


McLauchlin and Pearlman (2012: 60) argue that repression amplifies trends in cooperation or 
 conflict  existent  in  a  movement  before  the  onset  of  repression,  while  others  argue  that  a 
 preexisting infrastructure increases the likelihood of both increased domestic mobilization and 
 security  defections  in  the  aftermath  of  repression,  while  international  repercussions  –  and 
 domestic mobilization – are affected by the existence of parallel media institutions  (Sutton et 
 al., 2014: 9-10).  


Formal  game  theoretic  models  have  provided  several  theoretic  insights  to  the 
 relationship  between  repressive  governmental  policy  and  dissent  (Ginkel  &  Smith,  1999; 


Pierskalla, 2009; Shadmehr, 2014). Some claim that highly repressive conditions favor large, 
 but  few,  protests  because  in  the  event  that  early  dissidents  find  the  status  quo  sufficiently 
 unbearable,  they  demonstrate  a  greater  resolve  to  the  general  public  by  mobilizing  despite 
 high costs of exposure, which increases the likelihood of mass mobilization (Ginkel & Smith, 
 1999:301-302).  


Others  argue  that  the  perceived  willingness  and  capacity  of  the  state  determine 
whether the dissidents will mobilize.  Governments that are capable of repressing protest will 
be  able  to  deter  dissident  protest  in  the  first  place.  Thus,  protest  and  the  repression  thereof 
stem from lack of information and skewed perceptions. In transitional or failed  regimes there 
is  greater  uncertainty  and  less  reliable  information  about  the  capabilities  and  resolve  of  the 
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actors,  which  increases  the  likelihood  of  protest  (Pierskalla,  2009:  19).  In  periods  of 
 liberalization, which can lower the cost of protest through increased freedom of assembly and 
 speech, a mismatch between costs of protest and the willingness of the regime to yield may 
 occur, which would lead to the repression of protest (Pierskalla, 2009: 20).  


Shadmehr (2014) argues that the mixed empirical support for the grievance-based and 
 political opportunity theories within the study of repression is because these theories  – rather 
 than being contradictory – are complementary, and should be unified in a single framework. 


He  argues  that  grievances  are  the  instigator  for  protest,  but  that  dissidents  also  consider  the 
 costs  and  benefits  of  protest  before  mobilizing  (Shadmehr,  2014:  622).  While  increased 
 grievances increase the motivation for protest, they also raise the costs of accommodation for 
 the  state  and thereby  make  repression  a more  likely  response.  Dissidents  expect  the  state  to 
 repress  when  grievances  are  high,  and  thus  will  not  mobilize  unless  the  grievances  are 
 sufficiently  high  that  the  benefits  from  altering  the  status  quo  surpass  the  cost  of  being 
 repressed.  In  other  words  –  dissidents  will  protest at  either extreme  level  of  grievances,  but 
 will refrain from protest at intermediate levels of grievances (Shadmehr, 2014: 622).  



2.4  Remaining Gaps in the Literature 


The quantitative field of research on nonviolent campaigns is widely uncharted territory, and 
 thus  far  we  know  very  little  of its  origins.  The  research  done  to  date  suggests  that  there are 
 fundamental differences in the causes of violent and nonviolent conflict, and that we cannot 
 with certainty apply the models of civil war on nonviolent conflict.  


The connection between repression and dissent – including nonviolent dissent – is, as 
 previously  shown,  one  of  some  controversy.  Currently  no  consensus  exists  on  the  effect  of 
 repression  on  dissent.  However,  we  do  know  that  maximalist  nonviolent  campaigns  tend  to 
 arise  in  highly  repressive  circumstances,  though  seldom  in  full  autocracies  (Chenoweth  & 


Stephan,  2011:  67).    Several  scholars  have  argued  that  liberalization  of  repressive  regimes 
 will  lead  to  conflict  (Gurr,  1968,  1970;  Hegre  et  al.,  2001;  Pierskalla,  2009;  Tarrow,  1998; 


Tocqueville, 1955), as grievances held by an oppressed population are allowed to surface in 
the less restrictive political climate or because the dissidents believe the liberalized regime to 
be  weak  (Gurr,  1970;  Pierskalla,  2009;  Tarrow,  1998).  However,  the  analyses  of  this 
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 phenomenon  have  been  qualitative  and  historical  in  nature  (Davenport,  2007a:  12),  or 
 predictions derived from formal models (Pierskalla, 2009).  


Equally,  predictions  have  been  made  on  increased  repressiveness  and  conflict. 


According to Gurr (1968: 1104), we should expect dissent if restrictions of political rights are 
 imposed on a population, as this constitutes a grievance held by a majority of the population. 


Along the same lines, Tucker (2007) argues that electoral fraud will provide a rallying point 
 for  nonviolent  dissent.  In  other  words,  there  are  theoretical  arguments  suggesting  that  both 
 increased  repression  and  liberalization  should  produce  conflict  between  the  state  and 
 dissidents  –  but  no  quantitative  study  has  been  done  to  support  these  widely  held 
 presumptions.  


There are, however, studies that approximate these presumptions within the civil war 
 research  field.  Hegre  et  al.  (2001)  established  a  relationship  between  regime  transitions  and 
 civil  war,  in  which  both  autocratization  and  democratization  increased  the  probability  of 
 conflict. This supported the purported inverted U-shape relationship between regime type and 
 conflict, suggesting that civil war is more likely in semi-democracies than in both autocracies 
 and  democracies  (Hegre  et  al.,  2001:  33-34).  The  theoretical  argument  behind  this 
 relationship  is  that  because  semi-democracies  are  partly  open,  partly  repressive,  this  invites 
 dissent  through  grievances  created  by  repression,  and  opportunities  to  organize  and  rebel 
 through  openness.  According  to  Hegre  et  al., it is  this  political  incoherence  that  is  linked  to 
 civil conflict, and thus drives the inverted U-relationship (Hegre et al., 2001: 33).  


While  there  are  notable  differences  between  Hegre  et  al.  (2001)  and  the  original 
 arguments  of  repressive  instability  leading  to  conflict,  this  study  does  at  least  suggest  that 
 there may be some merit to the hypotheses. However, the study is exclusively done on violent 
 conflict.  No  analysis  has  been  done  on  whether  changes  in  repressiveness  increase  the 
 likelihood of nonviolent campaigns, despite the prevalent link between repressive conditions 
 and  nonviolence.  Furthermore,  as  nonviolent  campaigns  require  mass  mobilization,  the 
 grievances  that  source  the  revolt  should  presumably  be  inclusive  to  major  parts  of  the 
 population. Governmental repression is such a grievance – especially when it encompasses all 
 of  society.  Electoral  fraud,  disappearances,  or  lack  of  civil  liberties  affect  all  citizens  and 
 should therefore provide a potential for wide-spread mobilization.  


Thus,  the  research  question  for  this  thesis  is does  repressive  instability  increase  the 
likelihood of nonviolent conflict? 
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2.5  Summary 


This chapter has highlighted the scholarship on nonviolent dissent, and the repression-dissent 
 research  to  date.  While  extensive  work  has  been  done  on  the  repression-dissent  nexus,  no 
 conclusive  effect  of  repression  upon  dissent  has  been  established.  The  quantitative  field  of 
 nonviolent conflict research is widely uncharted territory, and only recently have global data 
 on nonviolent campaigns been available. This thesis seeks to expand this literature, as well as 
 provide  a  contribution  to  the  repression-dissent  literature  by  establishing  whether  repressive 
 instability increases the likelihood of nonviolent conflict.  


The  next  chapter  contains  the  theoretical  definitions  of  the  key  concepts  of  this 
analysis.  
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3  Definitions and Concepts 


Making precise definitions is important, because if the theoretical concept  is not sufficiently 
 clear, it is not obvious what we are in fact studying.  Additionally, without a clearly defined 
 concept, how can we hope to assess whether our operationalizations cover the entirety  – and 
 nothing more – of our theoretical concept? In short, a poorly specified concept will inevitably 
 lead to poor measurement validity, which in turn pulls the entire study into question (Adcock 


& Collier, 2001: 531-532).  


The research question – does repressive instability increase the likelihood of conflict -  
 calls for a definition of two central concepts  – repression and dissent. This chapter outlines 
 the  different  theoretical  definitions  of  central  concepts  applied  in  repression-dissent  and 
 nonviolent  conflict  scholarship,  as  well  as  a  discussion  about  their  applicability,  before  the 
 definitions used in this thesis is specified. 



3.1  Dissent, Violent and Nonviolent Campaigns  



3.1.1  Defining Dissent, Social Movements and Campaigns 


Unsurprisingly,  there  is  a  plethora  of  definitions  of  civil  dissent.  The  theoretical  precision 
 varies,  and  some  are  more  easily  applicable  in  quantitative  analysis.  This  section  outlines  a 
 few  variations,  and  then  presents  the  definition  used  by  Chenoweth  and  Lewis  (2013a:  2; 


2013d: 416), which is used in this thesis. 


 Some  scholars  have  used  typologies  of  dissent.  Ted  R.  Gurr  argues  that  political 
 violence varies across three factors; scope, intensity, and duration of conflict. He proposes a 
 three-category typology that includes turmoil, conspiracy, and internal war (Gurr, 1970: 11). 


While turmoil – i.e. relatively spontaneous and unorganized political violence  – does 
not  correspond  well  to  the  definition  applied  in  this  thesis, conspiracy –  highly  organized 
political  violence  with  limited  participation  –,  and internal  war – highly organized political 
violence  with  widespread  popular  participation  –  might  both  correspond  to  the  concept  of 
major maximalist campaigns. Importantly, Gurr emphasizes maximalist tactics in internal war 
– they are intended to overthrow the regime  (Gurr, 1970: 11).  However, this typology  does 
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not  include  nonviolent  campaigns,  nor  does  it  offer  any  threshold  for  categorization  of 
 conflicts.  


Charles Tilly (1978: 7, 40) defines social movements as groups of people who share a 
 common  belief  system  and  actively  promote  change  based  on  their  views.  His  definition  is 
 close to Paul Wilkinson’s (1971: 27) more elaborate definition:  


“…  a  deliberate  collective  endeavor  to  promote  change  in  any  direction  and  by 
 any  means,  not  excluding  violence,  illegality,  revolution  or  withdrawal  into 


‘utopian’  community…  A  social  movement  must  evince  a  minimal  degree  of 
 organization,  though  this  may  range  from  a  loose,  informal  or  partial  level  of 
 organization to the highly institutionalized and bureaucratized movement and the 
 corporate  group…  A  social  movement’s  commitment  to  change  and  the  raison 
 d’être  of  its  organization  are  founded  upon  the  conscious  volition,  normative 
 commitment  to  the  movement’s  aims  or  beliefs,  and  active  participation  on  the 
 part of the followers or members.”  


These definitions add significant important aspects to the theoretical concept of social dissent. 


First, the group must have common interests; second, they must act  through nonconventional 
 means to promote change; and third, some aspect of organization must be present.  


Sidney  Tarrow  (1998:  4)  view  social  movements  as  collective  challenges  –  or  in  a 
 collective action perspective. The actors involved make cost-benefit analyses to evaluate their 
 own  participation,  as  does  the  group  of  actors  when  choosing  tactics.  He  reiterates  the 
 importance of common purposes and social solidarities, but includes a third important aspect: 


sustained  interaction  with  opponents.  Tarrow  distinguishes  between  contentious  politics, 
 which are essentially sporadic and unorganized, and social movements, which draw on social 
 networks  –  i.e.  are  organized  –  and  can  sustain  conflictual  interaction  with  powerful 
 opponents over time (Tarrow, 1998: 10, 19).  


This  definition  of  social  movements  allows  us  to  distinguish  between  contentious 
 events  and  social  movements  that  are  sustained  over  time,  as  well  as  a  distinction  between 
 concurrent  contentious  events  and  social  movements.  The  social  movement  must  be 
 organized, consensual action for a common purpose over time.   


The  definition  used  by  Erica  Chenoweth  and  Orion  A.  Lewis  (2013a:  2)  in  the 
 Nonviolent  and  Violent  Campaigns  and  Outcomes  (NAVCO)  Data  Project  v2.0  is  more 
 stringent  than  the  previously  presented  suggestions:  “We  define  a  campaign2  as  a  series  of 
        


2 Note that Chenoweth and Lewis (2013a) uses the term ‘campaign’ rather than ‘social movement’. (Chenoweth 


& Lewis, 2013d: 417) 
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 observable, continuous, purposive mass tactics or events in pursuit of a political objective”. In 
 other  words,  a  campaign’s  tactics  must  be  documentable  and  overt,  sustained  over  an 
 unspecified amount of time – though distinct from one-off events or revolts, be organized and 
 directed towards achieving a common goal (Chenoweth & Lewis, 2013a: 2; 2013d: 416). 



3.1.2  Distinguishing Nonviolent and Violent Campaigns 


According  to  Gene  Sharp,  nonviolent  action  is  characterized  by  nonconventional  political 
 action,  including  noncooperation,  protest,  and  intervention,  in  which  the  dissidents  do  not 
 threaten or cause physical harm to their opponent (Sharp, 1973: 68).  


Nonviolence does not imply inactive or passive – Sharp identified approximately 200 
 nonviolent tactics, all of which are either persuasive – i.e., attempting to sway their opponent 
 through  demonstrations,  parades  and  speeches;  non-cooperative  –  i.e.,  refusal  to  aid  the 
 government in upholding the status quo, such as boycotts –; or disruptive – i.e., increasing the 
 government’s cost of maintaining the status quo, such as strikes,  sit-ins and the like (Sharp, 
 1973: 68-69). In other words, nonviolent tactics can be acts of omission, acts of commission, 
 and combinations of both (Chenoweth & Stephan, 2011: 12). 


To  summarize,  nonviolent  campaigns3  are  sustained  interactions  between 
 government  and  an  organized  opposition  over  some  political  contention,  in  which  the 
 dissidents  purposively  apply  active  nonconventional  tactics  that  do  not  threaten  or  cause 
 physical  harm  to  their  opponents  to  achieve  their  stated  goal  (Chenoweth  &  Lewis,  2013a: 


418; 2013d-13; Chenoweth & Stephan, 2011: 3; Sharp, 1973: 68-69).  


Violent  campaigns  differ  from  nonviolent  campaigns  in  tactics.  Both  types  of 
 campaigns  are  the  concerted  efforts  of  civilians  to  change  the  status  quo  which  the 
 government  attempts  to  maintain,  over  time.  Violent  campaigns,  however,  are  waged  by 
 armed  dissidents  that  can  draw  from  a  wide  range  of  violent  actions  and  tactics  –  e.g., 
 bombings, shootings, physical sabotage and so on (Chenoweth & Stephan, 2011: 13). In other 
 words,  a  violent  campaign  is  characterized  by  the  use  of  physical  force  –  either  through 
 threats  or  through  concrete  physical  action  –  to  coerce  the  opponent  by  physical  means 
 (Chenoweth & Lewis, 2013a: 3). 


       


3 The term ‘campaign’ is used rather than ‘conflict’ to annotate the unilateral choice of strategy implied. While 


‘nonviolent conflict’ could be construed as nonviolent on parts of both dissidents and government, this is 
frequently not the case. Therefore, campaign is used to underline that the tactics of nonviolence or violence is on 
the part of the dissidents.  
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Note  that  the  campaign  types  outlined  here  are  ideals  –  in  practice  dissidents  may 
 apply  a  combination  of  tactics,  change  their  tactical  approach  over  the  course  of  the 
 campaign, and nonviolent and violent campaigns may occur simultaneously, or predominately 
 nonviolent campaigns may experience radical flanks of violence – or vice versa. However, we 
 can usually distinguish the primary modus operandi of a campaign, and as such the ideal types 
 can be recognized in a more confounded reality. Nevertheless, it is important to recognize that 
 these  ideals  are  a  simplification  of  a  complex  reality  (Chenoweth  &  Lewis,  2013a:  3; 


2013d:418-419). 



3.2  Repression – Coercion and Deterrence 


Although the field of repression studies is not exactly barren, few scholars spend a sufficient 
 amount of time clearly defining the concept of political repression. This section will present 
 some of the definitions available before presenting the definition used in this thesis.  


Charles Tilly describes repression as “…any action by another group which raises the 
 contender’s  cost  of  collective  action”  (Tilly,  1978:  100).  Similarly,  Alan  Wolfe  (1973:  6) 
 defines repression as “a process by which those in power try to keep themselves in power by 
 consciously  attempting  to  destroy  or  render  harmless  organizations  and  ideologies  that 
 threaten their power”. Though both definitions are admirably concise and parsimonious, the 
 concept of repression is infinitely more complex and convoluted (Earl, 2011: 263; Goldstein, 
 1978: xvi).  


First, neither definition differentiates between government repression and private actor 
 repression.  Second,  both  descriptions  remains  agnostic  with  regards  to  chronology  –  does 
 repression predate collective action, or is it merely reactive?  Third, no restriction is put upon 
 the  types  of  acts  that  are  considered  repression.  If  all  acts  that  raise  the  cost  of  collective 
 action  –  or  render  harmless  organizations  and  ideologies  –    are  considered  repressive  acts, 
 several  governmental  actions  we  consider  to  be  ‘normal’  governmental  policy  could  be 
 included – such as policing, propagating the governmental politics, etcetera. Fourth, there are 
 no  distinctions  between  types  of  repression  and  their  purposes  –  are  all  repressive  acts  the 
 same?  


Goldstein  (1978:  xvi)  argues  that  the  definition  provided  by  Wolfe  (1973:  6)  is 
underspecified,  specifically  with  regards  to  the  powerholder  as  the  government,  and  which 
acts are deemed to be repression, and presents his own:  
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“Political  repression  consists  of  government  action  which  grossly  discriminates 
 against persons or organizations viewed as presenting a fundamental challenge to 
 existing  power  relationships  or  key  policies,  because  of  their  perceived  political 
 beliefs.”  


This conceptualization specifies that the government is the perpetrator of repression, and that 
 acts  of  repression  constitute  gross  discrimination  on  the  basis  of  perceived  beliefs  of 
 individuals  or  organizations.  Goldstein  further  emphasizes  that  government  action  which 
 applies to all persons and that are done in the presence of a ‘clear and present danger’ does 
 not  constitute  repression  (1978:  xx).  Davenport  (2007a:  2)  includes  threats  of  physical 
 sanctions as repression, as well as specifying the territorial boundaries of repression: 


“… repression involves the actual or threatened use of physical sanctions against 
 an individual or organization, within the territorial jurisdiction of the state, for the 
 purpose  of  imposing  a  cost  on  the  target  as  well  as  deterring  specific  activities 
 and/or  beliefs  perceived  to  be challenging  to  government  personnel,  practices  or 
 institutions.” 


Additionally, Davenport (2007a: 2) also notes that though repression is a form of coercion, it 
 is not concerned with all coercive behaviors – such as the punishment and deterrence of theft 
 or  murder.  In  other  words,  repression  is  coercive  behavior  extraneous  to  the  ‘conventional’ 


coercive properties of government.  


Furthermore,  this  definition  does  not  specify  that  repression  as  a  direct  response  to 
 dissidents, nor that any law or norm must be violated – both of which have been common in 
 the  literature  (e.g., protest  policing in  Earl  2003  and human  rights violations in  Poe  & Tate 
 1994). This makes for a broader and more inclusive definition (Davenport, 2007a: 3).  


This definition also includes the duality of repression – the purpose of imposing costs 
 on the target in the event of certain behavior, and the purpose of deterring specific behavior 
 and/or beliefs. Others have also suggested similar distinctions to the concept of repression.  


Snyder  (1976:  285-287)  proposes  a  useful  distinction  between  ‘preemptive’  and 


‘responsive’  repression,  wherein  preemptive  repression  signifies  repressive  and  oppressive 
 policies by government that are designed to prevent dissent in the absence of dissident action, 
 while  responsive  repression  is  a  reaction  to  the  event  of  dissent.  Karen  Rasler  (1996:  138) 
 defines  repression  as  “…  the  actions  taken  to  coercively  mobilize  the  opposition.”  This  is 
 clearly within the bounds of what Snyder dubbed responsive repression.  


Sutton  et  al.  (2014:  4)  classifies  repression  as  governmental  communicative  action 
directed at three separate audiences – the dissidents, the inactive population, and the regime’s 
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