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			The uprisings in the Middle East and North Africa that are commonly referred to as the Arab Spring once again highlighted an important set of questions that lie at the intersection between democratic and authoritarian and domestic and international politics. What factors lead citizens to join together in large numbers and to take the risk of mounting large-scale protests against authoritarian rulers? Why and how do these mobilizations spread to some, but not all, neighboring countries? How can we account for the variation in regime responses to these challenges and whether authoritarian leaders survive or lose power? Why do protests sometimes lead to democratic transition, other times to a new dictatorship, and in still other cases to a regime that straddles these political extremes? There are sharp disagreements on these questions. This is because there is little consensus as to what constitutes the essential building blocks of democratic change; what drives political protest and its diffusion; and what role international actors can and should play in the institution and spread of democracy. 

			This issue focuses on two of the three largest waves of mass mobilization and protest that have challenged authoritarian and semi-authoritarian regimes in the late 20th and early 21st centuries: the events that led to the end of communism in Central and Eastern Europe in 1989 and the demise of the Soviet Union in 1991 and the so-called “color revolutions” in post-communist Europe and Eurasia that originated in Slovakia in 1998 and spread to Croatia and Serbia in 2000, Georgia in 2003, Ukraine in 2004, and Kyrgyzstan in 2005. Two of the contributions to this issue compare developments in 1989 and in the post-communist space with the events of the Arab Spring. The articles in this issue were also informed by the contributions of scholars who focus on the efforts to oust dictators in the Middle East and North Africa that began in Tunisia and Egypt and spread to a number of other countries in the region in 2010 and 2011. They further benefitted from discussion of the protests that occurred in Russia in 2011 and 2012. The optimism, not to say euphoria, that some of the events in each of these waves—particularly in those cases where mass mobilization led to regime change and, in some cases, created democratic openings—has long since been replaced by the more sober realization that the end of an autocratic government does not automatically, quickly, or easily lead to a transition to a functioning democratic polity. Continued problems with democratic development in many Central and Eastern European countries more than 25 years after the end of communism, the backsliding seen among some (though not all) of the countries affected by color revolutions, and the disappointing results of the Arab Spring—including not just failures to remove autocrats early on, but also civil wars in Libya and Syria, and the renewal of military rule in Egypt—have all tempered the expectations these events raised. The crackdown on dissent and increase in repression evident in Putin’s Russia after the protests has also dashed hopes that the renewed willingness of Russian citizens to protest would lead to change in the country. The mobilizations themselves, however, continue to be of interest not only to scholars but also to policymakers thanks to what they tell us about the role of activists, ordinary citizens, and leaders in processes of political change in authoritarian and semi-authoritarian regimes.

			The three waves of mass mobilization and protest that are the main focus of this issue have received considerable attention. The literature on each of these is too extensive to cite exhaustively here. We therefore cite only illustrative works from the substantial body of research on popular mobilization and protest in individual countries in the waves that we are comparing, as well as a growing body of research on protest in Russia. Analysts have investigated the impact of domestic and international factors on the fall of communism in individual countries in Central and Eastern Europe and in the Soviet Union (see Ost, 1990; Tismaneanu, 1989; Brown, 1991; Brown, 1996 and 2000; Banac, 1992; Bermeo, 1992; Ash, 1993; Kubik, 1994; Robertson, 2010; Stokes, 1993; Bunce, 1999; Glenn, 2003; Muiznieks, 1995; Tismaneanu, 1992; and Bunce and Wolchik, 2009 for examples of the voluminous literature on this subject). In addition, there is a substantial literature that has highlighted the weaknesses of the communist regimes in the region and examined popular discontent, dissent, and protest prior to the end of communism (see, for example, Tismaneanu, 1989; Bunce, 1985; Tokes, 1979; Skilling, 1981; Skilling, 1989; Korbonski, 1971; and Johnson, 1970). Numerous scholars have also examined the use of elections to oust authoritarian leaders in the post-communist world in the so-called color revolutions (see, for example, Tucker, 2007; McFaul, 2005; McFaul, 2010; Magen, 2009; Kuzio, 2005a; 2005b; 2006a; 2006b; 2006c; Kubicek, 2007; D’Anieri, 2006; Mitchell, 2008; Wheatley, 2005; Welt, 2009; Radnitz, 2010; Radnitz, 2006; Fuhrmann, 2006; Jennings, 2009, Fisher, 2006; Levitsky and Way, 2010; Bunce and Wolchik, 2011). 

			The literature on popular protests against authoritarianism in the Middle East/North Africa prior to the events of 2010 and 2011, by way of contrast, was limited, as most political analysts did not envision the end of authoritarian rule. In fact, after some interest in the 1990s in the possibility of democratic change as a result of the global wave of democratization, most analysts, recognizing the failure of the MENA countries to join this wave, shifted their focus in the early 2000s to the strengths of authoritarian rule, how and why authoritarian regimes endure, and the barriers to political change (see, for example, Anderson, 1987; Brownlee, 2007; Bellin, 2004; Lust-Okar, 2004; Lust-Okar, 2006; Gandhi and Lust-Okar, 2009). They also paid more attention to leadership dynamics and institutions than to mass political activity or contentious politics (see, for example, King, 2009 and Rutherford, 2008; by contrast, see Wickham, 2002; Jamal, 2009; El-Mahdi, 2009; Choucair, 2005; Lynch, 2006; Posusney, 1997; and Schwedler, 2006 for some of the few analyses that did pay attention to civil society, popular protest, and mobilization prior to 2010). Brief early analyses of the protests that brought down or challenged authoritarian leaders in the region (see, for example, Slackman and El-naggar, 2011; Macfarquhar and Cowell, 2011; Anderson, 2011) or focused on the implications of these events for US policy have been followed by more nuanced, in-depth analyses of these events, either in individual countries or across the MENA (see, for example, Bellin, 2012; Brown, 2013; Berman, 2013; Hoffman and Jamal, 2012; Hussain and Howard, 2013; Lynch, 2012; Lynch, 2014; Brownlee et al., 2013; Lesch and Haas, 2012; Stepan and Linz, 2013; Brownlee et al., 2015; for additional examples, see “Arab Uprisings Bibliography,” n.d.). 

			These studies provide valuable information about individual cases in the waves under study. Numerous scholars and analysts have also briefly mentioned or made reference to the relationship of one or the other of these waves to those that preceded it. However, very few of these do more than briefly mention the similarities or differences between them, and fewer still focus on these developments as waves of anti-regime protests, compare these waves, or examine the diffusion process that leads to the adoption of similar innovations in different sites (see Glenn, 2003; Joppke, 1994; Beissinger, 2002; Beissinger, 2007, Tucker, 2007, and Kennedy, 2014 for examples of the few analyses of the collapse of communism and the color revolutions, aside from those we have published, that treat them as part of interconnected waves. See Bunce, 1999 for analysis of the collapse of communism as a wave. See Bunce and Wolchik, 2006a; 2006b; 2007a; 2007b; 2007c; 2010; and 2011 for analyses of the color revolutions. See Bunce and Wolchik, 2009a and 2009b for a comparison of 1989 and the color revolutions. See Howard, 2011; Way, 2011; Zantovsky, 2011; and della Porta, 2014 for comparisons of 1989 and the Arab Spring. See Bunce, 2011c; Patel and Bunce, 2012; and Patel et al., 2014, for early analyses of the three waves. See Weyland, 2012 for a comparison of the events of the Arab Spring and 1848.) In addition, most studies of diffusion, which we believe to be the most important lens through which to view these events, are conducted from a high altitude and pay scant attention to the dynamics on the ground. As such, they can say little about individual cases; what drives diffusion; what is in fact being diffused; and why outcomes are so variable over time, and across countries and regions.

			The articles in this issue attempt to overcome these deficiencies by comparing the waves of popular challenges to authoritarian rule noted above, discussing elections along a number of common dimensions, and, in one case, comparing the color revolutions to the Arab Spring. They also consider two other important elements of the phenomenon under study, namely the strategies authoritarian leaders have used to preempt challenges to their power and the impact of several key external actors in these waves. 

			There are many analytical benefits to comparing these waves of political change. One is that such comparisons allow us to focus on both sides of the protest dynamic—that is, on what transpires in individual cases, including their causal dynamics and consequences, and on the relationships between these mobilizations. Popular challenges to authoritarian rule are both local and international phenomena and can only be understood if we treat them as waves, unpack the waves into individual events, and examine the way in which such challenges diffuse within and across regions. If protests in, for example, Tunisia inspired citizens in Egypt and Bahrain to engage in similar actions, it is possible that the spread of successful opposition challenges to authoritarian rule in the former communist world influenced the protests in the Middle East and North Africa. 

			Cross-regional comparisons must always be conducted with care because of important differences between regions. For example, just as there is no equivalent to the communist party in the MENA, so too does the postcommunist region lack monarchies and military regimes. However, these regions exhibit some key similarities. Both seem unusually prone to diffusion effects. In both, there are countries that share features: limited historical experience with democracy; relatively recent liberation from colonial rule; artificial state borders; and culturally diverse populations that straddle several states. There are also many regimes that, prior to the wave of change, held competitive elections, but on uneven playing fields that favored incumbents. Instructive comparisons are those that build on similarities and differences. On the one hand, these waves are similar to one another. In addition to the similarities between the regions noted above and the varied responses of authoritarians within each wave, there are also certain aspects of the waves themselves that are similar, such as the uneven geography of protests within regions and the declining ability of oppositions to win power over the course of each wave. On the other hand, there are also many differences in the nature of authoritarian rule (hardline or softline) and in certain aspects of the waves, including whether the protests succeeded in removing authoritarians and whether protests served as the only method of challenging the regime or were combined with others (such as electoral politics, pacts between opposition and regime, or—as in Libya and Syria—armed conflict between the opposition and government). Just as variable was whether countries actually experienced protests and the evolution of regime responses. The outcomes of the processes of popular mobilization also varied, both within and between waves.

			In examining these issues, the articles that follow draw on and answer questions that come from and contribute to several main bodies of scholarship. These include research on diffusion, the nature and durability of authoritarian rule, and social movements/contentious politics. We also consider the role of outside actors in fostering or hindering popular mobilization and regime change. The articles are not meant to be exhaustive or to answer all of the questions one might raise about these issues. Rather, by focusing on specific aspects of the broader topic, they seek to illustrate the kinds of research that can usefully contribute to a fuller understanding of the role that various kinds of mass mobilization and protest play in bringing about—or failing to bring about—political change. They also demonstrate the benefits of comparisons between different waves.

			Diffusion 

			Our approach to the study of mass mobilization and protest draws heavily on the literature on diffusion of innovations. A number of studies have argued that the spread of democracy around the world, whether during the Third Wave or during earlier periods in history, is a consequence of international diffusion (see, for instance, Brinks and Coppedge, 2006; Starr and Lindborg, 2003; Gleditsch and Ward, 2006; Wejnert, 2005; and Simmons, Dobbin, and Garrett, 2008). As evidence for their interpretation, analysts have pointed to the pronounced tendency of new democracies to “bunch” across time and space, with transitions from authoritarianism to democracy demonstrating strong regional effects. Thus, when one state within a region experiences democratic change, neighboring countries tend to follow suit (see Weyland, 2009; Weyland, 2010; Bunce and Wolchik, 2010; and Way, 2009, for example). 

			Although they are persuasive in some respects, these arguments are nonetheless problematic. First, there is a very large literature on transitions to democracy that emphasizes two issues that appear to call into some question the role of diffusion dynamics in bringing about democratic change. One is the central role of domestic preconditions and struggles in democratic development; the other is the uneven nature of international effects on democratic transitions (see, for example, O’Donnell, Schmitter, and Whitehead, 1986; Bunce, 2003; Whitehead, 2001; and Young, 2005). Second, studies of the diffusion of democracy leave some important questions unanswered, thereby weakening their case for diffusion. In particular, it is unclear what exactly is being diffused—the idea of democracy, democratic institutions, or processes that undermine authoritarian rule or empower democrats. It is also unclear how the innovation in question (however defined) moves from one locale to another. Is the process largely a matter of demonstration effects, with similar contexts inviting emulation; characteristics of the innovation itself, such as modularity, that make it unusually amenable to cross-national transfer; or the impact of networks, local or transnational in form, that are responsible for defining and then transferring similar ideas, practices, and institutions across state borders? All of these “mechanisms” and processes supporting the movement of change are well-represented in the large literature on diffusion, and they simultaneously serve as major sources of disagreement about how cross-national diffusion of democracy—or, for that matter, new ideas, policies, organizational forms, institutions, products, and norms—takes place. (See, in particular, Aksartova, 2005; Beissinger, 2002; Beissinger, 2007; Bockman and Eyal, 2002; Brinks and Coppedge, 2006; Diani, 2003; Gitelman, 1972; Johnson, 2006; Keck and Sikkink, 1998; Lee and Strang, 2006; Kelley, 2008; Simmons and Elkins, 2004; Strang and Soule, 1998; McAdam and Rucht, 1993; Maney, 2002; Markoff, 1996; McAdam, Tarrow, and Tilly, 2009; Tarrow, 1998; Tarrow, 2002; Tarrow, 2005; della Porta and Tarrow, 2005; Weyland, 2005; Wylie, 1999; Tilly and Tarrow, 2007; and Wejnert, 2005.)

			It is surprising that students of diffusion have had so little to say about the what, how, and why questions associated with the cross-national spread of democratic change. Analysts are often too removed from the dynamics on the ground to identify the processes and the people involved. Without information about what is driving the dynamic, diffusion could, to follow Brinks and Coppedge (2006), very well be an illusion. The observed cross-national similarities in democratic change and the compressed time span within which they occur might reflect a series of parallel but unconnected responses to similar situations; equally, such similarities could speak to the intervention of a powerful international actor intent on orchestrating similar changes in a group of weaker states. In either case, the horizontal dynamic implied in the very idea of diffusion—that is, the movement of an innovation from one site to others—would be absent. What makes selection among these alternative interpretations even more difficult is that many diffusion studies rely on establishing commonalities among sites that enhance their joint receptivity to importing the same innovation (see Solingen, 2012). 

			This consideration raises several other aspects of diffusion that have received insufficient attention. Diffusion in practice is always more complex than the mere spread of a particular innovation across time and space. In particular, there are always sites, including some that are quite similar and are located close to the original site, that resist adoption of the innovation in question; innovations always change when making their cross-national journey; and waves of change invariably come to an end. The question in all these instances is why diffusion is always both uneven and finite—a question that is inextricably linked to the “whether” and, if so, “how” issues associated with establishing diffusion. For example, we can hardly generate a compelling explanation of why innovations travel unless we can also say something about the routes not taken. 

			The puzzle of the uneven nature of diffusion also reminds us of two definitional issues. The work on diffusion rarely draws a distinction between two types of innovation: those that are more modest and involve relatively circumscribed modifications of the status quo versus those that are more ambitious and threatening because they constitute fundamental challenges to the prevailing distribution of power. In the latter situation, the innovations involved would seem to call forth extraordinary resistance on the part of a regime and its allies, whether we focus on the internal politics of states or the cross-national spread of electoral confrontations with authoritarian rule. (For earlier works that focus on authoritarian resistance to democratic change, see, for example, Silitsky, 2009; Spector and Krickovic, 2007; Herd, 2005; National Endowment for Democracy, 2006; Koesel and Bunce, 2012; Koesel and Bunce, 2013; della Porta and Tarrow, 2011.) It would thus seem reasonable to expect that the diffusion of politically charged innovations, such as new strategies for removing authoritarians from power, would require the presence of not just one, but several supportive mechanisms.

			There is another distinction in kinds of diffusion that is important here, which is the difference between conscious, or active, diffusion of an innovation and what are commonly termed demonstration effects. In the first category, the innovation being diffused is consciously transmitted from one set of actors in one location to another set in another location. This process, which often takes place over an extended period of time, requires planning and coordination. Innovations are not only adopted due to similarities or (more importantly) perceived similarities between the situations of actors in each locale (see Bunce and Wolchik, 2006), including structural factors, problems or grievances, and perceived opportunities for action, but are also adapted to one degree or another to local circumstances. In some cases, the mere fact of success in ousting an authoritarian or semi-authoritarian regime can be more important than any particular strategy or tactic in inspiring hope and confidence in those who emulate tools used in an earlier case. 

			Diffusion can also take place via less direct means, i.e., through demonstration effects. In this case, activists in one locale, upon learning of mass mobilization in another location, particularly if it was successful, are emboldened to undertake challenges to their own authoritarian regimes. As Kurt Weyland (2012) argues persuasively in his comparison of the uprisings that swept across Central Europe in 1848 and the events of the Arab Spring, participants who are motivated by demonstration effects often overestimate the extent to which their situation is similar to the original site and underestimate the differences that may determine success or failure. As the articles in this issue illustrate, both types of diffusion were present in the waves of mobilization considered, as well as in recent protests in Russia. 

			However, conscious, or active, diffusion was most evident in the color revolutions, which spanned a longer time frame and involved deliberate efforts to share experiences across countries. In 1989 and in the Arab Spring, there were some active efforts to diffuse strategies and tactics. However, demonstration effects were far more powerful.

			One of the key differences between the two types of diffusion we are investigating involves the evidence needed to establish each. In order to establish conscious diffusion, or active efforts on the part of one set of actors to diffuse an innovation to a second set of actors in a different country or region, it is necessary to identify the particular actors involved on both sides and the mechanisms used to diffuse the innovation, in this case strategies for defeating authoritarian incumbents. This process can be very time-consuming and typically requires fieldwork in both the sending and receiving countries or regions. It also frequently involves investigating the role that international actors play in facilitating contact between the two groups of actors.	

			Conscious diffusion is also a more demanding activity for those actors who have successfully developed or used the innovation being diffused. In addition to highlighting the similarities between the situations they faced and the circumstances in which the actors with whom they are meeting to disseminate their strategies for regime change find themselves, actors who are involved in diffusing such strategies frequently have to deal with pessimism and the attitude that nothing can change in the country that is the target of diffusion. They may also have to address the frequent objection that conditions are in fact different, and more difficult, in the country whose actors are either seeking to adopt the strategies that worked for them or are the target of efforts by third parties to diffuse those strategies. As in other interactions that involve an asymmetry of resources, skills, money, and experiences, such as democracy assistance (see Wedel, 2001; see also Bunce and Wolchik, 2011), power differentials may also complicate efforts at conscious diffusion, even if the actors who are diffusing innovative strategies take care to emphasize the need to adapt the strategies that worked for them to the domestic conditions of the target context.

			Efforts to consciously diffuse successful strategies for removing authoritarians through mass mobilization are also more likely to engender and encounter active resistance by the authoritarians involved. Much has been written about the actions leaders have taken to prevent those interested in adopting strategies that have been successful in producing regime change in other countries from reaching their own citizens (see Koesel and Bunce, 2013; Bunce and Wolchik, 2011; Heydemann, 2013; Heydemann and Leenders, 2011; Bueno de Mesquita and Smith, 2011; Polese and O Beachain, 2011 for examples) and the impact of successful challenges to authoritarian rule in leading reigning authoritarians to take action to avert such outcomes in their own countries. Since conscious diffusion typically involves meetings—either in the target country or abroad—to which activists seeking to adopt these strategies must travel, it is relatively easy for authoritarians to take action to block such meetings. The efforts dissidents in Poland and Czechoslovakia had to make to meet with each other in the mountains near the border of the two countries before 1989 are one example of the difficulties actors operating under repressive regimes can face. Similarly, “graduates” of earlier, successful electoral revolutions who sought to share their experiences and expertise with opposition and youth activists in Azerbaijan who wanted to emulate their strategies were generally unable to do so because the regime would not let them enter the country (Bunce and Wolchik, 2011; see Traynor, 2005 for evidence of meetings that involved Azerbaijani youth who met with other youth activists in Albania). Similarly, contact between representatives of Otpor in Serbia and MENA activists generally had to take place in meetings outside the region that were often, though not always, facilitated by Western democracy promoters (see Rosenberg, 2011).

			The development and spread of the internet, cell phones, and various forms of social media have mitigated some of these problems. The role of these tools, particularly social media, in fostering mass mobilization within countries has been studied extensively, particularly in the case of the Arab Spring (see Aday et al., 2012; Aday et al., 2013; Farrell, 2012). In addition to the added means these new technologies provided for activists in some of the electoral revolutions (Serbia, Georgia, Ukraine, and Kyrgyzstan, in particular) to reach citizens outside the capital and coordinate activities within the country, activists in one country sometimes shared their experiences with actors in another by use of these tools. Such tools were most important in the Arab Spring, as internet and cell phone use were significantly more widespread than in the two waves under study, although there is some debate about how important these tools actually were (see especially Lynch, 2011). 

			As noted above, in addition to active efforts to diffuse innovations, such strategies may also be diffused by demonstration effects, i.e., by actors in one setting learning of and adopting strategies used in another through less direct means. The mechanisms used to gain knowledge of such strategies and events vary and may include mass media, the internet, cell phones, foreign radio broadcasts, personal experiences while traveling, and interaction with individuals either from those countries or with knowledge of them. Some of these tools can also be used in conscious efforts to diffuse particular strategies. Diffusion through demonstration effects is less directed and frequently less focused. For this reason, it is less likely than conscious diffusion to result in the adoption and adaptation of a coherent set of strategies and tactics such as the electoral toolkit used in the color revolutions in postcommunist Europe and Eurasia. 	

			Demonstration effects frequently accompany or supplement efforts at conscious diffusion. However, the reverse is not as likely to happen. Those who have been systematically engaged in learning about the use and/or success of a strategy to remove authoritarian leaders through contact with others who have used the strategy or participated in adapting a coherent set of strategies based on the method under discussion may well first have learned about the results of the strategy through the media, the internet, or conversation with others who had had direct experience with the strategy. However, merely learning about the use of a strategy is not necessarily accompanied by the more detailed exposure involved in conscious diffusion.

			Nonetheless, demonstration effects can have a very powerful effect on events in authoritarian regimes. Knowledge of the Polish roundtable discussions in 1989 had an impact on similar discussions in Hungary, for example (Stark and Brustz, 1998; Pakulski and Markowski, 2010), as did the creation of a noncommunist government in Poland on citizens and opposition activists in that and other countries in the region. In the case of Poland and Hungary, the innovation being diffused was the use of negotiations to reach a “pacted” settlement between the old regime and its successors. In this case, developments in Poland accelerated the process of change already underway in Hungary. And, as with diffusion in other contexts, the roundtable strategy used in Poland was adapted to fit conditions on the ground in Hungary.

			The rapid fall of one hardline regime after another once the East German regime fell in 1989 was clearly one of the triggers for the subsequent collapse of the similarly hardline Czechoslovak and Romanian regimes later that fall. Both of these cases illustrate another common feature of demonstration effects: in each case, it was a domestic incident (the beating of peaceful students in Prague in November and the threatened eviction from his apartment of Laszlo Tokes, a Lutheran priest in Timisoara in Romania who had been removed from his post after an interview in which he was critical of the regime) that sparked the protests that led to the end of the regime. But knowledge of the success of mass protest in other, similar regimes fueled demands for the end of communism. Similarly, the fall of the Tunisian regime was clearly a factor in sparking the massive demonstrations in Egypt, where the ground had been prepared by years of labor and other protest, as well as efforts to emulate these demonstrations elsewhere in the region.	

			In the sets of cases under study, demonstration effects played a greater role in the events of 1989/90 that ended communism in Central and Eastern Europe and in the Arab Spring than in the electoral revolutions, where conscious efforts to share successful strategies and tactics predominated. However, both kinds of diffusion were evident in all waves.	

			What are the factors that facilitate diffusion? Research indicates that several factors play important roles. The first of these, which is key to understanding why diffusion often takes place within a region and among countries that share a number of characteristics, is geographic proximity. In the sets of cases we are considering, the innovation (strategies for removing autocrats) moved from one successful use to other cases within a given geographic region (see Bunce and Wolchik, 2006; 2011). In the case of the collapse of communism in Central and Eastern Europe, the mass protests moved from East Germany to Czechoslovakia to Romania. In the case of the color revolutions, the innovative strategy of using elections to mobilize the population and unseat autocrats was first elaborated fully in Slovakia, then diffused to Croatia and Serbia, later to countries a bit further afield such as Georgia and Ukraine, and finally (if unevenly) to Kyrgyzstan. The model also diffused to other post-communist countries in the region, including Belarus, Armenia and Azerbaijan, although in these cases its implementation did not succeed in bringing down dictators. In the Arab Spring, mass protest spread from Tunisia to Egypt and then to other cases in the Middle East and North Africa that had autocratic regimes, including Bahrain, Yemen, Libya, and Syria. 

			The likelihood that an innovation will be diffused is also influenced by similarities in the political and economic conditions in particular countries. In the case of 1989/90 and the electoral revolutions, all of the countries involved had similar political and economic systems under communism that, however modified after de-Stalinization, created similar problems for elites and similar grievances for citizens. These legacies still influenced public life in the countries that experienced electoral revolutions, despite the end of communism. Those countries also shared similarities that resulted from the politics of the transition from communism throughout the region (see Bunce and Wolchik, 2011). In the Arab Spring, commonalities of language and religion (though with variation within each of these categories), as well as, in some cases, levels of development and living standards, coupled with high levels of unemployment, particularly among youth, were some of the features shared by countries that experienced mass protests.

			As important as objective similarities were, the perceptions of similarity by citizens varied in different countries within regions. In order for an innovation to be diffused, recipients have to believe that their circumstances are similar enough to those in which the innovation worked or was tried for the innovation to be useful. This psychological dimension of diffusion was evident in the fall of communist systems in Central and Eastern Europe, where dissident groups had been in contact with each other across national borders, especially in the northern part of the region, and clearly felt solidarity with each other. It was also evident in the reaction of citizens to the successful use of mass protest in those cases in which the old regimes fell as the result of mass mobilization. In the color revolutions, activists in Slovakia clearly appreciated the similarities between their situation and those of the Romanian and Bulgarian activists with whom they met in late 1997 at the Vienna airport and thus the usefulness of the mobilization strategies and tactics that activists in those countries had used. Similarly, Croatian and Serbian activists appreciated the relevance of the Slovak OK’ 98 campaign, Georgian activists the relevance of the Serbian experience in ousting Milosevic, and Ukrainian NGO and opposition leaders the lessons to be learned from both the Slovak and Serbian experiences (Bunce and Wolchik, 2011). In the MENA, Egyptian activists immediately viewed developments in Tunisia as parallel to their own situation, and others throughout the region also believed that both of these cases offered something they could benefit from emulating, particularly given the innovations introduced in Egypt. Noting the differences among the regimes in the MENA that experienced mass mobilization, Weyland (2010) argues that activists and publics tend to overestimate the degree of similarity between the case they are emulating and their own situation. 

			It is also interesting to note that some activists, particularly those in the Arab Spring, perceived their situations to have something in common with those of activists in post-communist authoritarian countries. Slovak and Serbian NGO activists involved in the successful use of the electoral model and non-violence met with activists from the MENA prior to the outbreak of mass protest, at times in training sessions organized and funded by Western democracy assistance groups and Western governments (Popovic, 2012; Rosenberg, 2011). Thus, although diffusion is most likely to occur within regions, it sometimes crosses regional borders.

			In the cases we are studying, there is an additional, more structural condition that facilitates diffusion, which is the nature of the regime itself. For example, if we distinguish between competitive and non-competitive authoritarian regimes, with the former featuring competition for national office, albeit on an uneven playing field, we can note that waves tend to specialize in terms of their regime focus. Thus, just as all the color revolutions took place in competitive authoritarian regimes, so the 1989 wave took place in non-competitive regimes. 

			Interestingly enough, the degree of repressiveness of the regime was not a major factor in determining whether an innovative strategy of regime change was adopted or whether it would succeed in the fall of communism or in the color revolutions, although it did have some impact on the success of efforts at regime change in the Arab Spring. Such efforts were made in 1989/90 in some of the most repressive and rigid communist systems. In the electoral revolutions, they were made and succeeded in relatively repressive regimes, such as Serbia had become under Milosevic by 2000, as well as in less repressive, more tolerant regimes, such as Croatia after Tudjman and Slovakia under Meciar. Similarly, unsuccessful efforts were made to use the electoral model to bring about a change of regime in Belarus, Azerbaijan, and Armenia, where opposition activists operated in more difficult conditions (see Bunce and Wolchik, 2011). 

			In the MENA, efforts were made to emulate the strategies that succeeded in removing leaders in Egypt, Yemen, and Bahrain (the latter two societies being less open than Egypt). But while degree of repressiveness did not preclude efforts to adopt a strategy of regime change, aside from a few cases in the fall of communism (Romania and Albania), these efforts occurred in regimes in which there was at least some room for opposition action and popular mobilization. In more fully authoritarian states, such as Saudi Arabia, Russia under Putin, and Uzbekistan, for example, the very limited space available for independent activity and the draconian punishments those who attempt to mobilize opposition to the regime—either through use of elections with or without protest, or through protest unrelated to the election cycle—have faced make it highly unlikely that successful diffusion will occur. It is also more likely that efforts to adopt regime change strategies developed in other locales will provoke authoritarian reactions (see Koesel and Bunce 2012; Koesel and Bunce, 2013; Schatz, 2009).

			Success in deploying the strategies for using mass mobilization to bring down authoritarian leaders being diffused also depended on the vulnerability of the regime being challenged. In some cases, this vulnerability was economic (either economic failure and serious problems with the living standard, or a high degree of economic inequality, coupled with either economic success or failure). In others, it involved a highly corrupt elite that was perceived to be using state resources largely for self-enrichment and a lack of legitimacy, or the fear that the country would continue to be isolated internationally and prevented from joining international organizations such as NATO and the EU. In still others, defections from the ruling elite group made the regime vulnerable—though this usually happened in response to mass protest rather than serving as a factor in and of itself and preceding popular challenges. In cases in which there was a high degree of support for a semi-authoritarian leader or a unified elite, whether due to resource wealth, the nature of the regime, or the loyalty of the military, successful use of the diffused strategies was unlikely (see Bunce and Wolchik, 2011; Brownlee, et al., 2013; Lutterbeck, 2013; Nepstad, 2013; Volpi, 2012; Yom and Gause, 2012; Barany, 2013). 

			Finally, the likelihood of successful diffusion of innovative tactics for removing authoritarians is also facilitated by the support of outside actors. Although they did not determine the outcome in any case under study, outside actors can make critical contributions to diffusion. Conversely, outside actors’ lack of support—be it financial, technical, diplomatic, or moral—or their support for the authoritarian regime can make it very difficult for actors in a given country to receive information about innovations from abroad or take steps to adopt them (see Bunce and Wolchik, 2011). The absence of positive signals about political change from powerful international actors also discourages challengers from taking risky actions. 

			Among the waves under study, international actors played the greatest role in the color revolutions. This wave began in the Philippines in 1986 and, with the help of international actors, then moved to Chile in 1988 (Bunce and Wolchik, 2011). The dynamic then moved to Central and Eastern Europe after the fall of communism. International actors initially brought Slovak NGO activists together with NGO activists in Bulgaria and Romania who had used elections to mobilize popular support to bring about the first governments in those countries not dominated by former communists in the mid-1990s. Meeting at the Vienna airport, because such a meeting could not be held in Slovakia under Vladimir Meciar’s government, the Bulgarians and Romanians shared the strategies they had used. One Slovak participant later noted that, important as the diffusion of strategies was, the mere fact that others had successfully used elections to oust authoritarians—that is, the demonstration that it was possible—was also important in giving Slovak NGO activists the confidence that it could be done (Berecka, Kusnierikova, and Ondrusek, 1999). Soon after the victory of the opposition in Slovakia, international organizations and, particularly, the US Ambassador to Croatia, William Montgomery, invited Slovak NGO activists to Croatia to meet with their colleagues and share their experiences. Organizations similar to Civic Eye in Slovakia soon formed in Croatia; Croatian NGOs also mounted a campaign explicitly modeled on OK’98 in Slovakia to coordinate NGO activities around the election, including efforts to increase voter turnout throughout Croatia (Fisher and Bijelic, 2007; Fisher 2006). Aided by the fact that General Franjo Tudjman, who had led the country since independence in 1991, had died in late 1999, leaving his party in disarray, the opposition formed an electoral coalition that won the 2000 elections and set Croatia on the path to reform (Bunce and Wolchik, 2011; Fisher, 2006).	

			Also in 2000, Slovak activists, as well as some from Croatia, met with activists from Serbia who were in opposition to Slobodan Milosevic to share their experiences. Youth activists and groups such as Civic Eye, which was involved in monitoring activities in Slovakia, were especially prominent in these activities. Older NGO leaders were also involved, as were experts in parallel vote counting and election monitoring from the US and other European countries. Building on the activities of Otpor, a youth organization founded in 1997, Serbians used training techniques based on the writings of Gene Sharp, as well as many of the activities used in Slovakia and Croatia, to organize citizens to vote against Milosevic. When he refused to recognize his defeat and resign from office, an additional element was added to the electoral model: mass street protests to defend the result of the election and bring about the resignation of the dictator (see Bunce and Wolchik, 2011; Goati, 2001; Birch 2002). 

			From Belgrade, the electoral model was diffused to Georgia in 2003. The eventual end of Shevardnadze’s rule in Georgia did not follow the pattern typical of electoral revolutions that saw authoritarian leaders removed after electoral defeat, as he was in fact not on the ballot in 2003. His removal after Mikheil Saakashvili’s party won the parliamentary elections and Saakashvili and a group of supporters stormed parliament thus has elements of a coup. The 2003 elections had, in fact, been seen by many as a dress rehearsal for the upcoming presidential elections scheduled for 2005. Nonetheless, the electoral campaign and activities of the NGO sector share many of the characteristics of similar activities in the cases we have discussed. The influence of the effort to oust Milosevic was perhaps most evident in the activities of Kmara, the Georgian youth group, whose initial flags bore not only the raised fist emblem of Otpor in Serbia, but also the word “Otpor” in Serbian (see Mitchell, 2008; Wheatley, 2005; and Bunce and Wolchik, 2011). Serbian activists from organizations such as CESID urged NGO leaders in Georgia to pressure the political opposition to unite and helped provide training for activists in poll watching, public opinion polling, and parallel vote tabulation, as well as emphasizing non-violence (Bunce and Wolchik, 2011). 	

			International actors also played a role in Ukraine’s 2004 Orange Revolution, where Slovak and Serbian “graduates” of the use of the electoral model had a clear influence on the activities of the two wings of the youth organization Pora. International actors played a much smaller role in the Tulip Revolution in Kyrgyzstan in 2005, which arose from very different roots (though the corruption and failures of the old regime bore similarities to the other semi-authoritarian post-communist regimes toppled by elections) and involved a very different pattern of events and actors. In this case, there were first of all far fewer efforts by “graduates” of successful use of the electoral model or international groups focused on democracy assistance to diffuse the model to Kyrgyzstan; those youth activists who did try to work with youth in the country were generally turned away at the border (Radnitz, 2010; Marat, 2006; Bunce and Wolchik, 2011; see Traynor, 2005 for an account of the participation of Kyrgyzstani youth in common “trainings” with young people from other semi-authoritarian countries held in Albania in 2005). The importance of external actors’ support for or neglect of domestic activists seeking to oust authoritarian leaders is one of the factors that differentiates between successful and unsuccessful uses of the electoral model. 

			The protests that led to regime change in the Middle East and North Africa reflect the impact of external actors in both the successful and unsuccessful cases. Activists from Tunisia met with their counterparts in Egypt, who, while learning from their Tunisian colleagues, modified the Tunisian model to include a strategy of mass meetings in squares, the naming of protest days, and mobilizations following Friday prayers. In addition, they made use of Facebook and other electronic media to inform and mobilize citizens to protest against the regime (see Patel, 2014). As noted earlier, some of the young people who became active in Egypt, particularly the April 6 movement, had also been in contact with “graduates” of the post-communist electoral revolutions. However, most of the information ordinary citizens and leaders of protests in other countries had about events in Tunisia came from the broadcast media, as well as, particularly in the case of activists, social media. 

			The role of outside actors, including regional actors, in supporting the existing regime or its opponents has also been important in a number of cases in each wave. The change in Soviet policy toward Central and Eastern Europe was a key facilitating factor in the fall of communism. Russia’s role varied in the electoral revolutions that followed. The actions of the US and other European actors were less direct in the fall of communism, but more significant in the case of the electoral revolutions, although the magnitude of this role, in terms of democracy assistance, finances, and diplomatic pressure on incumbents, varied considerably. In contrast, US democracy assistance activities in the MENA prior to the outbreak of protest appear to have played a very limited role in facilitating the protests. The main role played by the US was supporting existing regimes until they fell (Barnes, 2013; Durac, 2009). The intervention by Saudi Arabia in Bahrain, of course, also testifies to the willingness of powerful regional actors to prevent protesters from bringing down authoritarian rulers. 	

			In examining how strategies for regime change diffused in the waves of regime change we are studying, it is important to be clear about the distinction between “early risers” (see Beissinger, 2007) and pivotal cases. In the first category, it is clear that waves cannot begin until protests demonstrate that they can succeed in removing an authoritarian leader in one country. The early risers in the waves under study are countries that, by regional standards, had received significant external democracy assistance, faced an upcoming succession and/or election, and had well-developed civil societies, a history of contentious politics, somewhat less authoritarian rule, well-defined state borders, and/or relatively homogeneous populations. 

			Every wave of regime change also has a pivotal case. As it applies to the sets of cases we are examining, a pivotal case is the case that sets in motion the diffusion of the strategy of regime change to other cases in the region. Such a case does not have to be, and often is not, the place where the strategy of regime change originated. Rather, it is the locus that—due to the prominence of the country in the region, its size, the similarity between conditions in this case and the others that follow, or the efforts of activists who consciously diffuse the strategy in question—captures the imagination of other activists in the region, who perceive the similarity between their own situation and conditions in the pivotal case, taking that case as their point of departure. Thus, the strategy for regime change that is adopted and used throughout the rest of the wave is based on an innovation that has already been adapted to some degree to suit conditions in the pivotal case country (Patel and Bunce, 2012). 

			 As Jane Curry notes in this issue, it was the downfall of communism in East Germany, in contrast to Poland (the early riser) and Hungary (more typical of the repressive regimes in the region), that encouraged citizens of other countries to take to the streets to bring about change in similarly repressive regimes. Likewise, it was the victory of the opposition and ouster of Slobodan Milosevic in Serbia, where there were popular protests to defend the results of the elections, more so than the democratic breakthroughs that occurred as the result of electoral mobilization in Slovakia and Croatia, that inspired similar movements—which also included mass protests in the streets—in Georgia, Ukraine, and Kyrgyzstan, as well as emulation in Armenia, Azerbaijan, and Belarus. Egypt played a similar role in the MENA, given its size and regional importance (see Patel, Bunce, and Wolchik, 2014). 

			As our discussion of early risers and pivotal cases in the waves of mobilization under study illustrates, both are necessary if a diffusion wave is to occur. The first, which may differ in important ways from many of the other countries in the region that could emulate a strategy of regime change, are often not typical of others in the region. In the three waves of diffusion we are considering, it was a second, or in the case of the collapse of communism and the electoral revolutions, a third case that proved to be most appropriate for other states in the region. And it was the strategies used in those pivotal cases that sparked further diffusion of the strategy to other states with similar characteristics in the region. 

			Thus, both early risers and pivotal cases are important to the diffusion process. The first often proves that authoritarian regimes in the region can indeed be challenged successfully. The second provides the real-life example of a strategy, based to some degree on that of the early riser but adapted to fit the conditions of the pivotal case, which worked in conditions more common to the region. It is hence the pivotal case, with its adaptations of the original strategy, that is diffused to other states in the region whose populations seek to change their regimes. 

			The outcomes of the protests in the MENA, where early hopes were soon dashed in most cases, illustrate with particular clarity an important fact about the diffusion of regime change strategies: removing an authoritarian regime, whether in an early riser or a pivotal case, does not in and of itself guarantee the creation of a democratic political system. While there are many reasons for this, one is the ideological diversity of the protesters, who, as in Ukraine in 2004, were united more by what they were against than what they wanted for the future (see Beissinger, 2013; but see Onuch, 2014 on the Euromaidan protesters in 2013-2014). In fact, as numerous analysts have noted, most authoritarian regimes are replaced not by democracies but by new authoritarian regimes. Central and Eastern Europe represents the main exception to this rule: though beset by difficulties and, particularly in Hungary and Poland, recent backsliding, most of the countries that threw off communism in 1989 have in fact created functioning democracies that have persisted for over 25 years. In the case of the color revolutions, the creation of a democratic breakthrough was followed by fairly steady progress toward democracy in Slovakia and Croatia, as well as, though in a less linear fashion, in Serbia. In Georgia and Kyrgyzstan, where the ouster had more of the elements of a coup, there was some improvement on some dimensions, but this was soon eclipsed by a turn toward more authoritarianism in the first case and a second revolution in the second. In Georgia, however, the fact that Saakashvili respected the result of the election he lost and left office was an encouraging sign. In Ukraine, initial progress was followed by a turn toward authoritarianism under Yanukovych, and later, after his ouster, an effort to hold democratic elections in a country torn by civil strife aided and organized by Russia (Bunce and Hozic, 2015).

			Social Movements/Contentious Politics

			The articles in this issue also draw from and speak to debates in the rich literature on social movements/contentious politics, which focuses on such issues as how these movements form; how they differ from one another with respect to their structure, the role of leadership, ties among members of the movement, and issue foci; and factors that affect their success in forming durable organizations and winning support from ordinary people and policymakers alike (see, especially, McAdam, Tarrow and Tilly, 2001; della Porta and Tarrow, 2011). There has also been growing interest among social movement researchers in several factors examined in this issue: the creation, structure, spread, and impact of transnational movements; the cross-national diffusion of social movements; and the impact of regime responses, ranging from repression to accommodation (see especially Tarrow, 2005; Keck and Sikkink, 1998; Alimi, 2009; Givan, Roberts and Soule, 2010). Much of the research on social movements has focused on the West, paid limited attention to such issues as competition among social movements, and failed to specify the conditions under which social movements succeed in their objectives. Numerous authors have examined events in the MENA in particular by using concepts and approaches drawn from this literature (Leenders, 2013; della Porta, 2014; Eltantawy and Wiest, 2011). Several of the articles to follow address questions that arise in this literature, including conditions that influence the mode of mobilization oppositions use, issue framing, and the formation of transnational networks. They also examine the role that outside actors play in facilitating or hindering popular mobilization.

			Authoritarian Rule

			During the last quarter of the twentieth century, as a result of the global spread of democratic governance, much regime analysis by political scientists and sociologists focused on the rise and consolidation of democracy. However, over the past decade there has been growing interest in authoritarianism and the proliferation of regimes that straddle democracy and dictatorship. (See Bunce and Wolchik, 2006a; 2006b; 2007a; 2007b; 2007c; 2010a; and 2011; see also, for example, Levitsky and Way, 2010; Howard and Roessler, 2006 and 2009.) The growing interest in authoritarianism and in what have been variously termed hybrid or mixed regimes (and sometimes competitive authoritarian regimes), however, has produced two very different kinds of studies. One views authoritarian regimes through the lens of historical institutional analysis, whereas the other utilizes a rational choice approach. While the first approach has focused on questions such as the origins of these regimes and their structure, the second has concentrated on the question of how dictators make decisions that protect and expand their powers (compare, for example, Levitsky and Way, 2010; Schedler, 2006, 2015; Tsai, 2007; Hertog, 2010 with Gandhi and Lust-Okar, 2009; Lust-Okar, 2004; Winters, 2011; Wintrobe, 2000; Gandhi and Przeworski, 2006; Gandhi, 2008; Magaloni, 2008; Svolik, 2012; Blaydes, 2008). The influential work of Daron Acemoglu and James A. Robinson (2006) straddled the two by explaining regime trajectories as a function of the economic interests of key actors and their influence. Each of these approaches has its costs because of the emphasis on either structure or agency. Moreover, with the exception of Acemoglu and Robinson (2006), each approach is poorly positioned to explain changes in regime trajectories. Authors in this issue draw primarily on the first approach in their analyses of challenges to authoritarian leaders and authoritarian responses to such challenges.

			Because of its focus on waves of popular uprisings against authoritarian rulers and developments that have followed these waves, this issue makes important contributions to our understanding of authoritarian regimes. Here, we would offer four sets of observations. First and most obviously: threats to authoritarian rule are international as well as domestic (see Koesel and Bunce, 2013; Bunce and Hozic, 2015). Most contemporary studies of authoritarian politics, by contrast, overlook this point by either addressing how domestic factors shape the power of authoritarian rulers at home or their actions abroad (see, for example, Schedler, 2015; Svolik, 2012; Bueno de Mesquita and Smith, 2011). Diffusion, of course, is not the only external influence on the durability of authoritarian rule; one can also note changes in the global economy, economic and political assistance provided by authoritarian and democratic regimes, and international aggression.

			Second, as a result of the third wave of democratization, specialists in comparative politics in the 1980s and 1990s tended to assume that authoritarian regimes were fragile and that the key issue on the table was explaining transitions from authoritarian to democratic rule (see, for instance, O’Donnell, Schmitter and Whitehead, 1986). However, with the end of the third wave, as well as recognition that some of the new democracies had slid into dictatorship and some of the durable authoritarian regimes were among the most influential states in the international system, scholars over the past twenty years have made the opposite assumption, consequently devoting considerable attention to the questions of why and how authoritarian rulers stay in power (see, for instance, Bueno de Mesquita and Smith, 2011; Gandhi and Przeworski, 2006). The articles in this issue, however, challenge the validity of both assumptions and, therefore, the value of privileging either transitions from authoritarianism or authoritarian resilience as the central topic of interest. To take the example of the Arab Spring, for instance: whether one focuses on states that joined these waves or managed to stand on the sidelines (the contrast between Egypt and Saudi Arabia), on uprisings that produced a turnover in leaders versus those that failed to do so (Egypt versus Bahrain), or on successful removal of leaders that led in turn to democratic change versus the rise of another (and sometimes not so new) authoritarian regime (Tunisia versus Egypt), the conclusion remains the same. Whatever the scenario, it is incumbent on scholars to pay close attention to the sources of both regime vulnerability and regime strength—whether the regime of interest is stable, under siege, or removed from power. Also implied in this observation is a point made nearly thirty years ago by Robert Fishman (1990). There are regime transitions and there are state transitions, and the two do not always—perhaps even usually—go together (see Slater et.al, 2014). Indeed, the struggles over control of the state and the regime in Ukraine since the 2004 Orange Revolution and particularly since the Euromaidan protests of 2014, the illegal annexation of Crimea by Russia, and Russia’s fomenting and orchestration of war in the eastern part of the country highlight the continuing importance of this distinction.

			Third, it is striking that each of our waves of democratization highlights the useful distinction between non-competitive authoritarian regimes, as in the cases of the 1989 wave and the Arab uprisings, and competitive authoritarian regimes, where there is competition for national political office, albeit not on an even playing field (as in the case of the color revolutions). This pattern has several implications. One is that popular uprisings can take place in every kind of authoritarian regime, since the distinction between competitive and non-competitive versions of authoritarian rule deals with the full universe of possibilities. Another is that the cottage industry devoted to drawing distinctions between types of authoritarian regimes and then calculating their relative ability to endure might have overlooked a simple point—that is, that whether authoritarian regimes are competitive or non-competitive, they may face significant popular challenges to their rule (see Geddes, 2003; Weeks, 2014). Finally, it is striking, as Wolchik and Bunce argue in their article, that the modes of regime transition seem to vary according to not just type of regime (competitive versus non-competitive), but also the degree of repression. This argument reminds us in turn that the modes of transition are more numerous than most analysts have recognized. There are the familiar popular uprisings and defections from the ruling circle, but there are also pacts between authoritarians and democrats (as specialists in transitions to democracy remind us) and national elections. While none of these modes of regime transition are guaranteed to produce precisely that and should be understood, instead, as types of challenges to authoritarian rulers, they nonetheless describe the different ways that authoritarian rule was challenged in the waves under study.

			This implication leads in turn to a final point. It is customary in the literature on authoritarianism to draw a sharp distinction between defections from the ruling circle and popular uprisings as constituting the major threats to authoritarian rulers. In this issue, we argue that the second has played a key role, though not operating simply as a domestic challenge. However, the evidence provided in this issue also suggests that it is in fact devilishly difficult to draw a clear distinction between elite and mass defections and to treat them as “either/or” cases. Ellen Comisso (1991) once argued that when publics protest, elite splits may or may not follow. The point here is that it is artificial, not to mention misleading, to argue that authoritarian regimes fall when one or the other takes place—usually it is both, with popular protests sometimes taking the lead and defections from the leader sometimes taking the lead. What is clear is that the collapse of authoritarian rule requires both of these developments, however they are sequenced.

			Key Questions Explored in This Issue 

			Although the works discussed above have provided a great deal of information about the events that took place in the waves we are considering and in Russia, as well as theories about why and how mass challenges to authoritarian or semi-authoritarian regimes succeed or fail, many questions remain unanswered. This issue attempts to answer some of these questions by focusing on key issues within and across each wave. The first of these is what determines the strategies and kinds of mobilization or protest activities these societies choose. As the article by Bunce and Wolchik illustrates, activists have a variety of choices of techniques and objectives. Some of these, of course, depend on the political environment in which they find themselves, including the tolerance of the regime for various kinds of protest. The modes of mobilization available to activists and other citizens in authoritarian and semi-authoritarian regimes reflect the anticipated and past reactions to challenges of the regimes in question. But other factors, including the response of those who organize and engage in mobilization and protest, determined in part by their values and experiences, as well as their goals, are also important influences on the choices made.

			The next two articles turn to a more detailed examination of several of the cases in the waves we are investigating. Jane Curry compares the kinds of mobilization that occurred in the communist and postcommunist periods in Central and Eastern Europe. As her article illustrates, East Germany was the pivotal case that sparked mass demonstrations in Czechoslovakia and Romania, although the East German case was itself influenced by the process of elite negotiations and semi-free elections in Poland. Curry further highlights the role of “middlemen”—intellectuals and members of the elite—in helping people who participated in mass challenges to communist regimes, and later, in the color revolutions, to semi-authoritarian regimes negotiate with the old leadership and achieve their goals. In comparing the process of regime change in post-communist Europe to that which occurred in the Middle East and North Africa, Alanna Van Antwerp and Nathan Brown examine another factor that they argue affected not only the spread of protest within regions but the type of actors involved, tactics used, and outcomes of mobilization—that is, the extent to which elections were or were not the central focus of mobilization and protest. 

			Although many studies of the waves of protest we are discussing focus primarily on domestic factors, it is clear that these events did not take place in a vacuum. As we have argued earlier, if domestic actors and the situation on the ground were the determining factors in most cases, external actors also played important roles. As Tsveta Petrova’s article illustrates, the US role in the second wave under consideration in this issue varied both in terms of the US commitment to regime change and the extent of US efforts to promote the development of civil society and political parties. This variation was evident in both the successful and unsuccessful efforts to use an electoral strategy of regime change. Petrova also discusses another, little studied role the US played in these episodes of mass mobilization: as a broker that not only facilitated the diffusion of the electoral model, but also influenced its development and the speed of its adoption. 

			Karrie Koesel’s analysis turns our attention to another question that is critical to understanding how mass mobilization and protest can lead to regime change—that is, cases in which popular mobilization did not lead to the ouster of authoritarian leaders. By focusing on the responses of leaders in authoritarian and hybrid regimes to protest and popular mobilization, she highlights what these leaders have learned from previous successes as well as the steps they have taken, and continue to take, to try to ensure that they do not suffer the fate of their authoritarian or semi-authoritarian colleagues who were ousted by popular mobilization or protest. Her analysis of the efforts made by leaders in Azerbaijan, China, Russia, and Saudi Arabia to prevent mass mobilization and protests during the color revolutions and the Arab Spring from infecting their countries evaluates the relative impact of geographic proximity and regime type on these responses. Her conclusion that geographic proximity was the more important influence on how regimes perceived and reacted to threats arising from the color revolutions is particularly interesting in light of the fact that the two semi-authoritarian regimes she examines have shifted in a more authoritarian direction. Neither of these factors appears to have played a major role in regime reactions to the Arab Spring, however, as all the regimes examined took preemptive steps to prevent similar protests.

			Acknowledgements

			The articles in this special issue originated as papers presented at a Workshop on Comparative Political Mobilization and Protest held at The George Washington University in October 2012. We gratefully acknowledge the financial support for this meeting provided by a Project Initiation Grant from the Elliott School of International Affairs, as well as the financial and logistical support provided by the Institute for European, Russian and Eurasian Studies at George Washington University. Discussions at the Workshop. The articles in this issue benefitted from the participation of David Patel, Lena Jonson, Evgeny Finkel, Toby Jones, Oleg Kozlovsky, Srdja Popovic, and David Kostelancik, as well as that of Marc Lynch, Nancy Meyers, and Bruce Dickson, who served as chairs and discussants. Nancy Meyers, Bret Barrowman, Allison Beresford, and Gabriel Kelly provided invaluable help in organizing the workshop and preparing this issue for publication.

			References

			Acemoglu, D., & Robinson, J. A. (2006). Economic origins of dictatorship and democracy. Cambridge; New York: Cambridge University Press. 

			Aday, S., Farrell, H., Freelon, D., Lynch, M., Sides, J., & Dewar, M. (2013). Watching from afar: Media consumption patterns around the Arab Spring. American Behavioral Scientist, 899-919. 

			Aday, S., Farrell, H., Lynch, M., Sides, J., & Freelon, D. (2012). Blogs and bullets II: New media and conflict after the Arab Spring. Washington, DC: United States Institute of Peace. Retrieved from http://www.usip.org/publications/blogs-and-bullets-ii-new-media-and-conflict-after-the-arab-spring.

			Aksartova, S. (2005). Civil society from abroad: US donors in the former Soviet Union. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.

			Alimi, E. Y. (2009). Mobilizing under the gun: Theorizing political opportunity structure in a highly repressive setting. Mobilization: An International Quarterly, 14(2), 219-237. 

			Anderson, L. (1987). The state in the Middle East and North Africa. Comparative Politics, 20(1), 1-18. 

			Anderson, L. (2011). Demystifying the Arab Spring: Parsing the differences between Tunisia, Egypt, and Libya. Foreign Affairs, 90(2). 

			Arab Uprisings Bibliography. (n.d.). Retrieved from http://pomeps.org/category/academic-works/arabuprisings/books-arabuprisings/.

			Ash, T. G. (1993). The revolution of ‘89 witnessed in Warsaw, Budapest, Berlin, and Prague. New York: Vintage Books.

			Aslund, A., & McFaul, M. (Eds.). (2006). Revolution in Orange: The origins of Ukraine’s democratic breakthrough. Washington, DC: Carnegie Endowment for International Peace.

			Banac, I. (1992). Eastern Europe in revolution. Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press.

			Barany, Z. (2013). Armies and revolutions. Journal of Democracy, 24(2), 62-76. 

			Barnes, A. (2013). Creating democrats? Testing the Arab Spring. Middle East Policy, 20(2), 55-72. 

			Beissinger, M. R. (2002). Nationalist mobilization and the collapse of the Soviet state. Cambridge; New York: Cambridge University Press.

			Beissinger, M. R. (2007). Structure and example in modular political phenomena: The diffusion of Bulldozer/Rose/Orange/Tulip revolutions. Perspectives on Politics, 5(2), 259-276. 

			Beissinger, M. R. (2013). The semblance of democratic revolution: Coalitions in Ukraine’s Orange Revolution. American Political Science Review, 107(3), 574-592. 

			Bellin, E. (2004). The robustness of authoritarianism in the Middle East: Exceptionalism in comparative perspective. Comparative Politics, 36(2), 139-157.

			Bellin, E. (2012). Reconsidering the robustness of authoritarianism in the Middle East: Lessons from the Arab Spring. Comparative Politics, 44(2), 127-149. 

			Berecka, O., Ksnierikova, N., & Ondrusek, D. (1999). NGO campaign for free and fair elections. OK’98. Bratislava: Centrum prevencia a riesenia konfliktov.

			Berman, S. (2013). The promise of the Arab Spring: In political development, no gain without pain. Foreign Affairs, 92, 64.

			Bermeo, P. N. ed. (1992). Liberalization and democratization: Change in the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe. Baltimore, MD: The Johns Hopkins University Press.

			Birch, S. (2002). The 2000 elections in Yugoslavia: the ‘Bulldozer Revolution.’ Electoral Studies, 21(3), 499-511. 

			Blaydes, L. (2008). Authoritarian elections and elite management: Theory and evidence from Egypt. In Princeton University Conference on Dictatorships. Retrieved from https://www.princeton.edu/~piirs/Dictatorships042508/Blaydes.pdf.

			Bockman, J., & Eyal, G. (2002). Eastern Europe as a laboratory for economic knowledge: The transnational roots of neoliberalism. American Journal of Sociology, 108(2), 310-352. 

			Brinks, D., & Coppedge, M. (2006). Diffusion is no illusion: Neighbor emulation in the Third Wave of democracy. Comparative Political Studies, 39(4), 463-489. 

			Brown, A. (1996). The Gorbachev factor. Oxford, United Kingdom; New York, NY: Oxford University Press. 

			Brown, A. (2000). Transnational influences in the transition from communism. Post-Soviet Affairs, 16(2), 177–200. 

			Brown, J. F. (1991). Surge to freedom: The end of communist rule in Eastern Europe. Durham, NC: Duke University Press.

			Brownlee, J. (2007). Hereditary succession in modern autocracies. World Politics, 59(4), 595-628. 

			Brownlee, J., Masoud, T., & Reynolds, A. (2013). Why the modest harvest?. Journal of Democracy, 24(4), 29-44. 

			Brownlee, J., Masoud, T., & Reynolds, A. (2015). The Arab Spring: Pathways of repression and reform. Oxford and New York: Oxford University Press.

			Brown, N. J. (2011a, February 15). Egypt’s constitutional ghosts: Deciding the terms of Cairo’s democratic transition. Foreign Affairs. Retrieved from https://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/north-africa/2011-02-15/egypts-constitutional-ghosts. 

			Brown, N. J. (Ed.). (2011b). The dynamics of democratization: dictatorship, development, and diffusion. Baltimore, MD: Johns Hopkins University Press.

			Brown, N. J. (2013). Egypt’s failed transition. Journal of Democracy, 24(4), 45-58. 

			Bueno de Mesquita, B., & Smith, A. (2011). The dictator’s handbook: Why bad behavior is almost always good politics. New York: PublicAffairs.

			Bunce, V. J. (1985). The empire strikes back: The evolution of the Eastern Bloc from a Soviet asset to a Soviet liability. International Organization, 39(1), 1-46. 

			Bunce, V. J. (1999). Subversive institutions: The design and the destruction of socialism and the state. Cambridge; New York: Cambridge University Press.

			Bunce, V. J. (2003). Rethinking recent democratization: Lessons from the postcommunist experience. World Politics, 55(2), 167-192. 

			Bunce, V. J. (2011). The diffusion of popular mobilizations against authoritarian rule: Comparing 1989, the color revolutions, and the ongoing protests in the Middle East and North Africa (Vol. 21). Presented at the Politics, Power, and Movements Workshop Honoring Sidney Tarrow, Princeton University.

			Bunce, V. J. and Hozic, A. (2015). National security, job security and sneaky wars: The Russian invasion of Ukraine. Paper presented at the Shambaugh Workshop on Democratic Backsliding, University of Iowa, April 24-25, 2015.

			Bunce, V. J., McFaul, M., & Stoner-Weiss, K. (Eds.) (2009). Democracy and authoritarianism in the postcommunist world. Cambridge; New York: Cambridge University Press.

			Bunce, V. J., & Wolchik, S. L. (2006a). International diffusion and postcommunist electoral revolutions. Communist and Post-Communist Studies, 39(3), 283-304. 

			Bunce, V. J., & Wolchik, S. L. (2006b). Favorable conditions and electoral revolutions. Journal of Democracy, 17(4), 5-l8.

			Bunce, V. J., & Wolchik, S. L. (2007a). Bringing down dictators: American democracy promotion and electoral revolutions in postcommunist Eurasia. Mario Einaudi Center for International Studies, Cornell University, Working Paper Series 5-07, July, 2007. Retrieved from www.einaudi.cornell.edu/files/workingpapers/05-2007.pdf. 

			Bunce, V. J., & Wolchik, S. L. (2007b). Democratising elections in the post-communist world: Definitions, dynamics and diffusion. St. Anthony’s International Review, 2(2), 64-89. 

			Bunce, V. J., & Wolchik, S. L. (2007c). Transnational networks, diffusion dynamics, and electoral revolutions in the postcommunist world. Physica A: Statistical Mechanics and Its Applications, 378(1), 92-99.

			Bunce, V. J., & Wolchik, S L. (2009a). A regional tradition: The diffusion of democratic change under communism and postcommunism. In V. J. Bunce, M. McFaul, & K. Stoner-Weiss (Eds.), Democracy and authoritarianism in the postcommunist world, 30-58. Cambridge and New York: Cambridge University Press.

			Bunce, V. J., & Wolchik, S. L. (2009b). Defining and domesticating the electoral model: a comparison of Slovakia and Serbia. In V. J. Bunce, M. McFaul, & K. Stoner-Weiss (Eds.), Democracy and authoritarianism in the postcommunist world, 134-154. Cambridge; New York: Cambridge University Press. 

			Bunce, V. J., & Wolchik, S. L. (2010). Defeating dictators: Electoral change and stability in competitive authoritarian regimes. World Politics, 62(01), 43-86. 

			Bunce, V. J. & Wolchik, S. L. (2011). Defeating authoritarian leaders in postcommunist countries (1st ed.). Cambridge; New York: Cambridge University Press.

			Choucair, J. (2005). Lebanon’s new political moment. Washington, DC: Carnegie Endowment for International Peace. Retrieved from http://carnegieendowment.org/2005/03/09/lebanon-s-new-political-moment. 

			Comisso, E. (1991). Political coalitions, economic choices. In G. Szoboszlai (Ed.), Democracy and political transformation: Theories and East-Central European realities, 122-138. Budapest: Hungarian Political Science Association. 

			Council on Foreign Relations. (2011). The new Arab revolt: What happened, what it means, and what comes next. Available from http://www.cfr.org/middle-east-and-north-africa/new-arab-revolt/p24876. 

			D’Anieri, P. (2006). Understanding Ukrainian politics: Power, politics, and institutional design. Armonk, NY: M.E. Sharpe.

			della Porta, D. (2014). Mobilizing for democracy: Comparing 1989 and 2011. Oxford, United Kingdom; New York, NY: Oxford University Press.

			della Porta, D., & Tarrow, S. (2011). Interactive diffusion: The coevolution of police and protest behavior with an application to transnational contention. Comparative Political Studies, 45(1), 119-152.

			della Porta, D., & Tarrow, S. G. (2005). Transnational protest and global activism. Lanham, MD: Rowman & Littlefield.

			Diani, M. (2003). Introduction: Social movements, contentious actions and social networks: From ‘metaphor’ to substance? In M. Diani & D. McAdam (Eds.), Social movements and networks: Relational approaches to collective action, 1-20. Oxford, United Kingdom; New York, NY: Oxford University Press.

			Durac, V. (2009). The impact of external actors on the distribution of power in the Middle East: The case of Egypt. The Journal of North African Studies, 14(1), 75-90. 

			El-Mahdi, R. (2009). Enough! Egypt’s quest for democracy. Comparative Political Studies, 42(8), 1011-1039. 

			Eltantawy, N., & Wiest, J. B. (2011). The Arab Spring social media in the Egyptian Revolution: Reconsidering resource mobilization theory. International Journal of Communication, 5, 1207-1224. Retrieved from http://ijoc.org/index.php/ijoc/article/view/1242. 

			Farrell, H. (2012). The Consequences of the Internet for Politics. Annual Review of Political Science, 15(1), 35-52. 

			Fisher, S. (2006). Political change in post-communist Slovakia and Croatia: From nationalist to Europeanist (1st ed.). Fisher, S., & Bijelic, B. (2007). Glas 99: Civil society preparing the ground for a post-Tudjman Croatia. In J. Forbrig & P. Demes. (Eds.), Reclaiming democracy: Civil society and electoral change in Central and Eastern Europe, 53-78. Washington D.C. The German Marshall Fund of the United States.

			Fishman, R. M. (1990). Rethinking state and regime: Southern Europe’s transition to democracy. World Politics, 42(3), 422-440. 

			Forbrig, J., & Demes, P. (2007). Reclaiming democracy: Civil society and electoral change in Central and Eastern Europe (1st ed.). Washington, DC: The German Marshall Fund of the United States.

			Fuhrmann, M. (2006). A Tale of Two Social Capitals: Revolutionary Collective Action in Kyrgyzstan. Problems of Post-Communism, 53(6), 16-29. 

			Gandhi, J. (2008). Political Institutions under Dictatorship (1st edition). Cambridge and New York: Cambridge University Press.

			Gandhi, J., & Lust-Okar, E. (2009). Elections under authoritarianism. Annual Review of Political Science, 12(1), 403-422. 

			Gandhi, J., & Przeworski, A. (2006). Cooperation, cooptation, and rebellion under dictatorships. Economics & Politics, 18(1), 1-26. 

			Geddes, B. (2003). Paradigms and sand castles: Theory building and research design in comparative politics. Ann Arbor, MI: University of Michigan Press. 

			Gitelman, Z. Y. (1972). The diffusion of political innovation: from Eastern Europe to the Soviet Union. Beverly Hills, CA and London: Sage Publications. 

			Givan, R. K., Roberts, K. M., & Soule, S. A. (2010). The diffusion of social movements: Actors, mechanisms, and political effects. Cambridge and New York: Cambridge University Press.

			Gleditsch, K. S., & Ward, M. D. (2006). Diffusion and the international context of democratization. International Organization, 60(4), 911-933. 

			Glenn, J. (2003). Framing democracy: Civil society and civic movements in Eastern Europe (1 ed.). Stanford, CA and London: Stanford University Press.

			Goati, V. (2001). The nature of the order and the October overthrow in Serbia. In I. Spasi. & M. Suboti (Eds.), Revolution and order: Serbia after October 2000, 45-58. Belgrade: Institute for Philosophy and Social Theory at the University of Belgrade. 

			Herd, G. P. (2005). Colorful revolutions and the CIS: “Manufactured” versus “managed” democracy?. Problems of Post-Communism, 52(2), 3-18. 

			Hertog, S. (2010). Defying the resource curse: Explaining successful state-owned enterprises in rentier states. World Politics, 62(2), 261-301. 

			Heydemann, S. (2013). Syria and the future of authoritarianism. Journal of Democracy, 24(4), 59-73.

			Heydemann, S., & Leenders, R. (2011). Authoritarian learning and authoritarian resilience: Regime responses to the ‘Arab awakening.’ Globalizations, 8(5), 59-73. 

			Hoffman, M., & Jamal, A. (2012). The youth and the Arab spring: cohort differences and similarities. Middle East Law and Governance, 4(1), 168-188. 

			Howard, M. M. (2011). Similarities and differences between Eastern Europe in 1989 and the Middle East in 2011. Retrieved from http://themonkeycage.org/2011/05/30/similarities-and-differences-between-eastern-europe-in-1989-and-the-middle-east-in-2011/.

			Howard, M. M., & Roessler, P. G. (2006). Liberalizing electoral outcomes in competitive authoritarian regimes. American Journal of Political Science, 50(2), 365–381.

			Hussain, M. M., & Howard, P. N. (2013). What best explains successful protest cascades? ICTs and the fuzzy causes of the Arab Spring. International Studies Review, 15(1), 48-66. 

			Jacoby, W. (2006). Inspiration, coalition, and substitution: External influences on postcommunist transformations. World Politics, 58(4), 623-651. 

			Jamal, A. A. (2009). Barriers to democracy: The other side of social capital in Palestine and the Arab world. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.

			Jennings, R. (2009). Serbia’s bulldozer revolution: Evaluating internal and external factors in successful democratic breakthrough in Serbia. Stanford: Stanford Center on Democracy, Development, and the Rule of Law Working Papers. Retrieved from http://cddrl.fsi.stanford.edu/publications/serbias_bulldozer_revolution_evaluating_internal_and_external_factors_in_successful_democratic_breakthrough_in_serbia. 

			Johnson, C. (1970). Change in communist systems (First edition). Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press.

			Johnson, J. (2006). Two-track diffusion and central bank embeddedness: The politics of Euro adoption in Hungary and the Czech Republic. Review of International Political Economy, 13(3), 361-386. 

			Joppke, C. (1994). East German dissidents and the revolution of 1989: Social movement in a Leninist regime. Washington Square, NY: NYU Press.

			Keck, M. E., & Sikkink, K. (1998). Activists beyond borders: advocacy networks in international politics. Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press.

			Kelley, J. (2008). Assessing the complex evolution of norms: The rise of international election monitoring. International Organization, 62(2), 221-255. 

			Kennedy, R. (2014). Fading colours? A synthetic comparative case study of the impact of colour revolutions. Comparative Politics, 46(3), 273-292. 

			King, S. J. (2009). The new authoritarianism in the Middle East and North Africa. Bloomington, IN: Indiana University Press.

			Koesel, K., & Bunce, V. (2012). Putin, popular protests, and political trajectories in Russia: A comparative perspective. Post-Soviet Affairs, 28(4), 403-423. 

			Koesel, K. J., & Bunce, V. J. (2013). Diffusion-proofing: Russian and Chinese responses to waves of popular mobilizations against authoritarian rulers. Perspectives on Politics, 11(3), 753–768.

			Korbonski, A. (1971). Bureaucracy and interest groups in Communist societies: The case of Czechoslovakia. Studies in Comparative Communism, 4(1), 57-79. 

			Kubicek, P. (2007). Ukraine and the European Neighborhood Policy: Can the EU help the Orange Revolution bear fruit?. East European Quarterly, 41(1), 1. 

			Kubik, J. (1994). The power of symbols against the symbols of power: The rise of solidarity and the fall of state socialism in Poland. University Park, PN: Penn State University Press.

			Kuzio, T. (2005a). Regime type and politics in Ukraine under Kuchma. Communist and Post-Communist Studies, 38(2), 167-190. 

			Kuzio, T. (2005b). The opposition’s road to success. Journal of Democracy, 16(2), 117-130. 

			Kuzio, T. (2006a). Civil society, youth and societal mobilization in democratic revolutions. Communist and Post-Communist Studies, 39(3), 365-386. 

			Kuzio, T. (2006b). The Orange Revolution at the crossroads. Demokratizatsiya: The Journal of Post-Soviet Democratization, 14(4), 477-495. 

			Kuzio, T. (2006c). Ukraine is not Russia: Comparing youth political activism. SAIS Review of International Affairs, 26(2), 67-83. 

			Lee, C. K., & Strang, D. (2006). The international diffusion of public-sector downsizing: Network emulation and theory-driven learning. International Organization, 60(4), 883-909. 

			Leenders, R. (2013). Social movement theory and the onset of the popular uprising in Syria. Arab Studies Quarterly, 35(3), 273-289. 

			Lesch, D. W., & Haas, M. L. (2012). The Arab Spring: Change and resistance in the Middle East. Boulder, CO: Westview Press.

			Levitsky, S., & Way, L. A. (2010). Competitive authoritarianism: Hybrid regimes after the Cold War (1st ed.). Cambridge and New York: Cambridge University Press.

			Lust-Okar, E. (2004). Divided they rule: The management and manipulation of political opposition. Comparative Politics, 36(2), 159-179. 

			Lust-Okar, E. (2006). Elections under authoritarianism: Preliminary lessons from Jordan. Democratization, 13(3), 456-471. 

			Lutterbeck, D. (2013). Arab uprisings, armed forces, and civil-military relations. Armed Forces & Society, 39(1), 28-52. 

			Lynch, M. (2006). Voices of the new Arab public: Iraq, al-Jazeera, and Middle East politics today. New York: Columbia University Press.

			Lynch, M. (2011). After Egypt: The limits and promise of online challenges to the authoritarian Arab state. Perspectives on Politics, 9(2), 301-310. 

			Lynch, M. (2012). The Arab uprising: The unfinished revolutions of the new Middle East (1st ed.). New York: PublicAffairs.

			Lynch, M. (Ed.). (2014). The Arab uprisings explained: New contentious politics in the Middle East. New York: Columbia University Press.

			Macfarquhar, N., & Cowell, A. (2011, February 14). Iran uses force against protests as region erupts. The New York Times. Retrieved from http://www.nytimes.com/2011/02/15/world/middleeast/15iran.html.

			Magaloni, B. (2008). Voting for autocracy: Hegemonic party survival and its demise in Mexico (1st ed.). Cambridge and New York: Cambridge University Press.

			Magen, A. (2009). Evaluating external influence on democratic development: Transition. Stanford: Stanford Center on Democracy, Development, and the Rule of Law Working Papers. Retrieved from http://cddrl.fsi.stanford.edu/publications/evaluating_external_influence_on_democratic_development_transition. 

			Maney, G. (2002). Transnational structures and protest: Linking theories and assessing evidence. In J. Smith & H. Johnston (Eds.), Globalization and resistance: Transnational dimensions of social movements. Lanham, MD: Rowman & Littlefield Publishers.

			Marat, E., (2006). The Tulip Revolution: Kyrgyzstan one year after. Washington, DC: The Jamestown Foundation.

			Markoff, J. (1996). Waves of democracy social movements and political change. Thousand Oaks, CA: Pine Forge Press.

			McAdam, D., & Rucht, D. (1993). The cross-national diffusion of movement ideas. The Annals of the American Academy of Political and Social Science, 528(1), 56-74. 

			McAdam, D., Tarrow, S. G., & Tilly, C. (2001). Dynamics of contention. Cambridge and New York: Cambridge University Press.

			McAdam, D., Tarrow, S., & Tilly, C. (2009). Comparative perspectives on contentious politics. In M. I. Lichbach & A. S. Zuckerman (Eds.), Comparative politics: Rationality, culture, and structure (2nd ed.), 260-290. Cambridge and New York: Cambridge University Press.

			McFaul, M. (2005). Transitions from postcommunism. Journal of Democracy, 16(3), 5-19. 

			McFaul, M. (2010). Advancing democracy abroad: Why we should and how we can. Lanham, MD; Stanford, CA: Rowman & Littlefield Publishers. In cooperation with the Hoover Institution, Stanford University. Distributed by National Book Network.

			Mitchell, L. A. (2008). Uncertain democracy: U.S. foreign policy and Georgia’s Rose Revolution. Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press.

			Muiznieks, N. R. (1995). The influence of the Baltic popular movements on the process of Soviet disintegration. Europe-Asia Studies, 47(1), 3-25. 

			National Endowment for Democracy. (2006). The backlash against democracy assistance. A report prepared by the National Endowment for Democracy for Senator Richard G. Lugar, Chairman Committee on Foreign Relations, Washington D.C.

			Nepstad, S. E. (2013). Mutiny and nonviolence in the Arab Spring: Exploring military defections and loyalty in Egypt, Bahrain, and Syria. Journal of Peace Research, 50(3), 337-349. 

			O’Donnell, G., Schmitter, P. C., & Whitehead, L. (Eds.). (1986). Transitions from Authoritarian Rule: Comparative Perspectives. Baltimore, MD: The Johns Hopkins University Press.

			O’Donnell, G., & Schmitter, P. C. (1986). Transitions from Authoritarian Rule: Tentative Conclusions about Uncertain Democracies. The Johns Hopkins University Press.

			Onuch, O. (2014). The Maidan and beyond: Who were the protesters? Journal of Democracy, 25(3), 44-51. 

			Ost, D. (1990). Solidarity and the politics of anti-politics: opposition and reform in Poland since 1968. Philadelphia: Temple University Press.

			Pakulski, J., & Markowski, S. (2010). The solidarity decade in Eastern Europe, 1980–1989: An Australian perspective. Humanities Research, 1-9. Retrieved from http://press.anu.edu.au/wp-content/uploads/2011/03/ch0111.pdf. 

			Patel, D. (2014). Roundabouts and revolution. Unpublished manuscript, Brandeis University.

			Patel, D., & Bunce, V. J. (2012). Turning points and the cross-national diffusion of popular protest. Comparative Democratization (Newsletter, Comparative Democratization Section, American Political Science Association), 10(1), 10-13.

			Patel, D., Bunce, V. J., & Wolchik, S. L. (2014). Diffusion and demonstration. In M. Lynch (Ed.), The Arab uprisings explained: New contentious politics in the Middle East, 57-75. New York: Columbia University Press.

			Polese, A., & Ó Beacháin, D. (2011). The color revolution virus and authoritarian antidotes. Demokratizatsiya: The Journal of Post-Soviet Democratization, 19(2), 111-132.

			Popovic, S. (2012). Presentation at the Workshop on Comparative Mass Mobilization and Protest, The George Washington University, Washington, D.C.

			Posusney, M. P. (1997). Labor and the state in Egypt. New York: Columbia University Press.

			Radnitz, S. (2010). Weapons of the wealthy: Predatory regimes and elite-led protests in Central Asia (1 ed.). Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press.

			Radnitz, S. (2006). It takes more than a village: mobilization, networks, and the state in Central Asia (Thesis). Massachusetts Institute of Technology. Retrieved from http://dspace.mit.edu/handle/1721.1/38601. 

			Robertson, G. B. (2010). The politics of protest in hybrid regimes: Managing dissent in post-communist Russia (1st ed.). Cambridge; New York: Cambridge University Press.

			Roessler, P. G., & Howard, M. M. (2009). Post-Cold War political regimes: When do elections matter? In S.I. Lindberg (Ed.), Democratization by elections: A new mode of transition, 101-127. Baltimore, MD: The Johns Hopkins University Press. 

			Rosenberg, T. (2011). Revolution U: What Egypt learned from the students who overthrew Milosevic. Foreign Policy, 16.

			Rutherford, B. K. (2008). Egypt after Mubarak: Liberalism, Islam, and democracy in the Arab world. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.

			Schatz, E. (2009). The soft authoritarian tool kit: Agenda-setting power in Kazakhstan and Kyrgyzstan. Comparative Politics, 41(2), 203-222. 

			Schedler, A. (Ed.). (2006). Electoral authoritarianism: The dynamics of unfree competition. Boulder, CO: Lynne Rienner Publishers.

			Schedler, A. (2015). Electoral authoritarianism. In Emerging trends in the social and behavioral sciences: An interdisciplinary, searchable, and linkable resource. Wiley Online Library. Retrieved from http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1002/9781118900772.etrds0098/full.

			Schwedler, J. (2006). Faith in moderation: Islamist parties in Jordan and Yemen. Cambridge and New York: Cambridge University Press.

			Silitsky, V. (2009). Contagion deterred: Preemptive authoritarianism in the former Soviet Union (the case of Belarus). In V. J. Bunce, M. McFaul, & K. Stoner-Weiss (Eds.), Democracy and authoritarianism in the postcommunist world, 274-299. Oxford and New York: Oxford University Press.

			Simmons, B. A., Dobbin, F., & Garrett, G. (2008). The global diffusion of markets and democracy (1st ed.). Cambridge; New York: Cambridge University Press.

			Simmons, B. A., & Elkins, Z. (2004). The globalization of liberalization: Policy diffusion in the international political economy. The American Political Science Review, 98(1), 171-189. 

			Skilling, H. G. (1981). Charter 77 and human rights in Czechoslovakia. London: Unwin Hyman.

			Skilling, H. G. (1989). Samizdat and an independent society in Central and Eastern Europe. Columbus, OH: Ohio State University Press.

			Slackman, M., & El-naggar, M. (2011, September 8). The 9/11 decade: For the Arab world, a radical revolution. The New York Times. Retrieved from http://www.nytimes.com/2011/09/08/us/sept-11-reckoning/arab-spring.html.

			Slater, D., Smith, B., & Nair, G. (2014). Economic origins of democratic breakdown? The redistributive model and the postcolonial state. Perspectives on Politics, 12(2), 353-374. 

			Smyth, R. and Soboleva, I. (2014). Gamesters: Electoral innovation and the 2014 Moscow Mayoral Campaign. Paper presented at the annual meeting of the Association for the Study of Eurasia and Eastern Europe, San Antonio, TX, November 20-23, 2014.

			Solingen, E. (2012). Of dominoes and firewalls: The domestic, regional, and global politics of international diffusion. International Studies Quarterly, 56(4), 631-644. 

			Spector, R. A., & Krickovic, A. (2007). The anti-revolutionary toolkit. Central Asia-Caucus Analyst. Retrieved from http://www.cacianalyst.org/publications/analytical-articles/item/11266-analytical-articles-caci-analyst-2006-12-13-art-11266.html. 

			Stark, D., & Bruszt, L. (1998). Postsocialist pathways: Transforming politics and property in East Central Europe. Cambridge; New York: Cambridge University Press.

			Starr, H., & Lindborg, C. (2003). Democratic dominoes revisited: The hazards of governmental transitions, 1974-1996. Journal of Conflict Resolution, 47(4), 490-519. 

			Stepan, A., & Linz, J. J. (2013). Democratization theory and the “Arab Spring.” Journal of Democracy, 24(2), 15-30. 

			Stokes, G. (1993). The walls came tumbling down: The collapse of communism in Eastern Europe. Oxford, United Kingdom; New York, NY: Oxford University Press. 

			Strang, D., & Soule, S. A. (1998). Diffusion in organizations and social movements: From hybrid corn to poison pills. Annual Review of Sociology, 24(1), 265-290. 

			Svolik, M. (2012). The politics of authoritarian rule. Cambridge and New York: Cambridge University Press.

			Tarrow, S.G. (1998). Power in movement: Social movements and contentious politics. Cambridge and New York: Cambridge University Press.

			Tarrow, S.G. (2002). From lumping to splitting: Specifying globalization and resistance. In J. Smith & H. Johnston (Eds.), Globalization and resistance: Transnational dimensions of social movements, 229-250. Lanham, MD: Rowman & Littlefield Publishers.

			Tarrow, S.G. (2005). The new transnational activism. Cambridge and New York: Cambridge University Press.

			Tilly, C., & Tarrow, S. G. (2007). Contentious politics. Oxford and New York: Oxford University Press.

			Traynor, I. T. (2005, June 6). Young democracy guerrillas join forces. The Guardian. Retrieved from http://www.theguardian.com/world/2005/jun/06/iantraynor.

			Tismaneanu, V. (1989). Nascent civil society in the German Democratic Republic. Problems of Communism, 38(2-3), 90-111. 

			Tismaneanu, V. (1992). Reinventing politics: Eastern Europe after communism. New York: Free Press.

			Tokes, R. L. (1979). Opposition in Eastern Europe. Baltimore, MD: Johns Hopkins University Press.

			Tsai, K. S. (2007). Capitalism without democracy: The private sector in contemporary China. Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press.

			Tucker, J. A. (2007). Enough! Electoral fraud, collective action problems, and post-communist colored revolutions. Perspectives on Politics 5(3), 535-551.

			Volpi, F. (2012). Explaining (and re-explaining) political change in the Middle East during the Arab Spring: trajectories of democratization and of authoritarianism in the Maghreb. Democratization, 1-22.

			Way, L. (2011). The lessons of 1989. Journal of Democracy, 22(4), 13-23. 

			Way, L. (2009). Resistance to contagion: Sources of authoritarian stability in the former Soviet Union. In V. J. Bunce, M. McFaul, & K. Stoner-Weiss (Eds.), Democracy and authoritarianism in the postcommunist world, 229-252. Oxford, United Kingdom; New York, NY: Oxford University Press.

			Wedel, J. R. (2001). Collision and collusion: The strange case of Western aid to Eastern Europe 1989–1998. New York: St. Martin’s Press.

			Weeks, J. (2014). Dictators at war and peace. Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press. 

			Wejnert, B. (2005). Diffusion, development, and democracy, 1800-1999. American Sociological Review, 70(1), 53-81. 

			Welt, C. (2009). Georgia’s Rose Revolution: From regime weakness to regime collapse. In V. J. Bunce, M. McFaul, & K. Stoner-Weiss (Eds.), Democracy and Authoritarianism in the Postcommunist World, 155-188. Oxford and New York: Oxford University Press.

			Weyland, K. (2009). Bounded rationality and policy diffusion: Social sector reform in Latin America. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.

			Weyland, K. (2010). The diffusion of regime contention in European democratization, 1830-1940. Comparative Political Studies, 43(8-9), 1148-1176. 

			Weyland, K. (2012). The Arab Spring: Why the surprising similarities with the revolutionary wave of 1848? Perspectives on Politics, 10(4), 917-934. 

			Weyland, K. (2005). Theories of policy diffusion: Lessons from Latin American pension reform. World Politics, 57(2), 262-295. 

			Wheatley, J. (2005). Georgia from national awakening to Rose Revolution: delayed transition in the former Soviet Union. Aldershot, UK and Burlington, VT: Ashgate.

			Whitehead, L. (Ed.). (2001). The International Dimensions of Democratization: Europe and the Americas (Rev Exp). Oxford and New York: Oxford University Press.

			Wickham, C. R. (2002). Mobilizing Islam: Religion, activism and political change in Egypt. New York: Columbia University Press.

			Wilson, A. (2006). Ukraine’s Orange Revolution. New Haven, CT; London: Yale University Press.

			Winters, J. A. (2011). Oligarchy. Cambridge; New York: Cambridge University Press.

			Wintrobe, R. (2000). The political economy of dictatorship. Cambridge and New York: Cambridge University Press. 

			Wylie, G. (1999). Social movements and international change: The case of detente from below. International Journal of Peace Studies, 4, 61–82.

			Yom, S. L., & Gause, G. F. III (2012). Resilient royals: How Arab monarchies hang on. Journal of Democracy, 23(4), 74-88. 

			Youngs, R. (2005). International democracy and the West: The role of governments, civil society, and multinational business. Oxford and New York: Oxford University Press.

			Zantovsky, M. (2011). 1989 and 2011. World Affairs, 174(2), 13-24.

			

		

		
			
			

		

		
			Valerie Bunce is the Aaron Binenkorb Chair of International Studies at Cornell University.  She is the co-author (with Sharon Wolchik) of Defeating Authoritarian Leaders in Postcommunist Countries (Cambridge University Press, 2011). Contact: vjb2@cornell.edu.

			Sharon L. Wolchik is Professor of Political Science and International Affairs at the George Washington University. She is the co-author (with Valerie Bunce) of Defeating Authoritarian Leaders in Postcommunist Countries (Cambridge University Press, 2011) and co-editor (with Jane Curry) of Central and East European Politics: From Communism to Democracy (Rowman and Littlefield, 4th edition, 2018). Contact: wolchik@gwu.edu.

		

		
			
			

		


		
			Modes of Popular Mobilizations against Authoritarian Rulers: 

			A Comparison of 1989, the Color Revolutions, and the MENA Uprisings

			Valerie J. Bunce 

			Cornell University

			Sharon L. Wolchik

			The George Washington University

			Since 1989, regime transitions from authoritarian to more (and sometimes fully) democratic rule have taken place through four processes: popular protests, roundtables between the regime and the opposition, elections, and, finally, elections followed by popular protests that ensure that the victorious opposition is allowed to take power. We argue that these contrasting modes of regime change depend on whether the authoritarian regime is competitive (allowing competition for power at the national level) or non-competitive and whether the regime is more or less repressive. These factors affect the strength of the opposition and the mechanisms available to them to win power. Popular protests take place in repressive, non-competitive regimes; roundtables in less repressive, non-competitive regimes; electoral transitions in less repressive, competitive regimes; and transitions involving elections combined with protests in more repressive, competitive authoritarian regimes.

			Waves of Contentious Politics

			Over the last thirty years, there have been three cross-national waves of popular mobilizations against authoritarian rulers. The first was in 1989 (strictly speaking, 1987–1991), when citizens throughout the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe demanded that their communist rulers leave power (Stokes, 1993; Brown, 1991; Bunce, 1999). What followed was either a transition to democracy or a revised version of authoritarian rule. The second was the color revolutions in postcommunist Europe and Eurasia from 1998 to 2008 (Bunce and Wolchik, 2011). In this wave, citizens in collaboration with civil society groups and opposition parties in nine competitive authoritarian regimes in the region—Armenia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Croatia, Georgia, Kyrgyzstan, Serbia, Slovakia, and Ukraine—carried out unprecedented and extraordinarily ambitious electoral challenges to authoritarian incumbents or their anointed successors. Not all of these challenges brought the opposition to power—either because the incumbent or his designated successor won handily or because the regime’s candidate refused to hold a new election or admit defeat, even in the face of credible claims of electoral fraud and significant post-election protests. A version of the scenario of electoral fraud and post-election protest also appeared in Russia in connection with the December 2011 parliamentary elections and the March 2012 presidential election. The final wave occurred with the so-called Arab Spring in the Middle East and North Africa (MENA) (Lynch, 2012; Patel, Bunce and Wolchik, 2011; Goldstone, 2012). Once again, large-scale demonstrations broke out in one country (Tunisia) and then spread to a series of neighboring countries. As with the two earlier waves, moreover, these actions were driven by a common goal: the removal of authoritarian incumbents from power. 

			Studies of these waves, whether concentrating on one of them or, less commonly, taking a more comparative perspective, have addressed a number of puzzles associated with these popular challenges to authoritarian rulers. For example, why were scholars so surprised by each of these uprisings? Was this failure of prediction a function of why and how protests erupt in authoritarian regimes and the impossibility of predicting such events, or did it reflect a misreading of authoritarian regimes (Bunce, 2013)? What explains the initial outbreak of protest in each of these regions; why did it succeed (and sometimes fail) in bringing down authoritarian leaders; and why and how did the precedents set by the “early riser” (Beissinger, 2002) move—especially so rapidly—to many other countries in the region? What was the role in these waves of the two most commonly recognized drivers of diffusion dynamics: demonstration effects and transnational networks (Bunce, 2012; Wolchik, 2012)? Finally, what explains the uneven reach of these waves with respect to their geographical span and their success in removing authoritarian leaders from office (see Goldstone, 2012; Bunce and Wolchik, 2011; Patel, Bunce and Wolchik, 2011; Patel, 2012)? 

			The purpose of this article is to address a new question that emerges once we combine these three waves and focus not on whether, but rather how, societal actors have mounted significant challenges to authoritarian rulers. In particular, what explains the variation in the strategies opponents of authoritarian regimes have used to demand that their rulers leave office? While it is true, as Acemoglu and Robinson (2006) have persuasively argued, that popular upheavals are the Achilles heel of authoritarian regimes, it is also the case that such upheavals have, in practice, taken very different forms. Thus, if we focus on our three waves as well as developments in Russia in 2011–2012, we find, first, that the events of 1989 exhibited two approaches to pressuring authoritarian leaders to leave office: the large-scale protests that Acemoglu and Robinson emphasize in their rational choice account and roundtables between oppositions and governing communist parties (contrasting modes that also appear in the transitions from authoritarian to democratic rule in Latin America and Southern Europe—see, for instance, Schmitter and Karl, 1991). In the case of the MENA uprisings, however, we find only the former. Finally, the color revolutions introduce two more repertoires of contention: electoral-based challenges to authoritarian rulers in some cases and the combination of this approach with post-election demonstrations in others. Our three waves reveal, therefore, that once oppositions and their allies are positioned (for whatever reason) to challenge authoritarian rulers, they opt for one of four available modes of anti-regime challenges. 

			The goal of this article is two-fold: to explain the origins of this menu of strategic possibilities for challenging authoritarian rulers and to account for the considerable variation in selected strategies. As we will argue, both the menu itself and the choices made by regime opponents seem to depend upon two sets of variables that shape the decisional field. One is whether oppositions have real opportunities—albeit not as “real” as in full-fledged democracies because competition in a dictatorship takes place on an uneven playing field—to compete for power through national elections. The key consideration here is whether authoritarian regimes offer or do not offer such electoral opportunities; that is, whether they are competitive or non-competitive. The other is variation in levels of repression, which, for the purposes of this paper, is treated as a dichotomous variable. Does the authoritarian political project involve significant or modest attempts by the regime to control politics by, for example, closely monitoring the citizenry; controlling the media and public spaces; and harassing, imprisoning, and even murdering its opponents? While it is fair to say that on the whole non-competitive authoritarian regimes tend to be more repressive than their competitive counterparts, the fact remains that there is in fact significant variation on this dimension within each of these regime types and therefore between them. For example, there are some striking similarities with respect to repressive practices between some non-competitive regimes, such as Tunisia under Ben-Ali, and some competitive authoritarian regimes, such as Putin’s Russia. By the same token, while both countries were communist party dictatorships and, therefore, non-competitive authoritarian regimes, Kadar’s Hungary was a good deal less repressive than Honnecker’s East Germany. 

			Once we combine these two sets of distinctions, we discover that there is a clear pattern that accounts for the variation in the modes of popular challenges to authoritarian rule that appears in our three waves. Large-scale protests are characteristic of repressive, non-competitive authoritarian regimes; roundtables are associated with less repressive forms of non-competitive authoritarian systems; electoral mobilizations against the regime are the norm in less-repressive versions of competitive authoritarian rule; and, finally, the combination of electoral mobilization and post-election protests emerges as the preferred approach for challenging authoritarian leaders in repressive, but nonetheless competitive, authoritarian systems. Because they shape—and differentiate among—political opportunities and constraints for both the regime and its opponents, therefore, these two characteristics also influence the selection of repertoires of contention.

			Hypotheses 

			Why would challenges to authoritarian rulers take different forms? The literature on both social movements and authoritarian regimes is remarkably silent on this question. For example, students of contentious politics have been interested in such issues as why these movements develop; why they vary in their success; and why they spread across state boundaries (Tarrow, 2005; 2011). While such analysts have also paid significant attention to strategic issues such as framing, the formation of cross-class coalitions, and alliances with external actors, this discussion has usually been restricted to movement behavior in democratic systems (see Yashar, 1997; Boudreau, 2004; Slater, 2010). However, there are some exceptions to this generalization. For example, there is a rich literature, now largely forgotten, on the different approaches communist-era oppositions in Central and Eastern Europe took to challenging the regimes in which they lived. Moreover, while Padraic Kenney (2002) has argued that oppositions during communism drew on their past repertoires and those used by oppositions in other countries in the region, Grzegorz Ekiert (1996) has made a convincing case that prior rounds of interactions between authoritarian regimes and their societies shaped the character of later interactions. This argument, in turn, bears some resemblance to Vince Boudreau’s (2004) analysis of confrontations between authoritarian regimes and their societies over time in Southeast Asia. What we do not find in these studies, however, is an analysis of variations in the types of opposition strategies that we highlighted in our brief comparison of 1989, the color revolutions, and the Arab uprisings.

			Similarly, studies of authoritarian politics, if concerned with the question of popular challenges to rulers, tend to ignore differences between cases in terms of the strategies oppositions and their allies adopt. Instead, two questions have received priority among researchers. One is how contentious politics, especially during and immediately after decolonization, affect the formation of coalitions between economic and political elites in authoritarian systems, the development of political institutions, and the durability of authoritarianism (see, for example, Slater, 2010). The other, which has received the lion’s share of attention, is explaining why large-scale protests erupt and the strategies authoritarian leaders use to either preempt such developments or, if they occur, stop or neutralize them. Differences in the repertoires used to challenge authoritarian rulers, therefore, have tended to be overlooked in the rush to identify reasons why uprisings take place and their impact on regime and state development.

			There are, nonetheless, several arguments in the literature on authoritarianism that, while not applied to the issue of interest in this article, nonetheless point to some plausible hypotheses. One is differences in types of authoritarian regimes. This is a topic that has received a great deal of attention from political scientists (see, for example, Geddes, 2003; Linz, 2000; Owen, 2012; Levitsky and Way, 2010), largely because of the significant variation in types of authoritarian regimes. Indeed, what we have seen since the end of the Cold War is not just a continuation of older forms of authoritarian politics, such as monarchies, military regimes, one-party states, and sultanistic dictatorships, but also a relatively new variant: competitive authoritarian regimes (see, for instance, Huntington and Moore, 1970; Brownlee, 2007; Linz and Stepan, 1996; Roessler and Howard, 2009; and Levitsky and Way, 2010). While there are many ways to distinguish between the various forms that authoritarian politics can take, it is the simplest contrast that best serves our analytical purposes. Does the regime hold regular, competitive elections at the national level that allow for choice among candidates and parties, some degree of latitude for the opposition to mobilize supporters and articulate their positions, and some possibility—even if unlikely, given the uneven playing field—that oppositions could emerge as victors? (For a similar definition, see Levitsky and Way, 2010 and Bunce and Wolchik, 2011—but note that the latter highlights more the difficulties that oppositions face when competing for power.) If these conditions are met, the regime is competitive. By contrast, non-competitive regimes include those that do not hold elections (such as Saudi Arabia); those, such as China, that restrict competition to the local level (and competition there is not institutionalized, given the absence of party-based choices); regimes, such as the Soviet Union and Central/Eastern Europe during communism, that hold regular national elections, but without choice; regimes, such as Uzbekistan, that allow choice in regular national elections, but a choice that is only between regime-backed candidates; and, finally, countries, such as Egypt under Mubarak and Tunisia under Ben Ali, that hold regular, competitive elections but where the ruling party’s victories are of Soviet proportions. 

			It stands to reason that competitive authoritarianism, certainly in contrast with its non-competitive counterpart, creates incentives for oppositions to target elections as a key arena for challenging the power of authoritarian leaders. These elections, in fact, have a number of features that make them very attractive to oppositions seeking opportunities to wrest power from authoritarian leaders. For example, they are scheduled; encourage publics to register their assessments of the regime; provide oppositions with at least some visibility; carry expectations of higher levels of political engagement than is usually the case; and (especially in these less repressive regime contexts) invite the scrutiny and sometimes the assistance of the international community. They also have the advantage of producing visible outcomes that can then be celebrated or criticized. By contrast, non-competitive authoritarian regimes, because of the absence of electoral competition at the national level, do not provide oppositions with such opportunities or resources—though there are examples, as in Egypt in November and December 2010 and to some extent in Russia in 2011–2012, where oppositions did try to capitalize on very limited electoral opportunities. As a result, for oppositions seeking power in non-competitive authoritarian regimes, the menu of strategic possibilities is very short.1 

			However, as we know from our brief overview of the three waves, this contrast excludes two other types of strategies that oppositions have put to good use: roundtables and challenges to authoritarian rulers that straddle the electoral and street-based approaches. It is here that we need to bring in a second factor that also figures prominently in studies of authoritarianism: variations in repression. Repression affects the willingness to rebel—though not in straightforward ways. On the one hand, repression increases the costs of rebellion, meaning that it should be a deterrent to rebellion. On the other hand, high levels of repression can make people angry as well as afraid; can change opposition strategies in ways that make these groups and movements more effective political challengers; and can indicate, especially if there is a pattern of growing repression, not that the regime is invincible, which is why it engages in such actions, but that the regime has forfeited other, less alienating claims to rule, thereby showing that it has become more desperate about its hold on power (Magaloni, 2008; Alimi, 2009; Bunce and Wolchik, 2011). In addition, repression is expensive in the sense that it forces incumbents to go to considerable lengths to reward the support of key allies, such as the military and what are called in Russia “the power ministries,” i.e., the bureaucratic organizations that control the police and public security, as well as intelligence gathering. Another cost of repression is that it can compromise the quality of information that the regime needs to secure its hold on power. As Andreas Schedler (2013) argues, for example, the preoccupation in many recent studies of authoritarian politics with sources of resilience has overlooked a crucial constraint on the power of authoritarian leaders and their allies—that is, their uncertainty about their political future and the facts on the ground. Since authoritarian systems block and distort information and these costs arguably increase with levels of repression, they force leaders to make decisions in the dark—or at least the twilight. In these ways, repression both enhances and undermines the power of authoritarian leaders. 

			But how would repression affect the strategic arsenal that oppositions deploy when mounting ambitious challenges to authoritarian rulers? If we combine this variable with the regime distinction drawn above, we can hypothesize, firstly, that in competitive authoritarian regimes, elections will serve as the key site for oppositions and their societal allies to mount ambitious challenges to authoritarian rulers. Secondly, there will be differences between these regimes in terms of their repertoires of contention. In less repressive versions of competitive authoritarianism, two strategies are likely to materialize. For authoritarian incumbents in such contexts, it is hard to steal the election once the votes are counted, as a result of democratic “niceties,” the presence of relatively well-organized and experienced oppositions, and the likelihood that the elections are monitored by international and domestic observers. As a result, leaders focus on a series of legal maneuvers, such as changing electoral rules to advantage themselves and disadvantage their opponents (an ability enhanced by the numerical dominance of their parties and their sympathizers in legislatures); periodic harassment of opposition parties and candidates; and control over at least some parts of the media, particularly state-controlled television to highlight their own merits and deny coverage to challengers. Thus, since it is hard for them to steal elections once votes are cast, it is easier for them to target actions that tilt to some extent the electoral playing field. On the opposition side, challenging authoritarian leaders through elections becomes the strategy of choice—primarily because it holds open the possibility of succeeding (as it has done, in some cases, in the past). Moreover, if elections produce a victory for the opposition, it is unlikely, given the nature of the regime and international scrutiny, that further action will be necessary to force a transfer of political power. 

			By contrast, in more repressive competitive authoritarian systems—that is, regimes that, while allowing competition, nonetheless exert considerable control over the media and public spaces and have a clear record of harassing the opposition and using violence against their citizenry—we expect a somewhat different scenario. On the regime side, there is, in addition to repressive resources and the types of electoral interventions noted above, a proven willingness and capacity to steal elections. At the same time, the formidable political constraints on oppositions in the more repressive version of competitive authoritarianism mean that they are in a weak position to mount credible challenges to authoritarian rulers unless they develop and apply unusually sophisticated electoral strategies that help them surmount the obstacles they confront—in particular, engaging in such innovative actions as forging opposition unity, establishing closer ties with civil society, devising ways to sell an often discredited opposition to the voters, mounting ambitious voter registration and turnout drives, and (given the regime’s limitations on external electoral monitoring) devising their own electoral monitoring campaigns. As a result, successful electoral challenges in these more repressive settings not only require post-election protests if power is to be transferred to the opposition; they can often put in place the very ingredients required to mount such protests, including already mobilized publics, well-organized oppositions, and triggers provided by visible evidence that the regime has committed electoral fraud (Kuntz and Thompson, 2009; Tucker, 2007). As a result, we hypothesize that popular challenges to authoritarian rulers in this context will combine the electoral focus characteristic of competitive authoritarian regimes in general with an additional repertoire of contention: post-election protests. 

			In the case of non-competitive authoritarian regimes, levels of repression also affect the behavior of the regime and the opposition—but in different ways than we saw with competitive systems. When there is, for a variety of reasons that lie outside the scope of this article, a significant expansion of opportunities for regime change in less repressive types of non-competitive authoritarian regimes, the likely result will be the convocation of roundtables between the regime and the opposition. Why is this mode of contention likely? We would argue, firstly, that where repression is low, the opposition is large, experienced and relatively well-defined, and its extremist views have largely given way to more modest goals and repertoires of contention (see Greene, 2009). Secondly, publics in these contexts are knowledgeable about the opposition and have some reasons to trust it. Third, liberalized authoritarian orders tend to feature a history of both failed protests and subsequent rounds of bargaining between the regime and the opposition. These experiences with bargaining with one another have led to a convergence of goals. To look at it like a Venn diagram, iterative bargaining has produced some overlap between the reformist wing of the regime and portions of the opposition. As a result, the foundations have been put in place for the possibility of roundtables: the regime and the opposition are well-defined, they know each other, and there is some common ground between them. In addition, roundtables are the strategy of choice in liberalized, non-competitive systems, because the durability of the regime often rests on some relatively fragile guarantees—for instance, the regime’s capacity to continue buying popular acquiescence, the ability of the leader to stay alive, and the continued support of powerful external actors. 

			By contrast, more repressive non-competitive regimes lack all these features. For example, there are sharper ideological boundaries between regime and opposition; oppositions tend to be small, fragmented, politically vulnerable, and more often located at the ideological extremes; citizens have less knowledge of the opposition and fewer reasons to place their confidence in it; and both citizens and opposition are much less hopeful about change and more fearful of demanding it. In addition, because of the repressive character of the regime, they are less likely to have access to the kinds of external resources that more liberalized orders, whether competitive or non-competitive, have. These formidable constraints, plus the absence of electoral opportunities for winning power, leave challengers to authoritarian rulers in politically repressive non-competitive authoritarian regimes with one strategic option: large-scale protests carried out on the streets. 

			In Table 1, we summarize our hypotheses about the impact of levels of repression and types of authoritarian regimes on modes of mobilization. With these distinctions in mind, we now turn to the evidence provided by our three waves and recent protests in Russia. 

			


Table 1. Modes of Challenges to Authoritarian Rulers
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Quadrant 1: The Electoral Mode

			In our three waves, there are two cases, both participants in the color revolutions, that featured electoral challenges to authoritarian rulers without post-election protests: Slovakia and Croatia.2 In these cases, the regimes that developed under Vladimir Meciar in Slovakia and Franjo Tudjman in Croatia were clearly not democratic. That being said, authoritarian incumbents had a significant degree of popular support and, especially in the case of Slovakia, had in fact come to power by winning a free election. What transpired after Meciar and Tudjman came to power, however, was a decidedly authoritarian turn, as both leaders consolidated and attempted to hang onto their power. In both, the regime took steps prior to the elections that led to democratic breakthroughs to the detriment of the opposition: manipulating the electoral law; physically and verbally harassing opposition leaders and civil society activists; limiting their oppositions’ access to the media; and using the offices of the state to reward supporters and potential voters. At the same time, as Freedom House scores and their “Nations In Transit” calculations capture, levels of repression were lower than in the other competitive authoritarian regimes in the postcommunist region, such as Russia after Putin’s rise to power and Serbia under Milosevic. In this situation, the political opposition and civil society activists had some room to mount substantial voter registration and mobilization campaigns and to develop, in the Slovak case, an electoral model that would be adapted in other so-called color revolutions in the communist world, and in Croatia, to emulate the Slovak experience. Outside actors, including the US and European governments, foreign NGOs, and semi-governmental democracy promoters, were also allowed to operate freely in these cases. (See Bunce and Wolchik, 2011 for a detailed elaboration of these cases; see also Fisher, 2006.) 

			Due to the combination of low repression and competitive authoritarianism, an opposition focus on mass mobilization around elections was both possible and very appealing. The end result was a change of leaders and parties and a resultant clear “democratic turn” in both countries—a dynamic that was aided by two developments. One is that Meciar and Tudjman’s successors as head of the ruling party (Tudjman had died just before the election) respected the results of the 1998 and 2000 elections, respectively, and left office. The other is that the victors in these two contests in turn respected the results of a subsequent election and also left office peacefully. These similarities recognized, however, the reasons why the authoritarian leader went along with the electoral results were somewhat different. In Slovakia, which experienced a brief period of fully democratic government from 1990 to 1992, democratic procedures were largely in place, and most actors, including those who supported the continuation of Meciar’s reign, were expected to and did respect the results of the elections. In Croatia, where Tudjman’s rule had been somewhat harsher in his heyday, the splits within his party, the HDZ (the Croatian Democratic Union), which occurred during his illness and after his death signaled that the regime was in trouble and made it hard for anyone to exercise the kind of authority necessary to steal elections.

			Quadrant Two: Competitive Authoritarian Regimes and High Repression

			The cases that feature the combination of electoral challenges and post-election protests are also drawn solely from the color revolutions—that is, Serbia, Georgia, Ukraine, and Kyrgyzstan (where transfers of political power took place), along with Armenia, Azerbaijan, and Belarus (where there were significant, albeit failed, attempts by the opposition to win power during and after the elections). In these cases, opposition candidates were able to contest elections and therefore mobilize electoral support around a variety of political and economic issues. However, levels of repression were significantly higher than was the case in Slovakia and Croatia, and the obstacles to such actions were also much more formidable. In each of these competitive authoritarian regimes, opposition politicians and civil society activists attempted to use elections to discredit the regime and win a democratic breakthrough at the ballot box. However, in contrast to the Slovak and Croatian cases, in these more repressive political settings, the regime’s unwillingness to respect negative election results led its opponents to also use mass protest to challenge some or many electoral results that the regime announced and ultimately to demand a change of regime. The cases in this category can be grouped into three subgroups. In Serbia and Ukraine, dirty tricks, the arrest of youth activists, political murder, and misuse of state resources for political purposes—coupled with massive fraud in the elections themselves—made it difficult for the opposition to rely on elections alone as a mechanism to unseat the leadership. Exit polling and election monitoring proved to be important tools in helping the opposition win the election in Serbia and document fraud in Ukraine. In the end, however, it took mass protests on the streets of Belgrade and Kyiv to bring about Milosevic’s resignation and the holding of another round of elections that brought the Orange Coalition to power in Ukraine.

			Protests were also important in Georgia and Kyrgyzstan, where efforts were made to implement the sophisticated set of electoral actions that we have termed the electoral model. However, in both cases, the change of regime, which included the resignation of Shevardnadze and the flight of Akayev, neither of whom was up for reelection, had more the character of a coup. That being said, post-election protests figured prominently in the leadership turnover. 

			In Armenia, Azerbaijan, and Belarus, political oppositions and civil society activists also attempted to use the electoral model to unseat authoritarian leaders. In these cases, however, the regime’s control of resources and patronage—and, in the case of Belarus, some genuine political support—severely restricted the opposition’s ability to campaign, organize rallies, and actively seek votes. Protests after massive fraud occurred in these cases, but were insufficient to produce a change of regime. At the same time, opposition activists did not implement all aspects of the electoral model that had succeeded in other post-communist cases. 

			Quadrant Three: Non-Competitive Authoritarian Regimes and Low Repression

			Table 1 indicates that roundtables should be the strategy of choice in non-competitive regimes that feature lower levels of repression. As we noted earlier, there are only two cases of roundtables in our three waves: Hungary and Poland in 1989. In both cases, the communist regimes, though non-competitive, had liberalized considerably during the last two decades of communist rule. In the Polish case, the concessions won by striking Polish workers in 1956 were followed by several episodes of mass mobilization, including the strikes and riots of workers in 1970 and 1976 and, most notably, the workers’ strikes that led to the confrontation with the regime and legalization of the communist world’s first free trade union, Solidarity, in August 1980. The imposition of martial law in December 1981 did little to decrease support for Solidarity, which at its peak included one in three Polish adults (a substantial share of whom were also Communist Party members). The resultant blurring of the lines between “us” and “them” and the inability of the communist leadership to solve Poland’s deep economic problems led to the emergence of a reformist wing in the party that, perhaps out of desperation, turned in 1989 to Solidarity to help solve the country’s decade-long economic crisis and political stalemate. The roundtable negotiations, which were preceded by growing waves of strikes and unrest and were followed by Solidarity’s electoral victory in the only partially free elections of June 1989, were in some ways the last step of a process of accommodation to mass demands that began in Poland during the large-scale protests that erupted in 1956. These elections and their installation of a noncommunist government in the fall of 1989 provided a mass element to the transition in Poland that has no parallel in the then-communist world: mass participation in semi-free elections the results of which were respected by the rulers of a noncompetitive but not very repressive authoritarian regime, whose leaders ceded power when they lost. These elections clearly led to an immediate result that neither the party nor Solidarity’s leaders had anticipated during their roundtable negotiations. The negotiated nature of the transition also led, however, to the return to power of former communists, reincarnated as democratic socialists, in the next elections.

			The other example of a negotiated end to the rule of an authoritarian leader in our waves, Hungary, also reflected a legacy of contention and later conciliation between the regime and the population that dates back to 1956. Initially followed by a period of harsh repression and the exodus of large numbers of Hungarians from the country, the Hungarian Revolution of 1956 was followed, particularly after the late 1960s, by a gradual process of liberalization. Often described as Goulash Communism or the Kadar Compromise, this process involved the gradual withdrawal of the party from trying to control all aspects of life and the gradual enlargement of space for independent activities, whether in the economy or society. As in Poland, dissidents were seldom persecuted, and, particularly after Gorbachev came to power in the Soviet Union, independent organizing by citizens was tolerated (Tökés, 1990). When it became evident that the foundations of the Compromise were being eroded by economic failure, reformists in the leadership turned to accommodation with the increasingly organized and vocal opposition to try to shore up their support. Using the desire of the authorities to attend the reburial of the hero of the 1956 Revolution, Imre Nagy, opposition activists succeeded in getting the party to agree to a roundtable process that led to multiparty elections and the election of a noncommunist government in 1990. In contrast to the situation in Poland, where the position of the opposition negotiators was strengthened by the large membership of the newly re-legalized Solidarity movement and the results of the June 1989 elections, however, in Hungary there was relatively little interest in the negotiations on the part of most citizens.

			It is fair to argue, despite these differences (and the fact that the Polish roundtable precedent influenced the Hungarian regime’s and the opposition’s decisions to negotiate), that the key factors leading to roundtables in both of these countries were the combination—unique to the communist region at the time—of a non-competitive form of authoritarian politics with an established history of low levels of repression.3 The final point is critical, because it is only through long-term interactions between the regime and the opposition that key elements are put into place for a decision to go down the roundtable path as a way to remove authoritarian leaders (and regimes in these cases) from power. To put it differently: sudden liberalization, as in the Soviet Union under Gorbachev, does not feature the structured politics and bargaining experiences (within the regime and opposition, as well as between them) that lay the groundwork for a roundtable approach.

			Quadrant Four: Popular Uprisings

			When analyzing challenges to authoritarian rulers and their fall from power, scholars (and journalists) have tended to pay the most attention to the mode highlighted in the final cell of Table 1: popular uprisings. As our three waves demonstrate, there seems to be one good reason for this emphasis. It has been, at least insofar as the cases of interest in this article indicate, the most common way that authoritarian regimes have been challenged by oppositions and their societal (and sometimes regime) allies. In particular, most of the states that joined the 1989 wave and all the states that participated in the Arab Spring have exhibited a similar process of publics rising up in large numbers to demand the departure of their authoritarian rulers. The question then becomes one of identifying commonalities between communist regimes and the Arab versions of authoritarian politics; the differences between these cases and others that exhibited different forms of challenges to authoritarian rulers; and assessing whether this combination of similarities and differences provides support for the claim that the key factors at work were high levels of repression and a non-competitive version of authoritarian politics.

			Let us turn first to the communist cases, which include significant portions of the Soviet Union, as well as East Germany, Czechoslovakia, Romania, Bulgaria, and Albania.4 Citizens in the Baltic States, as well as in Georgia, Armenia, Azerbaijan, and Moldova (and much of Central and Eastern Europe), used the similar mode of taking to the streets in order to demand that their authoritarian rulers leave power. In contrast to the situation in Poland and Hungary, where opposition activists and independent organizations had a history of self-organization and were allowed to survive and expand toward the end of communism, in the former Soviet Union (although this suddenly changed at the end of the 1980s), as well as in East Germany, Czechoslovakia, Bulgaria, Albania, and particularly, Romania, the regimes remained hard-line and repressive until the very end of communism. Dissident activity increased in East Germany and Czechoslovakia in the last few years of communist rule, as rulers felt the pressure created by Gorbachev’s policies of glasnost and perestroika and independent activists were emboldened by the inconsistent policies, particularly in Czechoslovakia, of a leadership that was less experienced and less committed to the policies of so-called normalization put in place by the Husák regime after the forcible end of the effort to create socialism with a human face in 1968 (see Wolchik, 1998). In East Germany, activists connected to the churches began organizing protests in the late 1980s calling for religious and eventually political freedom. But in both regimes, opposition activists were often harassed and arrested, if not beaten and imprisoned—in direct contrast to the more liberal political atmosphere in Hungary and Poland. Although support for such activists, as well as participation in unauthorized demonstrations and commemorations, increased during the last years of communist rule, most citizens did not know the dissidents. Similarly, samizdat publications put out by Charter 77 and other organizations gained a somewhat wider readership, but the party continued to control the limits of debate and reprisals for participating in independent activities continued. Opportunities for independent organizing were even scarcer in the remaining countries in the region. Ceausescu, Zhivkov, Hoxha, and later Alia all continued to rule over political systems that had not changed significantly since Stalin’s time. The role of the secret police remained key in all of these cases, and any independent activities on the part of citizens were harshly repressed. The unwillingness of the regime to establish any kind of relationship with the opposition or to reach an accommodation with the population, coupled with the lack of organized leaders until the mass demonstrations were well underway, made a roundtable unrealistic until these systems had basically been defeated in the streets. For obvious reasons, the electoral approach was also out of the question.

			Possibilities for independent organizing were somewhat greater during the last years of Soviet rule in the Russian Soviet Federative Socialist Republic (RSFSR), Georgia, Armenia, Ukraine, Moldova, and the Baltic states due to Gorbachev’s policies within the Soviet Union. For example, as Beissinger (2002) notes, cultural organizations centered around national themes and traditional events, such as song festivals, helped mobilize many Balts prior to the events of 1991, and nationalism as the foundation for mobilization played a similar role in the Caucasus and Ukraine. The limits of these activities, however, were illustrated by Soviet military action to suppress protests in Latvia, Lithuania, and Estonia in 1991 and its earlier involvements in the Caucasus.

			It would be a mistake to overstate the similarities between all these cases that supported mass mobilization, especially given the differing roles of nationalism, varying histories of prior mobilizations, and different relationships to Moscow as a result of being part of the “inner” or the “outer” empire. But it is fair to argue that what stands out in these cases—and what is absent in Hungary and Poland—is the combination of non-competitive authoritarian politics and a history of high levels of political repression.

			The MENA Uprisings

			All the participants in the MENA wave—that is, Tunisia, Egypt, Bahrain, Libya, Yemen, and Syria—feature a common mode of challenging authoritarian rulers: popular uprisings. What is striking about this collection of cases is that these countries have in fact very little in common, aside from geographical location and common historical and cultural roots (see, for example, Bellin, 2004; Lynch, 2012; Lynch, 2011; Owen, 2012; Perkins, 2004; Rutherford, 2008—but see Patel, 2012, for one surprising and instructive similarity: the availability in these countries, but not others in the region, of large squares that provide a common site for angry publics and ambitious oppositions to congregate). For example, these regimes vary in their stateness; whether they are monarchies or republics; whether they are oil-rich or oil-poor; their levels of economic development and the strengths of their recent economic performance; the size and experience of the opposition, including strikers as well as protesters; and whether their form of non-competitive authoritarian politics takes personalist, military, or party-based forms (see, for example, Patel, Bunce and Wolchik, 2011; Geddes, 2003; Anderson, 2006; Solidarity Center, 2010; Posusney, 1997). However, what they do have in common, once we ignore these important details, is the combination of non-competitive forms of authoritarian politics with relatively high levels of political repression (see Goldstone, 2012). Thus, if our interest is not in why some regimes in the region joined the wave, but rather why popular protests became the challenge of choice, then we return to precisely the two factors that we highlighted in Table 1. To put it differently, popular uprisings were effectively the only game in town for regime opponents. Electoral approaches, whether alone or combined with post-election protests, were out of the question, as the Egyptian opposition, for example, learned first-hand. Repression also meant that the regime had no incentive to establish a bargaining relationship with the opposition, both because of its commitment and capacity to engage in repression and because the opposition lacked the opportunities and the ideological cohesion to become a strong partner.

			Russian Exceptionalism: Straddling Cells

			Before we turn to our conclusion, it would be useful to focus on Russia—a case that, because of its evolution over the past two decades, manages to straddle several categories in our table. Once Putin came to power in 2000 and then consolidated his hold on the system, the previously competitive and indeed turbulent politics that prevailed (albeit with significant democratic deficits) under Yeltsin after the end of the Soviet Union was brought under the regime’s control and effectively eliminated. Putin’s tight grip on power, his transformation of the economy into a state-controlled and, especially in the energy sector, state-owned system, his evisceration of the Duma, his assault on civil liberties and political rights, his reduction of elected posts in the Russian Federation (though this changed after the 2012 presidential election), and the many steps he took to weaken the opposition were all actions that seemed to preclude the use of elections as a tool to mobilize citizens to either vote the regime out or protest its electoral manipulation. At the same time, Putin was popular because of his successes in delivering political order and economic growth (Matovski, 2018; but see Taylor, 2011, who provides important qualifications to the first claim). All these developments would seem to suggest that, if Russians were to mount major challenges to the regime, they would do so through a popular uprising and not through the other three modes listed on Table 1. For example, just as roundtables would seem to be out of the question, given the coercive resources of the regime and the fragmentation and relative inexperience of the opposition, so too would the electoral and electoral/protest options seem unlikely in a country that seems to have transitioned under Putin’s tutelage from a competitive to a non-competitive version of authoritarian politics. Indeed, these were some of the reasons why the Russian opposition decided in recent years to shift its focus from trying to win elections to emulating the organizational activities of Solidarity in Poland during communism (Knight, 2012) and focusing on lower-level elections and non-election-related issues (Wolchik, 2012).

			However, following the flawed parliamentary elections in December 2011, Russian citizens, especially in large urban areas, took to the streets. Various protest efforts have followed in the wake of this surprising development—though these protests are perhaps not so surprising, once we recognize the limits of Putin’s power and patterns of protests and strikes in that country over time (see Robertson, 2011). That recognized, however, it is unclear whether Russian electoral-based mobilizations have been influenced by the uprisings in the Middle East and North Africa or whether they are similar to the processes that we saw in, say, Serbia in 2000 (see Koesel and Bunce, 2012 and Wolchik, 2012). This is because there is limited evidence that oppositions in that country have united around a common ideology, mission, or set of strategies. Moreover, the Russian opposition is still in the early stages of development, and Putin remains popular, particularly since the annexation of Crimea. At the same time, it is instructive to look not at, say, Serbia or Croatia in 2000, but rather at opposition activities in the years leading up to these major confrontations. In those cases (as in Ukraine prior to 2004 and Georgia prior to 2003), the opposition concentrated on winning local elections—to get a foot in the door, inform publics about themselves and political possibilities for the future, and build their capacity to win at the national level. It appears that this is precisely the route that the Russian opposition is taking, as we saw in the 2017 municipal elections in Moscow. At the very least, however, the Russian case, whether we look at recent events or the last two decades, reminds us that the “hard” boundaries between competitive and non-competitive authoritarian regimes in Table 1 can become softer, thereby opening up the possibility of shifts in modes of contentious politics.

			Conclusions

			In this article, we have taken ambitious challenges to authoritarian rulers as a given, and posed a different and rarely-addressed question: why do such challenges take different forms? As evidence for this proposition, we have identified four forms of challenges that were used in the 1989 wave of challenges to communist rule in the Soviet Union and Central/Eastern Europe, the color revolutions in postcommunist Europe and Eurasia, and the uprisings in the MENA: roundtables, large-scale popular uprisings, election-based mobilizations against authoritarian rulers, and electoral challenges combined with large-scale demonstrations. As we discovered, two factors seem to shape the modes of mobilization: whether the regime was competitive or non-competitive and whether the regime was more or less repressive. 

			There are several implications that we can draw from this study. Firstly, it is striking how important two of the staples of research on authoritarianism were in this study. Just as types of authoritarian politics seem to matter with respect to defining how these regimes were challenged, so too did levels of repression play a critical role. Secondly, as Vince Boudreau (2009) has argued, it is important to distinguish between two sometimes, but far from always, related processes: challenges to authoritarian rulers and transitions from authoritarianism to democracy. By focusing on the first one, we were able to distinguish the many ways that such regimes have been challenged. At the same time, we have added a prior question to discussions in the democratization literature about modes of transition—that is, modes of challenges to authoritarian rulers. Here, the key point is drawing a distinction between authoritarian rulers and authoritarian rule, a distinction that also provides a needed bridge between studies of contentious politics and studies of regime stability and transition. While the former set of actions is the commonality that unites our three waves and that encourages analysts to think more about differences in how such missions are carried out, the second is a question that may or may not present itself once authoritarian rulers are forced to run off to Riyadh.

			Finally, this study contributes to debates about the long-term impact of types of authoritarian politics. These debates have focused primarily on how differences between authoritarian regimes affect the durability of these regimes and their potential for democratic change. In this study, we have added a third question: how variations between authoritarian regimes in levels of competition and repression shape the menu of possible anti-regime challenges.
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					1 However, in these regime settings, local elections can become targets of opposition action.

				

				
					2  If we expanded our discussion to include ambitious opposition attempts to defeat authoritarian leaders that failed, or less ambitious attempts to achieve this objective which nonetheless succeeded, we could add Bulgaria in 1990 and Romania in 1996 to this group.

				

				
					3 There is in fact a third commonality, which testifies, among other things, to the pressures on regime and opposition to act and the Soviets to support bargaining between regime and opposition in Poland and Hungary—that is, economic crises. It was only in Hungary and Poland that such crises (which were also important, for example, in Romania) were joined with liberalized politics.

				

				
					4 We are excluding Yugoslavia from this discussion because of two considerations: the sheer complexity introduced by the fact that in this very decentralized federation, political dynamics are best analyzed by reference to the different developments that took place in each republic, and the complications introduced by the wars of secession.
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			This article explores the often-ignored role of “middlemen” in the mass actions that surrounded the fall of communist governments in 1989/90 and the Color Revolutions in post-Soviet space in the early 21st century. These individuals had ties to both sides and the capacity to use the media to disseminate information about the challenge to authoritarian power. Looking at the Leipzig demonstrations in the GDR, the Georgian Rose Revolution, and the Solidarity movement in Poland, this article argues that middlemen made the crucial difference between successful mass protests and failed ones, serving as a back channel for communication between regime and opposition.

			From Prague and Berlin in 1989 to Cairo in 2012, the dramatic images of masses protesting until their authoritarian rulers gave up power have symbolized the power of mass demonstrations to bring down dictators and replace them with “democrats.” The victories of some peaceful mass protests and the defeats of others, like those in Belarus and Azerbaijan, raise questions not only of how it came to be that, after years of repression, people took the risk of demonstrating peacefully, but also of why some demonstrations “worked” while others merely attracted regime repression. 

			Looking at the stories of those who were involved in the mass actions of the so-called “Third Wave” of transitions in Central and Eastern Europe in 1989 and the “Fourth Wave” transitions or (attempted) “Electoral Revolutions” in post-Soviet space, the difference appears to have been more than variation in elite weakness or the level of mass action. All had masses of people demonstrating peacefully and elites that had put down comparable demonstrations in the past. Yet those that succeeded had an additional—and crucial—element: “middlemen” who had access to the media to disseminate the story out and ties to both sides, in order to bring the two sides together. These “middlemen” became back channels of communication between political leaders and protesters, with the result that the demonstrations led to conversation rather than violent confrontation.

			This is clear from the cases of peaceful mass actions followed by transitions discussed in this article: the Leipzig demonstrations in the GDR, which triggered the later, larger demonstrations that forced the elite to offer concessions and, ultimately, to inadvertently open the “Berlin Wall”; the Georgian Rose Revolution in 2003; and the much longer and multi-level mass action during the Solidarity period in Poland (1980–1989). In all these cases (and others in the two waves), people came to demonstrations as individuals because they had had “enough” of failed economies and political repression. In the successful cases in Eastern Europe and the post-Soviet space, people came because they felt they would not be alone and at risk, but rather part of a mass action that was too large for the regime to attack. How they came and why the demonstrations were peaceful and successful in bringing down the top leader—if not always bringing democracy or real change—have been matters of scholarly work and contention. But the role of middlemen as brokers and information channels has flown under the radar.

			In the cases of the “Third Wave” transitions to democracy, the initial models were Spain and Latin America, where there were high-level negotiations between the opposition and the regime but little or no mass action (Bitar and Lowenthal, 2015). In these cases, leaders and opposition negotiated systemic change because both feared and wanted to prevent popular uprisings (Linz and Stepan, 1978 present this in a larger context). The initial transitions in Central and Eastern Europe have been portrayed as an extension of this “wave.” But in reality, in Czechoslovakia, East Germany, Romania, and Bulgaria, it was large-scale demonstrations (the product of spontaneous individual decisions to act), coupled with the internal weakness of elites, that forced the resignation of communist elites. In Czechoslovakia and East Germany, mass demonstrations led to negotiations at different levels before, during, and after the demonstrations. In Poland, mass action—both public and underground—happened sporadically and in different ways over eight years, in large part because the Soviet Union remained strong enough to keep both the elites and the populace from risking pushing further until Gorbachev signaled that change was possible. Instead, smaller-scale mass actions came and went, changing their nature but not their opposition to the status quo (Castle, 2003: 33; Kenney, 2002: 304). 

			Those who have looked at the “Fourth Wave” have talked broadly about it as a series of democratic transitions brought on by mass demonstrations, often in reaction to fraud in elections where it had appeared the opposition could win. Most of these cases were not the first mass demonstrations, but larger-scale versions of earlier protests that had been put down by the government. Western scholars have typically explained these cases as products of democracy promotion training. In looking at these mass actions, analysts have most often talked in terms of “social movements” rooted in “contentious politics,” triggered by changing political opportunities and constraints that created incentives for social actors who lacked resources of their own and were often encouraged by external democracy promotion funding and training. The masses and their leadership were seen as using established repertoires of contention, expanded at their margins with innovations (Bunce and Wolchik, 2011). Those looking specifically at the post-Soviet space focused on the central role of an opposition and independent media capable of mobilizing tens of thousands of demonstrators to protest electoral fraud. Western democracy promotion aid was also said to have been key in providing funding and education to diffuse the concept of democracy and models of peaceful mass actions among activists, government officials, and potential opposition groups. This aid was used to help develop the skills of those opposition and youth movements that are often credited with mobilizing the population. 

			All agree that weakness of the top leadership is a basic requirement for mass actions to happen. Steven Levitsky and Lucan Way have added a focus on elite weakness through high levels of linkage with the outside world that limits what leaders were willing to do and the low level of leverage that these “weak leaders” have.

			But these models are not sufficient to explain which mass actions worked to bring about systemic transitions. Where there have been mass actions that not only brought down old authoritarian elites but also triggered a transition to democracy, there was a weak elite, but also a group of intellectuals and professionals from both the establishment and the opposition that had ties to each other and could negotiate with both sides. This is not unique to these societies. Indeed, in the less repressive of the communist states, “middlemen” played comparable roles that were equally significant, if more veiled. Their presence ensured that links between childhood friends, professionals, and journalists on both sides were maintained, or at least helped both sides hear one another’s arguments through their articles and the issues they raised with the political elite.

			By 1989, the Soviet leadership had changed and Central and Eastern European leaders were increasingly unable to satisfy (or terrify) their populations. Even in the most repressive of the communist states, leaders were older and weaker, while their populations had ceased to believe in their promises. There were also intellectuals and professionals who linked the elite and the disaffected masses. This combination of factors made effective mass demonstrations possible. The post-Soviet states of Ukraine and Georgia had comparable unofficial linkages that let the leaders know how weak they were and also provided enough “other information” to undercut elite pronouncements, but were able to use these linkages to encourage the political elite to liberalize. In comparable states where there were mass actions but the middlemen who could have been independent news sources and spokespeople had long since been shut down, these demonstrations were either easily put down, as in Belarus and Azerbaijan, or dissolved into chaos and violence, as was the case in Romania in 1989.

			The Forgotten Force: Mass Action and Middlemen

			In the Central European cases in 1989, the size of mass demonstrations shocked both the regimes involved and what would become the “middlemen.” These demonstrations, focused and negotiated as they were, ultimately triggered the fall of communism everywhere in Eastern Europe except Romania and Bulgaria, where repression had been so strong that there really were no middlemen to step in. None of these mass actions were preplanned and organized. Instead, individuals came to central spaces where they had always gone to demonstrate for and against their regimes. Their decisions were largely spontaneous, spurred by their sense that the regime was too weak to attack a large group and that there was a critical mass on the way or already present to ensure this. Once they were engaged, their behavior as individuals and a crowd was determined both by their fear of triggering violence and the lessons they had learned from seeing what had happened in past demonstrations. In addition, they had learned from living in systems of shortages, where they often worked with strangers or acquaintances to get things they needed. 

			None of these gatherings of individuals articulated demands that could be filled, because each man or woman had come simply to say “enough of what was.” In communist states, there was no formal opposition that articulated a set of programs other than “not what we have now.” Even the Charter 77 dissidents in Czechoslovakia and the KOR intellectual group in Poland, prior to mass actions, had not gone beyond reporting the abuses of the system and encouraging individuals to “live in the truth.” In East Germany, Romania, and Bulgaria, dissent was far more circumscribed by police repression and control. Only when mass action began did the existing groups and cultural intelligentsia—within and outside the establishment—step in and articulate demands for the mass actions. In the process, they also provided mediation between the leaders of demonstrations and the elites, which in turn allowed for negotiated conclusions. In Georgia, Serbia, and Ukraine, the opposition party candidates, most of whom had ties to the old regime, and journalists for both “establishment” and relatively independent stations played this role on the airwaves and in backrooms, as well as at press conferences.

			None of these transitions, when they began, had a large, active opposition movement. There were small, largely intellectual groups that advocated for specific causes, largely through their illegal publications, small demonstrations, or meetings that had no real popular draw.1 The hold of communism had been such that opposition movements were so limited and monitored that they could not have facilitated mass action. In Poland, localized mass demonstrations had happened already in 1956, 1970, and 1976, and had brought a change of leadership and liberalization in 1956 and 1970. In 1980, the Gdansk shipyard workers’ strikes and the nationwide trade union movement, “Solidarity,” that grew out of them had intellectual opposition movements that helped workers prepare their demands and negotiate with the liberal communist party leaders charged with reaching an agreement.2 After 13 months, however, martial law was declared; both the workers who were the leaders of Solidarity and the intellectuals who had advised them and then pushed for their own freedoms were interned, though in separate facilities. Until 1989, no truly national movement with a leadership that could direct and coordinate mass demonstrations and other actions emerged in Poland—or, for that matter, elsewhere in Central and Eastern Europe. In Serbia, Georgia, and Ukraine, the situation was the same: there had been earlier demonstrations against corruption, election fraud, or the lack of services and, in Serbia, the wars,3 but these lacked a national draw. Where there was an opposition grouping, it was small and focused on urban intellectuals. 

			Youth groups sprang up where they could in Central Europe in the eighties (Kenny, 2002: 84-87, 124-126, 131, 142, 148) and, in the post-Soviet region, in the Caucasus, Ukraine, and Belarus. Although they were engaging for their members and humorously criticized the regimes in their states, these youth groups did not “make the revolutions.” In Eastern Europe, the only activist youth group visible on the streets in Poland was the small “Orange Alternative” from Wroclaw, which put on happenings that drew small, curious crowds in 1988, but then took no part in the strikes that led up to the roundtables, nor in the roundtables and election campaign themselves. In the Georgian case, the available data suggests that youth groups were either unknown to or unpopular with adults (Liberty International, 2007), and did not create ongoing organizations or politicization of youth that outlasted the initial mass actions. 

			The smaller opposition groups that existed or formed ad hoc, once people were gathered, did the work of “middlemen,” because many of their members had ways to connect both with some regime elites and with those on the squares. Their contacts on both sides reassured regime elites that these demonstrations were not an immediate danger to them while simultaneously allowing them to be credible guides for the demonstrators. They also gave form to the protests by developing specific demands for the demonstrators that they knew had some possibility of being accepted by the governing elites.

			The nature of the middlemen varied from country to country and crisis to crisis. In the Leipzig demonstrations, it was a small group of local political, cultural and religious leaders, including leaders of the local communist party, who were called together by the director of the Leipzig symphony. Their concern was that there would be attacks on the ever-increasing number of “Peace Protesters.” They therefore wrote a joint letter to demonstrators setting out the terms and urging non-violence and the carrying of candles so that police would know that demonstrators were not going to throw rocks at them. In Prague, once students had begun the protests by going factory to factory and workplace to workplace after student demonstrations were attacked by the police, ever larger crowds (ultimately over half a million people) gathered on the main square. Their demands were unclear, except for the regime to “Go home,” as symbolized by those in the crowd holding up their keys and shaking them. The Civic Forum, led by dissident Vaclav Havel and others in Charter 77 but open to anyone who came to the discussions at the “Magic Lantern Theater,” which the Forum had turned into a headquarters, formulated new demands each day as the crowd grew. They “negotiated” by sending these demands to the Party leadership. In an attempt to stop the burgeoning crowds on the square, the officials gave in to the ever-increasing demands. After days of concessions and in the face of continued demands from the crowds, the Party leadership resigned and swore in Havel as interim president (Garton Ash, 1993: 96, 119, 125). In Poland, it was a core group of dissidents who went to the shipyards in 1980 to help the workers draft their demands and negotiate with Party leaders, many of whom they knew personally. In 1989, after years of alternating concessions and demands, many of those same individuals were selected to speak for Solidarity in the Roundtable Negotiations and then ran the Citizens’ Unions that organized the Solidarity bloc for the election campaign. 

			In Georgia and Ukraine, the middlemen were actually the leaders of the opposition parties and had all been leaders in the governments of the very men they opposed. These, as Georgian leader Eduard Shevardnadze put it, were the old rulers’ political “children,” who had close enough contacts with their old “bosses” and in the security forces to make them feel secure. On the other hand, in Romania and Bulgaria as well as Belarus and Azerbaijan, where demonstrators were attacked and there was no shift in power or chaos before a “leader” presented himself, if there was an organized opposition, it was tiny and isolated; those involved did not have the same ties to the old elite as those who served as “middlemen” in the successful cases.

			The Mass Media as the Actors that Enlarged the Demonstrations

			In addition, none of the successful demonstrations was invisible. Opposition actions, protest gatherings, and negotiations all happened where there was some independent media that could “get the word out.” In the cases where demonstrations failed, by contrast, there was no independent media to let people know what was happening. 

			Not all media that mattered was traditional mass media. The East German demonstrations, for instance, began with people seeing the empty apartments and closed offices of local residents who had gone across the border and the rumor chain about the opening up of the Hungarian border. This, coupled with illegal but easy access to West German media, made the risk of watching West German stations worth it. This, in turn, encouraged dissidents, as dissemination of the Leipzig demonstrations made it clear that repression was no longer the elite’s only answer. In Poland and, to a lesser degree, in Hungary and Czechoslovakia, small, established dissident groups (like Charter 77) filled the same role. Others, in the later successes of Serbia, Georgia and Ukraine, had independent broadcast media that had long reported critically on the system and also provided an opposition voice, often making the opposition look more powerful because they only reported negatively on the regime and positively on the opposition. 

			How then did these middlemen work and press for both calm and change? The individual stories of transitions that follow provide clear illustrations of the ways in which “middlemen” kept the peace and ensured peaceful change.

			Poland: The First Mass Action, Sustained Action to the End

			The Polish events that lasted almost ten years did not involve the kind of mass demonstrations that happened elsewhere in Eastern Europe in 1989. But they were, ultimately, the trigger for much more rapid and ad hoc events elsewhere in the area, making them a harbinger of what was to come. In the Polish case, there is not one single mass demonstration to point to. Instead, there were the initial strikes of shipyard workers that then led to similar actions, the formation of workplace “Solidarity” groups, and ultimately a national union that was tolerated by the regime for 13 months. Whether these mass actions would have worked had Polish elites not feared and felt pressure from the Soviet Union is an open question. It seems probable, however, that the removal of this constraint would have led to success, since these same elites had allowed Solidarity and later—when the Soviet Union was severely weakened—initiated negotiations with opposition leaders. Poland is a crucial case, due to both its leadership and what it shows about the continued use of middlemen and the media.

			Poland’s mass actions were a series of essentially simultaneous individual actions by groups and individuals across much, if not all, of the nation. The shipyard workers’ strikes in August 1980 rapidly turned into a national Solidarity movement of self-organized “Solidarity organizations” in workplaces all over the country. It became a loosely federated national organization that functioned both as a trade union and an increasingly radical national political organization for 13 months. Both the connotations of the name, Solidarity, and the activities of Solidarity in workplaces, in the media, and in public made it clear that the movement was a mass action. 

			Although there were never mass demonstrations of the kind that brought down communism in 1989 in the rest of Eastern Europe, these same factors were at work in the case of the 1980 Solidarity strikes and the resulting engagement of what appeared to be virtually the whole population. The Gierek regime was visibly weak. It had promised to raise Poles’ living standards dramatically when it came to power in 1970. By 1980, the economy had slowed to a virtual halt. Shortages of food and consumer goods were near crisis proportions. Poland was so in debt to Western banks and governments that Western bankers were able to force the Polish government to increase prices on food and consumer goods to show good faith in paying their debt. Pressure for reform came from all sides, including the Church. Moreover, Poles knew more clearly than others how people lived in the West: under Gierek, they had been able to travel to the West and work; Western firms and products had come into Poland; and Western stations like Radio Free Europe were not jammed (Castle, 1996). 

			Given that price increases had triggered popular revolts three times before, in 1980 the government tried to moderate the blow by increasing prices region by region during the height of summer vacation season and directing local leaders to negotiate pay increases if workers went on strike. They deferred raising prices on the Baltic coast, where violent strikes had brought down the previous regime, until they had already gone up in the rest of the country (Curry, 1996, 171).

			When the price increases were imposed on the Baltic coast, there were negotiations and agreements about wage increases. But a group of more radical workers, including Lech Walesa (who had been fired for his political activities and connections with the KOR publication), called for workers to strike for more concessions. When the workers began to exit the shipyards, a veteran of the 1970 strikes called for them to lock themselves in the shipyards where they could not be attacked, as they had been in that earlier strike. As word spread, those in the city joined the strikers by taking food and other necessities to the gates and by declaring themselves in solidarity with the strikers. The Church next to the shipyards became the headquarters for those from outside the shipyards and the striking workers, as Fr. Henryk Jankowski knew the leaders on both sides, as did the Church hierarchy, which supported his actions.

			Even though the Polish media did not report on the strikes, word spread rapidly. The Lenin shipyard was connected to others along the coast and to coal mines in the south, so messages traveled through informal channels, including messages written on the walls of train cars that brought coal to the shipyards and returned empty to the mining region in the South. Vacationers brought reports back from the coast. Radio Free Europe and many other Western media sent correspondents who were able to report on events when Polish journalists (at least those not serving as their translators) were barred from coming into the region. These who went back to Warsaw relayed information to their friends, and seminars that drew huge crowds discussed what was happening in the shipyards.

			Some journalists and intellectuals made their way to the shipyards to find out what had happened and to show their support. When they came, the shipyard workers asked some to stay and help them in the upcoming negotiations with national government officials (Stokes, 1993: 36-37; Kemp-Welch, 1991: 149). A number, including Tadeusz Mazowiecki, did stay and took the lead in adding to the workers’ economic demands, as well as their political demands. These included a free trade union, the right to strike, greater information in the state media, and broadcasts for the masses (Kemp-Welch, 1991: 149-187). 

			As part of the agreement, the national news media had to report on the negotiations and their results. The notion of forming a “Solidarity” trade union spread widely and Solidarity branches sprang up in almost every workplace, whether a factory or an office. Their individual demands reflected those made by Solidarity at the shipyards, as well as specific issues at each workplace. A self-appointed “national organization,” based around Lech Walesa, emerged. On the government side, men like Mieczyslaw Rakowski, editor of the liberal weekly Polityka and a communist party Central Committee member who had ties with dissidents and professional experts inside and outside the Party, were brought into the government to facilitate negotiations. But he and others were not able to satisfy popular demands triggered by the unprecedented tolerance of the Polish government, and so lost public trust.

			Thus, in the summer of 1981, Solidarity held a national convention at which delegates, elected in open meetings from those who put themselves forward to speak, met in Gdansk. The opposition advisors who had worked with the shipyard workers continued to play a role, but on the floor of the Congress, no one had any control over what was said. This resulted in demands from the floor to call on workers across the Eastern Bloc to join, something that only exacerbated the Polish leadership’s fear of a Soviet invasion and the fury of the other Bloc leaders (Curry, 1996: 184-185). With this fragmentation of Solidarity, the “middlemen” intellectual advisors and specialists lost control; as they and their formulations no longer served the interests of the various groups in Solidarity, they shifted to organizing their own Solidarity organizations and a Congress of Polish Culture.

			By December 13, 1981, with Poland’s economy near collapse and the Soviet Union and the rest of the Eastern Bloc putting political and economic pressure on Poland, the government declared martial law. This surprised Solidarity’s leadership and the middlemen who had worked with them, who were also in contact with communist party officials like Rakowski (Stokes, 1993: 43-45; Sebestyen, 2009: 52). The leaders of Solidarity, as well as the intellectuals and cultural actors who had supported them, were interned. What had been a community of Party liberals, professionals, and those who did not agree with the system split into a bitter divide between those who supported or remained in the martial law system and those who opposed it. Again, the media was tightly controlled. Poles had to depend on word of mouth and Western broadcasts, none of which the regime tried to jam or control.	

			The popular reaction was a silent compilation of individual actions—turning televisions to the street, walking demonstrably outside during the nightly news to show that they did not listen to it, and undercutting the system any way they could. Others elected, where possible, to leave the country and go to the West. Even after martial law and the internment of workers and intellectuals ended, popular opposition continued, albeit silently. The accumulation of these individual actions left the regime unable to make the system work. Scaling back repression did not impact mass alienation. Instead, governance gradually became so problematic that the rulers had to negotiate.

			Only in 1988 did that split begin to wear down: the regime leadership sought to end the social divisions and small-scale revolts by negotiating a way for Solidarity to participate in the government and, therefore, share responsibility for upcoming painful economic reform measures. These officials included unlikely players such as Party first secretary Wojciech Jaruzelski and Minister of the Interior Czeslaw Kiszczak, as well as Mieczyslaw Rakowski and others who had joined the government and had lost most of their credibility with liberal intellectuals, journalists, and the opposition. Top Party actors were told by Jaruzielski and others in the Party elite to revive their personal contacts with opposition activists and critical professionals who had become part of the opposition as a result of martial law. The Party leaders also turned to the Catholic Church, long a powerful and legal force in Polish politics, to help initiate discussions with Solidarity (Castle, 2003: 48).

			The roundtable discussions were formally between the government and the (still illegal) Solidarity trade union, with the Church as the mediator. In reality, though, the former community of professionals and intellectuals were the ones who did the actual negotiations. Solidarity’s worker base and the Party deferred to these intellectuals and academics, who had, before martial law, been the middlemen and spokespeople for both sides. Lech Walesa and Wojciech Jaruzielski, the ostensible leaders of the two sides, did not participate directly, and virtually no workers or non-specialists were involved in the discussions (Castle, 1996: 230). Media that could communicate the demands and discussions to the larger community reappeared when Solidarity demanded (and got) its own program on national television and its own papers in a newly open media landscape.	

			The result of these negotiations was not only an agreement to transform the government but also semi-free elections, with two-thirds of the seats guaranteed to communists competitively elected and one-third reserved for self-nominated men and women who had belonged to no party before. What did not happen, even though they had been expected by the larger population, were concrete economic and social policy changes. These were deferred until there was an elected parliament that represented both the old regime and the non-regime forces. 

			Again, intellectuals and cultural professionals played a key role. They were the main candidates from the top to the bottom of the list, particularly since Lech Walesa did not run. Citizens’ Committees, largely made up of community leaders and activists who had opposed the old system or were liberal professionals in it, organized to run the Solidarity campaign. Lech Walesa and the workers’ movement became a symbol: the individual in each district who was selected as “Solidarity’s candidate,” most often not a worker, was designated by a poster with a picture of Walesa. The Citizens’ Committees, largely made up of intellectuals and professionals, organized the campaigns in each district under the imprimatur of Solidarity and their national umbrella organization ran the national campaign (“Solidarnosc,” 1989). 

			Longtime journalists who had worked on “regime” papers or television became Solidarity journalists and provided much of the staff for its journals and broadcast programs. Gazeta Wyborcza, the Solidarity daily (Election Newspaper), for instance, was published, during the campaign, by a group of women who had published a Solidarity underground paper, alongside journalists who had worked in the traditional press and then left it (Weschler, 1989: 65).

			In the end, neither those who organized and ran the Party campaign nor those who ran its Solidarity counterpart were prepared for the unity of the “masses” in the election. Far more people voted than had been expected. The Party men who had been the leaders of reform and formerly connected with those who supported the opposition all lost. And although there were a large number of candidates in each district, the posters and lists Solidarity had put out were used: the Solidarity candidates won in the first round in every Sejm and Senate district but one.

			The result was that the new Polish parliament, elected as representatives of what had initially been the Solidarity trade union, was largely made up of intellectuals and professionals. So too was the government. Since Lech Walesa had decided not to participate in the new government, he was asked to put forth his candidates for Prime Minister. The three that he selected had been engaged with Solidarity since the strikes, but only one, Jacek Kuron, had been a longtime dissident. The other two were intellectuals, one a professor and the other a longtime Catholic activist and editor. Tadeusz Mazowiecki, the editor who was Walesa’s chief advisor during the Gdansk negotiations, was selected to be postwar Poland’s first noncommunist Prime Minister. He chose to create a coalition cabinet that included former communist ministers as well as intellectuals and professionals, most of whom had been in the same intellectual and professional community and had served as Solidarity advisors and middlemen since 1980. The coalition, however, did not stay together. Its pursuit of drastic economic reforms resulted in a dramatic drop in living standards in the early nineties. As a result, the trusted men and women who had been elected in 1989, most of them from that group of middlemen, and the Mazowiecki government that had made the initial changes lost all credibility. In subsequent political battles, up-and-coming politicians condemned intellectuals who had represented Solidarity as secret allies of the old communist regime. These political battles turned against the very middlemen who had brought about the peaceful negotiations in 1980 and the peaceful transfer of power in 1989.

			East Germany	

			East Germany was, throughout the eighties, a much stronger authoritarian system than any but Albania and Romania in Central and Eastern Europe. As a result, in the East German case, there were no civil society or opposition groups comparable to KOR or Charter 77 in Czechoslovakia, and certainly nothing like Solidarity and the Citizens’ Committees going into 1989.

			Even small manifestations of opposition to the regime were stopped by the Stasi, the East German secret police. Individuals who were seen as challenging the system were either jailed or, in the case of a prominent few, exiled to the West. The only “islands” of autonomy were the Lutheran churches, whose pastors were willing to allow meetings in their buildings. Even these were constrained, as being involved could—and often did—mean harassment and sanctions (Hadjar, 2003: 114). 

			In 1982, Christian Fuhrer and Christoph Wonneberger, pastors at the Nikolai Kirche in Leipzig, used this relative freedom to establish weekly peace prayer groups (Curry, 2009: 117). Over time, the Monday meetings grew and began to provide a “north star” for dissenters: those who applied to leave the country as well as “environmentalists, conscientious objectors, democracy activists and the original members of the prayer group, almost all of whom were committed to staying in East Germany (Curry, 2009: 118).

			In November 1989, peaceful mass demonstrations occurred in Leipzig. These are thought by many to have been the critical turning point in the collapse of communism in East Germany. The story of these demonstrations is a model for how, when there is a sense in the society that the elite is weakening, individuals join existing protest structures en masse. This requires a media that can give individuals a sense of the elite’s weakness and show mass action to a broader audience than can see it on the streets. These mass actions are then given meaning and protected from repression by middlemen who bridge the gap between demonstrators and regime. 

			From the summer of 1989, there were constant and visible reminders of the aging Honecker regime’s determination to maintain physical and political control. The security forces attacked a street music festival in Leipzig in June; meetings of the Neue Forum, East Germany’s first formal opposition group, were also targeted. 

			Although the East German media did not report on the summer and fall events in the rest of Central Europe or even in the Soviet Union, not only could some see what was happening on West German television, but the openings in the countries and of the borders around East Germany were also visible even to those walking down the streets, who saw the abandoned apartments, closed offices, and small shops vacated by people who had taken advantage of the first parting of the Iron Curtain when Hungarian leaders opened the border to Austria in June 1989. This allowed many East Germans to go “on vacation to Hungary” and cross the border to the West, leaving their jobs and apartments in East Germany. Rumors spread about the “disappearances,” and more and more people left until permission for trips to Hungary was denied. That did not stop the flow: Germans then went to Prague and jumped over the fence into the West German embassy, and were ultimately allowed to travel by sealed train through East Germany into Austria. 

			This did not stop the regime from trying to maintain control. The Neue Forum, East Germany’s first national political movement, announced its formation in September 1989 and applied for legal recognition. It was denied recognition and its meetings were attacked. So too were young protesters in front of the Nikolai Kirche in Leipzig on September 4 when, “In view of Western television cameras in town for a biannual trade show, young protesters in front of the church unfurled a banner demanding freedom of travel. The Stasi ripped it down and tackled the protesters.” (Curry, 2009: 119). However small these demonstrations, they signaled to those who heard about them—whether on Western broadcasts, by word of mouth, or via illegal signs and flyers—that people were increasingly willing to challenge the regime. 

			Subsequently, on October 7, 1989, Mikhail Gorbachev went to Berlin and made veiled references to the need for the SED to loosen its hold. Then he and the other leaders of the Eastern Bloc joined Erich Honecker for a public parade celebrating the 40th anniversary of the founding of the GDR. During the parade, as East German television broadcast the events, groups of young people in the march began chanting “Gorby, help us. Gorby, help us.” These chants, in the East German context, were defiant calls for at least the perestroika that was happening in the Soviet Union (Curry, 2009).

			Attendance at the Monday groups in Leipzig and others like them elsewhere in East Germany reached the tens of thousands (Curry, 2009). Popular disaffection was at an all-time high, but there was still no real organization of that disaffection and opposition. 

			The Peace groups continued to expand, even though standing outside the church with a lit candle still triggered arrests (Sebestyen, 2009: 335) and the cofounders of the Monday prayer groups had been arrested and “warned to call everything off” (Curry, 2009). In Leipzig, the regime was prepared to attack demonstrators:

			German troops had been put on high alert…The official line was that there had been some outbreaks of trouble with counter-revolutionaries who were out to destroy the State. … Overnight, a crack paramilitary regiment was dispatched to Leipzig with orders to hold a position just outside the city center. The hospitals had been emptied of routine patients and had been sent extra supplies of blood and plasma. The local Party newspaper, Die Leipziger Volkszeitung, ran an editorial declaring: “We will fight these enemies of our country, if necessary, with arms.” (Sebestyen, 2009: 336-337)

				At this point, the political and cultural elite of the city, along with the leaders of the peace demonstrations, stepped in. The artistic director of the Leipzig Symphony, Kurt Mazur, a “favorite son of the regime,” had grown appalled by the repression of protesters in his city (Sebestyen, 2009: 337). At that point, the growth in the number of demonstrators meant that they had long since stopped fitting into the Church and instead spilled onto the streets in orderly marches. These had been tolerated, although the participants were called in by the police and threatened for demonstrating. 

			The group of local elites he called together would ensure that the demonstrations were not attacked, both by including local politicians in the discussions and by broadcasting an appeal to the tens of thousands of demonstrators as they prepared to march around the ring in central Leipzig past the Stasi headquarters. These local elites, the so-called “Leipzig Six,” were the epitome of the “middlemen” so crucial in peaceful mass actions. They crossed social and political lines, including “a pastor, three members of the Leipzig SED district leadership, the head of the Leipzig Gewandhaus (concert hall), and a cabaret artist” (Hadjar, 2003: 119). Although the Stasi and the police were armed, they had no authority to act without authorization from the Party. The appeal that was read to those who gathered and also repeated on the radio made their position clear: 

			We all need a free exchange of views on the future of socialism in our country. Therefore… we today promise to lend our strength and authority to ensure that this dialogue will be conducted not only in Leipzig but with our government. We urgently ask you for prudence, so that peaceful dialogue will become possible. (Sebestyen, 2009: 337).

			This statement not only promised both sides that they would be heard, but also set out a broader goal for the march, marked by slogans that went beyond the general “No Violence” and “We are the People,” (Curry, 2009), with some demonstrators calling for the right to leave Germany and others for the state to change so they could stay. Still others made their own demands for environmental or other changes.

			From the names listed, it was clear to the police and to the population that the local Party bosses had sided with the demonstrators. They and Church leaders then went to the demonstrations and pressed people to keep the peace by carrying lit candles with both hands so the police knew they could not be holding a rock in their other hand (Curry, 2009). Their efforts succeeded: the police lined the streets but did not fire or attack4 and the demonstrators remained orderly. 

			The “middlemen” managed to both negotiate and structure the demonstrations so that there would be no violence. Their role, unlike that of the intellectuals who spoke for the masses in the streets of Prague and linked those demonstrations with smaller demonstrations in Slovakia, would stop here, as reunification quickly swept away the power of most of those who had risen to the occasion in the last days of East Germany. Only a few, like Joachim Gauck, a founder of the Neue Forum, had a role in the reunified Germany or the actual talks on reunification and then put themselves up for election in the reunified Germany. 

			Georgia

			The weeks of “on again, off again” demonstrations in Georgia after its 2003 parliamentary election that came to be known as the “Rose Revolution”5 had no real structure or leadership. Initially, voters whose names did not appear on the newly redone voter rolls went where they had always gone to find out what was happening and demonstrate (for and against the regime): the square on the main street outside the parliament building (interviews, 2004). The three leaders who had been most active in the election were longtime “children” of Eduard Shevardnadze who had left his party (Citizen’s Union of Georgia) and formed their own individual parties. They ran against the remnant of his party (For a New Georgia) and each other, and expected, as did most voters, that there would be electoral fraud (interviews, 2004). What no one expected was that so many would not be on the rolls; as OSCE monitors reported, there was total chaos and anger at the various polling places (Interviews, 2004).

			The initial anger and protests increased as Georgia’s independent television station, Rustavi 2, broadcast reports on the problems at polling places as well as the OSCE and other monitors’ statements, which outraged people on the street. These broadcast reports had additional clout coming, as they did, from a station that had a reputation for independent reporting and had faced government attempts to close it because of this (interview with Maruba Jijasgvuku, Tbilisi, 2006). Indeed, the mass demonstration that many saw as a “practice run” for these demonstrations was triggered, in 2001, by a police attempt to close the station on trumped-up tax evasion charges (interview with Eka Khoperia, 2006).

			People gathered on the square even before the results were reported, sharing experiences and complaining that this was yet more evidence of the endemic incompetence and corruption of Shevardnadze’s government. 

			The “opposition politicians” were not prepared for demonstrations, nor did they have a single position. Their initial goal in this election had been to get a significant enough portion of the vote to ensure a strong starting position for the 2004 presidential election, when Shevardnadze had promised not to run. To do this, given that the government controlled the major state channel, they had appeared on Rustavi 2 and Imeldi, the two major independent stations, and traveled around the country meeting directly with voters and individual candidates. 

			According to election day reports, these politicians showed up after the crowd had gathered and spoke to the crowd, each contesting his or her official tally. Beyond that, they took no action. From that day on, however, there was a crowd in front of the parliament building (and, also, initially, down the street in front of City Hall where the foremost and most charismatic of the three, Mikheil Saakashvilli, had his headquarters because he was head of the City Council) that came and went. Most interviewees reported that they and others had gone by on the way to and from work or university most days to see what was happening. In between, a smaller group stood on the square. No one remembered, nor did politicians claim, any organization of the crowd beyond people helping each other and self-policing (interviews, 2004). Those who came in from outside Tbilisi stayed with friends or relatives. Some reported going to restaurants to eat and see the reports on the demonstrations and political machinations on state television and Rustavi 2. The contrast was clear: Rustavi 2 reported with interviews from the site, while state television denigrated the demonstrations and ignored the machinations until near the end of the weeks of demonstrations.

			There was little formal organizational presence in these demonstrations. The well-established civil society groups in Georgia were limited. They were staffed and led by professionals who were well connected with their Western funders and most, like the Georgian Young Lawyers Association, Liberty International, and environmental groups, had little connection with the populace. They came to the square and consulted with the opposition and members of the government. The youth group Kmara had grown out of earlier protests at the university over corruption. Its pre-election activities to activate the population against the regime, funny though they were,6 were unpopular according to its own studies and interviewees (Liberty International, 2007).7 Its members were part of the demonstrations, but not visibly as members of Kmara, just as individuals who were part of the demonstrations.

			It was the opposition politicians who gave final form to the demands in the demonstrations, well after they began. Initially, they spoke against the corruption and erroneous voter lists as yet another example of the regime as a “kleptocracy.” Saakashvilli demanded, with little apparent effect, civil disobedience against the government. And, he, together with Nino Burdjanadze and Zurab Zhvania, led the crowd in demanding that Shevardnadze resign early and the new parliament not be sworn in. Because these three still had connections with the president, they also went to his residence for a number of talks, urging him to resign and not swear in the new parliament lest he sully his reputation as a “democrat.” 

			After two weeks, the number of demonstrators who stood most days on the square had dwindled to the point that Saakashvilli and the others called for a “break” so people could rest before they came back to demonstrate.8 The next week, Shevardnadze decided to swear in the new parliament once he had a promise of support from Aslan Abashidze, the head of the renegade Adjara province, who had sent buses of counter-demonstrators to Tbilisi to take over the newly vacated square. 

			In the end, it was the sudden announcement that the swearing-in would go ahead on November 22 and the images of the counter-demonstrators shown on Rustavi 2 that brought masses of individuals back to the square and, for the swearing-in, up the narrow street leading to the presidential chancellery. The security guard opened the door and the crowd poured into the hall. As Shevardnadze was hustled off by his guards, Saakashvili took his place on stage. Subsequently, in a meeting facilitated by Ivan Ivanov, the Russian Foreign Minister, the two strongest opposition candidates—Zhvania and Saakashvilli—pushed their former ally, Shevardnadze, to resign.	

			So ad hoc was this whole “Rose Revolution” that their demands and his announcement left Georgia with no president and no parliament. Burjanadze, as Speaker of the Parliament, took over as head of the government and elections were called for early January, first for president and then for the parliament. The result was that these three leaders divided up the positions and controlled all the branches of government.

			Why Were They So Successful and Then Did Not Stay Together?

			The presence of these “middlemen” and of either a formal independent media or an informal media that can “get the word out” is not a given in semi-authoritarian societies and certainly not in more authoritarian societies. In more authoritarian states, like Uzbekistan, and Azerbaijan, the sanctions for even talking informally against the system are high enough to discourage the formation of informal bridge groups that might serve as middlemen. In states where demonstrations brought a clear transition, such as Poland, East Germany, and Georgia, the opposition had the opportunity to campaign safely (or relatively safely) against the regime. In these states, when there was fraud, the regime felt safe enough to negotiate a solution and the middlemen reinforced this by facilitating a solution that protected both sides. By contrast, in the semi-authoritarian kleptocracies of the post-Soviet space—and, initially, in the Balkan states, where the communist-era regimes were far more repressive and unwilling to engage in real reform—when demonstrations occurred, they were attacked by the security forces. The later resignation of existing elites turned into chaos, as no alternative elites had been allowed to develop in the decades before the demonstrations.

			In the “successes of 1989,” where there was a clear leadership group that had been able to coalesce as a dissident group, there was a relatively smooth transition that led to dramatic change and the exclusion of former communist elites. In Poland, where the Solidarity movement had been spoken for by intellectuals who had pre-existing ties with liberal Party politicians, the initial transition was an inclusive one: regime elites had, using their connections with intellectuals and professionals with ties to the “other” side, initiated a sharing of power, accepted their electoral defeats, and were invited to (and did) serve in the initial government.

			Ironically, that did not prevent a decade-long battle between intellectuals, who had worked closely with the self-appointed “worker” leadership, and new politicians who claimed the Solidarity tradition but had not been involved in leadership positions, like the Kaczynski brothers. The apparent leadership by intellectuals and professionals who represented both the popular opposition and the governing elites that had negotiated this transition alienated workers when it brought about dramatic economic reform in the early nineties that impoverished most workers and low-level state employees. This gave the working class the sense that it had been betrayed by once respected “middlemen” and experts. Elsewhere in Central Europe, where there were intellectual leaders and “middlemen” to structure the demonstrations and articulate coherent demands that the old regime could respond to, the initial pressures faded away. In East Germany, the “middlemen” and leaders were swept away by the pressure to unify Germany, leaving only a few men—like Joachim Gauck, a pastor who had allowed much smaller peace prayer groups—to be considered elites in the new unified Germany. What this suggests is that leadership that ensures a peaceful turnover of power by articulating demands in a way that defuses the old elites does not necessarily lead to an understanding of what the “masses” will tolerate in the new system, even though it does lead to democratic development. Comparably, the success of mass movements that were led by vocalizing demands for those mass gatherings and negotiating with the old elite has proven not to result in a new elite that spans the two periods. Simply put, their leadership of mass actions did not translate into real cohesion between the leaders and the led or support for former leaders of political action once the transition to capitalism and democracy began.
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					1 It was only after the Radom strikes over price increases in 1976 that intellectuals found common cause with workers. Following those strikes, a small group of Warsaw intellectuals, longtime critics of the regime, formed the Workers’ Defense Committee (KOR), initially to provide legal and financial aid for the arrested workers and their families and then, as the Committee for Social Self Defense KOR, to counter state censorship by publishing an underground series of reports and other publications that could not have been published legally. Most of its publications and meetings reached only a small group, although they were more widespread than comparable groups elsewhere in Eastern Europe. One publication, Robotnik, was addressed to workers, but, like most of the other underground publications, reached few individuals outside intellectual circles in Krakow and Warsaw.

				

				
					2 Curry and Fajfer (1996) provide a survey of the Polish crises.

				

				
					3 Curry and Goedl (2012) present the results of interviews with over 200 participants in the Serbian, Georgian, and Ukrainian cases.

				

				
					4 What happened at the national level is not clear. What is clear is that no order came from either level.

				

				
					5 The “Rose Revolution” moniker was tacked on by journalists after Mikheil Saakashvilli, the self-proclaimed leader of the opposition, carried a rose someone outside the parliament building had given him when he swept in with the crowd trying to stop the swearing-in of a new, fraudulently elected parliament.

				

				
					6 For a full discussion of Kmara’s activities, see Chris Miller, “Understanding strategic nonviolent struggle: Case analysis of the Georgian ‘Rose Revolution,’” (private report), and Giorgi Kandelaki (2006), “Rose Revolution: A participant’s story.”

				

				
					7 Liberty International conference presentation of research done for Kmara on its popular image, November 9-13, 2007 in Tbilisi, and given to the author.

				

				
					8 Kandelaki (2006) claimed that there were 50,000 people in the November 17 demonstrations, with 3,000 joining hands around the chancellery before the demonstrations were suspended. Other sources, as well as a number of participants I interviewed, claimed that the suspension was a result of the dramatic decrease in the number of demonstrators. 
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			How well does the “electoral model” for mobilizing opposition travel? And what happens when the model is emulated without an election to serve as a focal point?  This article examines the political mobilization that led to the fall of non-democratic leaders in the so-called “electoral model” countries (Bulgaria, Romania, Slovakia, Croatia, Serbia, Ukraine, George, and Kyrgyzstan) and compares them to the 2010 and 2011 popular uprisings in Tunisia and Egypt. Through a structured comparison of these ten cases, this article shows that the model can be adopted in non-electoral settings but with differing effects. In cases where mass mobilization occurs without elections, or where elections were not actually the factor that led to leadership turnover,  there is a positive correlation with continued elevated popular mobilization, successors lack legitimacy, polarization among political actors is increased, and the democratic process is less institutionalized.

			On January 25, 2011, mass demonstrations began in Cairo and in Egypt’s other major cities. Demonstrators gathered throughout the Egyptian capital, converging on and seizing control of public spaces. Most dramatically, Cairo’s central Tahrir Square filled with unarmed protesters who improvised encampments and—generally using only whatever came to hand—faced off against riot police, snipers, teargas, rubber bullets, birdshot, and, most bizarrely, sword-wielding horsemen and camel riders. Eighteen days later, Hosni Mubarak stepped down from the presidency, allowing Egypt’s military to oversee the transition to a new political order. This was the second time in a matter of weeks that an autocrat’s decades-long rule had been brought down by mass demonstrations in the region: shortly before the demonstrations in Egypt began, Tunisia had witnessed unprecedented mass mobilization that led to the unseating of Zine El Abidine Ben Ali, an autocrat who had ruled the country for twenty-four years.

			As similar demonstrations began to spread across Libya, Yemen, Bahrain, Jordan, and Syria, it became difficult to resist analogies to other waves of protest that had brought down longtime autocrats, namely to the 1989 protests that led to the fall of Communist regimes and to the wave of “color revolutions” across eastern Europe and the Balkans from the late 1990s to the mid 2000s. Some of those who participated in the revolutions disagreed with the analogies, but other activist leaders were very frank that they had learned tactics from the previous waves. Comparisons were quickly made between Egypt and Ukraine and Serbia, primarily due to the similarities between the youth activists in both countries. In February 2011, journalist Tina Rosenberg claimed that Egyptian youth activists had in fact received training in nonviolent tactics, protest strategy, and organizational discipline from the same students who led the Serbian activist group Otpor, which had organized protests against Milošević (Rosenberg, 2011a). She further observed that Otpor activists, through the Serbian Center for Applied Non-Violent Action and Strategies (CANVAS), also provided training to the Pora youth movement in Ukraine and to Kmara in Georgia, both of which were organizations that played mobilizing roles in those countries’ revolutions. Indeed, in a later piece, Rosenberg contended that it was precisely this training that allowed the activists to convert loose networks into tight groups that afforded each other sufficient solidarity and encouragement to spark the uprising (Rosenberg, 2011b).

			This argument has merit: links between the student activists in Otpor and Egypt’s April 6 Youth Movement were real; the uprisings shared tactics; and some similarities (such as the protests in Egypt’s Tahrir Square and the tent city in Kiev’s central square during Ukraine’s Orange Revolution) were highly visible. There was one obvious difference between the two uprisings, however: elections. There had, of course, been elections in Egypt prior to 2011 (along with Tunisia and the other Arab countries experiencing uprisings), but the 2011 mobilization did not coincide with them and the protest organizers had previously turned their backs on them. Furthermore, when the uprisings were followed by meaningful and competitive elections, the subsequent elected authorities themselves became targets of continued opposition mobilization—successfully so in Egypt, where large crowds were mobilized in support of the military’s move to remove Mubarak’s elected successor in July 2013. 

			Was this difference—the presence or absence of elections in the two uprisings—a critical one? In this chapter, we acknowledge that the similarities between the Arab and some non-Arab cases were more than superficial, especially with respect to mobilization and protest techniques. However, we argue that variation in the presence or absence of elections as the focal point of mass mobilization has an impact on the nature of regime change and, to an even greater degree, on post-uprising politics.

			Structure vs. Agency

			Our argument enters into a debate over the relative weight of voluntaristic and structural factors in explaining revolutionary outcomes. In their 2011 book, Valerie Bunce and Sharon Wolchik uncover what they term an “electoral model” employed by the activists and political opposition groups who launched the color revolutions (Bunce and Wolchik, 2011). The electoral model consists of several elements: hybrid regimes in which elections are held but are typically fraudulent; a citizenry that is skeptical, cynical, or otherwise disenchanted with politics and the possibility of political change; and a political opposition that consists of political parties and activist groups. In this model, the political opposition, civil society organizations, and activists concertedly unify to form a stronger, more cohesive unit that can pool resources and coordinate strategies to effectively challenge the autocratic incumbent within the existing system. They choose elections as a mobilizing target, and in doing so, they employ “an ensemble of electoral strategies” (Bunce and Wolchik, 2011), including innovative get-out-the-vote campaigns featuring slogans and ideas that appeal to young voters; parallel vote tabulation regimes, which they use to publicize results immediately after the elections; and peaceful post-election demonstrations to compel the non-democratic incumbent to accept the results of the election and cede power to the newly-elected leader.

			Bunce and Wolchik argue for the model’s portability under specific circumstances. They insist on a voluntaristic element to those uprisings and place considerable explanatory weight on the actions, decisions, tactics, and strategies of political actors. Others, most prominently Lucan Way (2008) have remained skeptical that “emphasis on strategy and contingency” is as helpful as it seems, suggesting that such a focus often overlooks the long-term and structural factors that are far more important, such as international linkage and leverage. Those who write in the immediate aftermath of events might naturally incline toward emphasizing the contingent, personal, and voluntaristic dimensions of events; longer-term structural forces come into sharper relief over time. In a quick reaction to the Arab uprisings, Way therefore insisted that these countries’ fates would likely be governed by similar structural and long-term factors and that even the mode of transition would have little impact, if past experiences in other regions were any guide. Indeed, in analyses of authoritarianism in the Arab world written before the 2011 uprisings—analyses that were coming increasingly into dialogue with broader understandings of authoritarianism and transition in the disciplinary literature—structural themes had begun to loom large, whether in the form of political economy (Heydemann, 1999), restriction on and channeling of opposition (Langohr, 2004), or the role of the security services (Bellin, 2004).

			We plant our feet very firmly in both camps. We are, in a sense, even more voluntarist than Bunce and Wolchik: their “electoral model,” as they develop it, seems portable only to systems with certain structural conditions (and authoritarian or mixed regimes with hopeless elections are not among them). Instead, we show that in Egypt and Tunisia, the uprising’s leaders had given up on elections and therefore sought to detach some elements of the electoral model (especially its mobilizational techniques) from the structural conditions that had given birth to them. 

			At the same time, while we are sufficiently voluntarist to claim that leaders’ choices are not structurally determined and have meaningful consequences, we are sufficiently structuralist to claim that they alone cannot determine those consequences in their entirety. Underlying structural conditions, particularly those connected with prior legacies—such as the structuring of the opposition (Lust 2004; Langohr 2004; Van Antwerp, 2014)—deeply shape both the form that mobilization takes and post-uprising political trajectories. 

			The Argument

			We are primarily concerned with domestic factors that connect pre-mobilization politics with post-mobilization outcomes. As such, this chapter examines two questions that contribute to the literature on the analytic importance of elections in hybrid regimes (see Lindberg, 2009) and democratic consolidation (see, among others, Diamond, 1999). Firstly, even when different kinds of mobilization—with or without elections—lead to the same outcome, i.e. the unseating of an autocratic leader, how does the presence (or absence) of elections affect the characteristics of that mobilization? Secondly, what are the implications of mobilization with or without elections for post-mobilizational politics? After examining the characteristics of mobilization in Tunisia and Egypt in contrast to the so-called “electoral model” countries (Bulgaria, Romania, Slovakia, Croatia, Serbia, Ukraine, Georgia, and Kyrgyzstan), we argue that while elections are clearly not necessary to achieve the fall of an undemocratic leader, the presence of elections as the object of mobilization is critical to both the way in which the mobilization unfolds and to post-mobilizational politics and democratic consolidation. 

			As such, the importance of elections, we argue, lies in structural terms, so much so that we take two cases often placed in the “color revolution” category—Kyrgyzstan and Georgia—and pull them largely (but not fully) in an Arab direction of non-electoral transitions. We demonstrate that while elections were the object of mobilization in Georgia and coincided temporally with mobilization in Kyrgyzstan, there are important differences in both of these countries that shed light on both the “electoral model” and the mobilization that swept across the Arab world in 2011. Namely, the way in which elections are situated in the mobilization is critical; not only must the mobilization be centered around those elections, but leadership turnover must be in accordance with—and as a result of—the elections. If these conditions are not met, as the cases of Georgia and Kyrgyzstan show, the mere presence of elections is not enough to guarantee the same pattern of post-mobilizational politics exhibited by the “electoral model” countries. Recent events in Egypt and Tunisia serve to buttress our claims.

			We compare these cases in three groups: firstly, the non-electoral cases (the mobilization that led to the fall of Ben Ali in Tunisia and Mubarak in Egypt); secondly, the “electoral model” cases (chiefly Bulgaria, Serbia, and Ukraine); and thirdly, two “electoral model” cases that we see as hybrid cases (Kyrgyzstan and Georgia). In comparing the development of mobilization in each set of countries, it will become apparent that while similar tactics were deliberately employed across cases—the electoral model can travel without elections—the actual trajectory of mobilization that led to the unseating of the incumbent and the kinds of actors that were involved in the mobilization were strongly affected by whether elections were central to the mobilizing effort or not, as well as by the role of those elections in the subsequent leadership turnover. 

			In the following sections, we examine each of these issues in turn: (1) the trajectory of mobilization; (2) the main actors involved; and (3) post-mobilization outcomes.

			Mobilization Trajectories 

			As the following section explains, the trajectories of mobilization that led to the ousting of the leaders of all of the following cases had certain characteristics in common, but they differed on one important feature: whether or not elections were a focal point for demonstrations.

			Cases Without Elections 

			In Tunisia and Egypt, mass mobilization around economic and political grievances led to the abdication of a long-time autocrat. In neither case were elections the central issue or the organizing event for the mobilization. 

			In Tunisia, a limited political liberalization in the 1980s ended with harsh repression of the country’s leading opposition movement, the Islamist al-Nahda. Elections continued after this date—nominally in a multiparty format but in actuality with a dominant and domineering governing party headed by the president, with a small number of anemic opposition parties winning scattered seats in parliament. The president changed the constitution at will to allow him to continue serving in office, and elections lacked all credibility. Similarly, in Egypt, bouts of limited liberalization also allowed opposition movements to gain some seats in parliament—most dramatically with the 2005 parliamentary elections, where one-fifth of seats ended up in the hands of the Muslim Brotherhood. The limits on electoral participation, however, were both clear and ruthlessly enforced. A set of constitutional amendments in 2007 seemed to close the door to any change through constitutional and electoral mechanisms (Brown, Dunne, and Hamzawy, 2007). In the middle of the decade, a broad range of opposition movements worked to unite around a set of demands for political reform, but opposition unity quickly fractured over ideological and tactical differences, and the regime’s fierce response meant that the 2010 elections were particularly meaningless affairs boycotted by almost all the opposition. While older opposition movements complained, they offered no real alternatives and, in the meantime, newer movements arose that simply ignored the electoral process.

			Thus, by 2010, on the eve of both countries’ uprisings, Tunisia and Egypt were characterized by autocratic rulers, desiccated formal oppositions, and the absence of any openings for new political actors. In a marked difference from the electoral model countries, opposition and electoral politics seemed completely divorced from each other; many opposition leaders in Tunisia and Egypt attempted to effect change through civil society organizations rather than through political parties (Langohr, 2004), with little cooperation between the two spheres. 

			Mass protests began in Tunisia with an individual outrage rather than a nationwide electoral campaign as the fuse. On December 17, 2010, Mohammed Bouazizi, a young, unemployed fruit vendor in Sidi Bouzid lit himself on fire after police seized his goods. He later died of his injuries, setting off local protests mostly among young men who were frustrated by a lack of employment, high food costs, and other economic problems. Within a week, the protests had spread to nearby cities and by the end of December 2010 had spread around the country, first clustering around Sidi Bouzid and ultimately reaching Tunis, despite severe repression by the security services (ICG, 2011). In the final days before Ben Ali’s January 14, 2011 flight, massive demonstrations were held in Tunis and protesters incorporated political demands alongside their economic grievances, culminating in the demand that Ben Ali step down. Despite offering liberalization concessions, Ben Ali was ultimately forced to step down by the Tunisian army and fled the country, leaving an interim government in charge (ICG, 2011; Ottaway and Hamzawy, 2011; Carnegie Endowment, 2011).

			The trajectory of the Egyptian mobilization was similar, although it involved a more concerted campaign. After years of disparate protests, strikes, and peaceful demonstrations with meager results, the image of Tunisians rising up against Ben Ali inspired Egypt’s activists to believe that they could likewise unseat Mubarak (Ghoneim, 2012). Despite several self-immolations in imitation of Mohamed Bouazizi in Tunisia, mass protests did not materialize in Egypt until they were organized through a variety of activist channels; this is where the electoral model—minus elections as a focal point—was employed by non- or cross-ideological groups. Working via Facebook, groups like the April 6 Youth Movement and Kullina Khalid Sa‘id (We Are All Khalid Sa‘id, a victim of police murder) focused on a single date for mass demonstrations: January 25, 2011, National Police Day. The Facebook pages announced the strategies, locations of the marches, and nonviolent tactics in advance, even though some of the coordinators had never met in person. A very large number of demonstrators marched in Cairo on January 25, with smaller numbers in Alexandria, Mansoura, and Suez. The impressive showing pulled in some opposition movements that had stood on the fence, including the Muslim Brotherhood. Another protest was set for January 28, and even larger groups turned out in all major cities across Egypt. At this point, most organized political groups joined in the protests. Despite the dismissal of the cabinet on January 29, protests continued, demanding Mubarak’s resignation. After approximately three weeks of protests, Mubarak resigned on February 11 and transferred his powers to the Supreme Council of the Armed Forces (SCAF) (ICG, 2011a).

			To summarize, the mobilization in both Egypt and Tunisia focused on general political and economic grievances, rather than a particular electoral result. In Egypt, protestors employed mobilizational techniques and non-violent protest strategies that youth activists had learned from their European counterparts. Disparate opposition groups spontaneously joined growing public protests, calling for Ben Ali and Mubarak to step down from power, which both ultimately did. 

			Electoral Model Cases

			Despite the tempting similarity to Egypt in terms of mobilization tactics, as will be outlined below, the six cases dubbed examples of the “electoral model”—Bulgaria, Romania, Slovakia, Croatia, Serbia, and Ukraine—are quite different. In each of these six cases, opposition political groups focused on upcoming elections as their opportunity to mobilize the political opposition and effect leadership change. Knowing that there was a chance—a significant likelihood, in some cases—that the government would attempt to use fraud to alter the results, the opposition took steps to ensure that if fraud was attempted, the opposition could publicize its own election results and pressure the regime to accept them. 

			Each of these cases featured a concerted effort by a unified opposition and NGO sector to educate voters, convince them to vote, monitor the polls, and compare independent assessments with the regime’s official election results. In Bulgaria, Serbia, and Ukraine, the mobilization trajectories included not only a unifying get-out-the-vote campaign drive but also coordinated non-violent protests that were used after the elections to increase pressure on the incumbent to relinquish power to the rightfully elected opposition leader (Bunce and Wolchik, 2011). Bulgaria differs slightly in that economic protests preceded elections, prompting early parliamentary elections, which the opposition won (Bunce and Wolchik, 2011). However, Bulgaria is similar to the other electoral model cases in that the leadership turnover occurred in accordance with and as a result of these same electoral results.

			To summarize, in the electoral model cases, the opposition succeeded in unifying around a set of demands and strategies, and in using a set of dynamic, invigorating get-out-the-vote techniques to convince citizens (especially young people) that voting was worthwhile and that a democratic breakthrough was possible. They simultaneously employed a set of tactics (such as parallel vote tabulation, discussed below) to counteract attempts at fraud on the part of the regime, and, finally, organized protests in three cases. In each of these countries, the incumbent ultimately accepted defeat and the rightfully elected victor assumed power. Thus, mobilization around elections led to leadership turnover that was in accordance with—and the result of—electoral results.

			Hybrid Cases

			The trajectory of mobilization that resulted in the resignation of Kyrgyzstani President Akayev in 2005 is more similar to Egypt and Tunisia than it is to electoral model cases. While the Georgian case has similarities with the electoral model countries, it shares with Kyrgyzstan a significant difference that places it in the hybrid category: despite the fact that elections were held and some degree of mobilization occurred around those elections, the leadership changes in both Kyrgyzstan and Georgia were not the result of, or in accordance with, electoral results.

			Protests in Kyrgyzstan following the February 2005 parliamentary elections began in the south of the country, organized by followers of local notables whose patrons did not win seats rather than by opposition candidates protesting fraud (Bunce and Wolchik, 2011). There was no unified movement organizing protest; after the elections, “people began to protest on behalf of individual candidates at courthouses or election-commission offices. The protests were scattered events, however—manifestations of local concerns and not part of any overall opposition strategy” (Radnitz, 2006). The first protest began on March 3 in a village and spread to the provincial capital, Jalalabad, where protestors occupied the government building. Similar protests broke out in other southern cities, and only then spread to Bishkek, the capital. On March 24, 2005, a crowd of protesters broke into the seat of government and President Askar Akayev fled the country (Radnitz, 2006). After Akayev fled, one opposition leader was appointed the new prime minister, but the opposition then decided to appoint a different opposition leader, Kurmanbek Bakiyev, as acting prime minister. Bakiyev later won 89 percent of the votes for president, results that international monitors questioned (Freedom House, 2005).

			In sum, there was a crucial difference between Kyrgyzstan and the electoral model cases: while elections coincided with the protests that led to the fall of Akayev, the leadership turnover that occurred was divorced from the elections; the elections were for parliament and Akayev was thus not on the ballot. Furthermore, the protests that led to Akayev’s resignation were organized not by the political opposition but by local elites who were unhappy with the election results (Bunce and Wolchik, 2011). The fact that protests were neither organized by the political opposition (as occurred in the electoral model cases) nor part of a synchronized strategy indicates that a degree of unity, planning, or coordination was lacking amongst Kyrgyzstan’s political opposition, in contrast to the electoral model cases. 

			Turning to the case of Georgia, while leadership turnover occurred in conjunction with elections for parliament in 2003, there are several important differences that make events in this case more similar to those in Kyrgyzstan than to the electoral model cases. Parliamentary elections were held on November 2, 2003, the results of which were fraudulent, according to the independent results of election monitors. On November 4, 2003, opposition leaders announced that they were creating the “United Opposition Front,” which would combine three large opposition parties, and vowed to hold mass demonstrations until they were allowed to take the seats they had won (ICG, 2003). President Eduard Shevardnadze did not comply with the demand and approximately three weeks elapsed before he stepped down. Unlike other cases examined here, these three weeks did not witness consistent, continued mass demonstrations; there were no protests on nearly half of the twenty-one days between the election and Shevardnadze’s resignation, and on eight of the days on which protests occurred, the number of demonstrators was probably less than 5,000 (Bunce and Wolchik, 2011: 165). On November 22, 2003, Mikheil Saakashvili, the leader of the main opposition party (which indeed performed well in the election), staged a demonstration of tens of thousands of people, and the protestors stormed parliament. Shevardnadze, although he had not been on the ballot for election, fled (ICG, 2003). On January 4, 2004, therefore, new presidential elections were held, and Saakashvili was elected president. 

			Thus, as in Kyrgyzstan, there is an important difference that occurred in Georgia’s trajectory of mobilization that separates it from the other electoral model cases. While parliamentary elections were the object of the initial mobilization in Georgia, the process of leadership turnover occurred very differently than in the other cases. Rather than maintaining peaceful protests outside government buildings, as in the electoral model countries, protesters stormed the parliament. And rather than conceding that the official results of the parliamentary elections were fraudulent, as leaders of other electoral model cases did, President Shevardnadze instead fled the country (a perhaps understandable reaction to the storming of the government). Thus, the elections held after Shevardnadze fled were the result, not the cause, of leadership turnover: even though Saakashvili’s party had performed well in the elections, he himself had not been on the ballot. 

			These critical differences in the mobilizational trajectories of Kyrgyzstan and Georgia have important implications for certain aspects of their democratic consolidation, as will be discussed in a subsequent section.

			Main Actors in the Mobilization

			While the three sets of cases feature similar mobilizational tactics, the actors employing these tactics vary depending on whether or not elections were the focal point of the mobilization. The electoral model cases featured a unified opposition acting in concert with a politicized civil society, whereas the actors in non-electoral model cases lacked such a unity of organization or goal. This difference carries important implications for post-mobilizational politics.

			Cases Without Elections

			Unlike the other cases examined here, neither formal NGOs nor political parties played a central role in the Tunisian and Egyptian uprisings until later in the mobilization. In contrast to the Eastern European cases, which featured a unified opposition cooperating with a politicized civil society, there was not a concerted, unified effort and level of cooperation among the actors in Tunisia and Egypt. What unity was achieved—and it was at times impressive—was oriented around simple slogans, which proved very effective until the slogans were achieved, whereupon opposition actors found themselves face to face with each other across huge ideological divides with only the memory of their victory to help them manage any transition. 

			In Tunisia, uncoordinated groups of disenfranchised youth played the central role in the protests, followed by trade unions, which helped spread and coordinate the protests. The Tunisian General Union of Labor (UGTT) executive leadership initially framed the protests in economic terms, trying to mediate between the regime and protesters, but ultimately recognized the protesters’ claims at the same time that local branches of the UGTT  encouraged the protestors to see the deaths of their comrades in political terms. In fact, it was members of the local teachers’ union who first took Mohamed Bouazizi to the hospital and then marched with his family to the police headquarters to protest (ICG, 2011b). Young urban Tunisians spread information about the protests by uploading videos on YouTube and Facebook, where they were accessible to a global audience. The impact of this was especially evident later in the mobilization (Ottaway and Hamzawy, 2011:12). Unlike the cases that involved elections, political parties did not play a large role in the Tunisian protests, and instead primarily released press statements over the Internet (ICG, 2011b).

			Similarly, in Egypt, opposition parties and NGOs did not play a major role in the organization of the uprising, although a range of groups joined the protests after they had begun. Part of the reason for this was the fragmented nature of the political opposition movement in Egypt. Workers, young activists, political parties and the Muslim Brotherhood all had different interests, priorities, and ideologies. While some of these groups were able to work together at certain moments—such as the cooperation between the Kifaya movement and workers on the major strikes at Mahalla al-Kobra on April 6, 2008—this cooperation was not sustained and sometimes served to draw attention to differences rather than to bridge them (Ottaway and Hamzawy, 2011). Civil society had been depoliticized, and political parties were seen as hollow and pointless. By 2010, only the Muslim Brotherhood seemed to have a viable oppositional presence. Its viability did not stem from its political activities, however; the movement had no legal status, it had been shut out of parliament, and it was increasingly drawing the attention of the regime’s repressive apparatus.

			Therefore, unlike in the electoral model countries, where political parties, activists, and NGOs all engaged in get-out-the-vote activities, in Egypt the main actors who mobilized the initial protests on January 25 were informally organized groups of youth activists, such as the April 6 Movement, the Kullina Khalid Sa‘id Facebook page, and the Kifaya Movement. These groups remained separate from each other; members of the April 6 Movement and Kullina Khalid Sa’id had not even met in person before the uprising began (Ghoneim, 2012). This is in clear contrast to the electoral model countries discussed below.

			Electoral Model Countries 

			In the electoral model cases, the main actors in the mobilization efforts were a unified group of political parties, NGOs, trade unions, youth activists, and opposition leaders, who all cooperated in the mobilization efforts. Critically, in these countries, the same actors who were involved in mobilizing citizens to vote were also involved in mobilizing them to protest, as part of a predetermined action plan. This is in stark contrast to the cases of Tunisia and Egypt discussed above, in which the actors who mobilized protesters were often very different from the ones mobilizing people to vote both prior to the uprising and thereafter. 

			As Bunce and Wolchik describe in detail, all of the electoral model countries had civil societies that were directly involved in mobilizing citizens to vote in the elections that were the focal points of mobilization (Bunce and Wolchik, 2011). In Romania, Slovakia, and Croatia, countries that did not have protests following elections, NGOs were supported by outside funding and fully entered the political realm, as opposed to remaining depoliticized service-provision entities. GONG in Croatia and OK’98 in Slovakia were particularly central in mobilizing citizens to vote. Trade unions and churches were also active in Slovakia, for example, and were involved in the electoral campaigns. Similarly, Bulgaria, Serbia, and Ukraine, countries that featured protests alongside electoral efforts, all had highly active, politicized civil society sectors. Serbia had the well-known Otpor student group and the Center for Elections and Democracy (CeSID), an organization focused on fair elections. Ukraine had independent think tanks, several large activist groups (such as Pora), and the election-monitoring NGO Chysta Ukraina. Unlike in Egypt and Tunisia, these countries’ youth activists groups worked alongside and in coordination with NGOs and the political opposition as part of a unified strategy oriented around elections. 

			Political opposition leaders were also central to mobilization in the electoral model countries (Bunce and Wolchik, 2011). In each of these countries, the opposition was unified: in Romania, advocacy groups formed coalitions before the election; in Slovakia, opposition leaders united eight parties in a coalition and cooperated with NGOs, unions, and churches; in Croatia, the six main opposition parties formed a coalition; in Serbia, the student group Otpor brought the main opposition parties together; and in Ukraine, opposition leaders, NGOs, and student activists all cooperated in the electoral campaign.

			Thus, a main feature of the electoral model countries, in contrast to Tunisia, Egypt, Georgia, and Kyrgyzstan, was the participation of a full range of political actors—political opposition groups, youth activists, politicized NGOs, trade unions, and others—in a unified effort to mobilize voters and (in some cases) protesters (Bunce and Wolchik, 2011).

			Hybrid Cases

			The main actors in Kyrgyzstan’s mobilization were not NGOs, political parties or youth activists, but local elites in the south of the country (Radnitz, 2006). Protesters were mostly rural older men and women, members of informal networks that supported their local patrons and were incentivized by material rewards (Bunce and Wolchik, 2011; Radnitz, 2006; Temirkulov, 2008; Tudoroiu, 2007). Furthermore, the political opposition was not united in any cohesive way in the run-up to the elections; opposition forces only began to coordinate their opposition to Akayev after the onset of protests (Radnitz, 2006). There was no unified programmatic platform or agenda; many candidates sought office in order to gain access to state resources or were forced into the “opposition” by default when they lost favor with the regime, rather than defecting out of choice (Lewis, 2008: 275). While NGOs and a youth group did exist (namely Kel-Kel, modeled on Kmara in Georgia), these groups did not play decisive roles in the mobilization and did not coordinate their activities with the political opposition. Prior to the election, local NGOs were personality-based and international NGOs were based in Bishkek (Lewis, 2008), and while Kel-Kel had 300 members and mobilized a number of them on March 24, the group was only active in Bishkek (Tudoroiu, 2007). As a result, the mobilization following the election was led by local elites who were unhappy that they had not won seats in parliament, rather than by NGOs or Kel-Kel (Bunce and Wolchik, 2011).

			The mobilization in Georgia featured similar actors to the electoral model countries, although the way in which they interacted was different. Georgia had a youth organization called Kmara that was modeled on Otpor in Serbia and Pora in Ukraine, founded in 2003 after student protests earlier in the year. However, unlike Otpor and Pora, Kmara was founded only months before the election. Kmara did, however, cooperate with Saakashvili’s National Movement and two other organizations involved in preparations for the elections, the ISFED and the Liberty Institute (Bunce and Wolchik, 2011).

			Despite the existence of several opposition parties, such as Saakashvili’s National Movement and a coalition called the Burjanadze-Democrats, these opposition organizations did not form a cohesive, unified group until the post-election demonstrations, and their cooperation was superficial and tactical rather than programmatic (ICG, 2003). In contrast to other electoral model cases, which also featured parties that had lost credibility or strength during the Communist era, the political opposition in Georgia remained centered around individual personalities (Freedom House, 2005). Throughout the mobilization, tension—rather than unity—defined the relationships between different opposition groups (Tudoroiu, 2007). Even when these groups appeared to unify during the demonstrations, they sought different outcomes, with Saakashvili demanding that Shevardnadze recognize the results of the elections, the Burjanadze-Democrats calling for new ones (ICG, 2003), and the Labor and New Rights group opposing demonstrations all together (Tudoroiu, 2007: 321). Unlike the other electoral model countries, the opposition groups did not cooperate in their pre-election activities, with the exception of Saakashvili’s National Party, which did coordinate with Kmara (Bunce and Wolchik, 2011).

			The lack of opposition unity seen in Kyrgyzstan and Georgia, as well as the different actors involved in mobilization, make these cases more similar to Egypt and Tunisia than to the electoral model cases, with critical implications for both countries’ post-mobilization trajectories.

			Outcomes

			As the above case review demonstrates, elections in and of themselves are not necessary to effect regime change or leadership turnover. A range of actors—NGOs, political parties, social movements, labor unions, and relatively uncoordinated citizens in large enough numbers—can mobilize protests that put pressure on a regime, and events other than elections can be used as temporal focal points for protests. 

			However, in conducting a structured comparison of the mobilization that occurred in each of the ten cases, it becomes clear that mass mobilization focused on elections does differ from mass mobilization focused on other issues in terms of its consequences for post-mobilizational politics and democratic consolidation. In each of the electoral model cases, there was a well-developed and politicized civil society, an opposition that unified and cooperated prior to elections, a legitimate leader who was elected to office, and, most importantly, institutionalized political turnover as a result of those elections. Where mass mobilization occurred without elections, however, such as in Tunisia and Egypt, or where elections were not actually the factor that led to leadership turnover, such as in Georgia and Kyrgyzstan, there were very different consequences for post-mobilizational politics and democratic consolidation. Each of these four cases displayed the following characteristics in the wake of popular mobilization: (1) continued elevated popular mobilization; (2) no clear legitimate successor; (3) polarization or a lack of consensus among political actors; and (4) lack of institutionalization of the democratic process. 

			These consequences may not preclude democratic transition, but they certainly make it more difficult. In comparing the regime trajectories of the successful electoral model countries with those of the unsuccessful ones (Armenia, Azerbaijan and Belarus, not examined in this chapter), Bunce and Wolchik make an interesting observation that is not fully explained by their model ((Bunce and Wolchik, 2011). Each of the six cases that we term in this chapter “the electoral model”—Romania, Bulgaria, Slovakia, Croatia, Serbia, and Ukraine—displayed a marked improvement for nearly a decade on nearly all democratic indicators as measured by Freedom House’s “Nations in Transit” project (Bunce and Wolchik, 2011: 311-315). However, when Bunce and Wolchik examine the regime trajectories of Georgia and Kyrgyzstan, two countries that they also deem examples of the “electoral model,” they find a much more mixed picture: both countries’ democracy scores actually worsened after their respective 2003 and 2005 turnovers (Bunce and Wolchik, 2011: 315-316). In attempting to explain these differences, Bunce and Wolchik examined several possible variables—the degree of democratic development before the opposition victory, the degree of Western assistance, economic performance, and the continued unity or fragmentation of the political elite—and found no clear pattern that explained Georgia and Kyrgyzstan’s divergent development. They do note, however, the significance of the fact that both Shevardnzdze and Akayev fell from power without being on the ballot. 

			We push this argument further: not only does mobilization focused on elections matter for post-mobilization politics, but leadership turnover occurring as a result of and in accordance with those elections is also critical for democratic consolidation. These factors can explain the divergent democratic trajectories taken by Georgia and Kyrgyzstan, as well as the post-transition political landscapes of Egypt and Tunisia. 

			Continued Mobilization	

			Mobilization without elections, or not utilized as part of a deliberate electoral strategy, as in Tunisia, Egypt, and Kyrgyzstan, is linked to elevated popular mobilization and continued protests in the post-mobilizational politics of these countries. This reflects the difficulty experienced by many countries in transition after activating civil society and bringing people into the streets (O’Donnell and Schmitter, 1986). Because a major requirement of democratic consolidation is deactivating civil society and channeling societal forces through political institutions such as parties (Huntington, 1968), continued elevated and unchanneled mobilization can lead to instability and make democratic consolidation more difficult. 

			Tunisian post-revolutionary politics have displayed the same elevated popular mobilization that occurred in the other non-electoral cases discussed here. Throughout spring 2011, regular protests and sit-ins were staged in different parts of the country, with protesters continuing to choose central squares for longer-term sit-ins (ICG, 2011b). The months immediately following the revolution were particularly prone to elevated popular mobilization, with major events on February 5 and 6, 2011 in which several people were killed, and a protest on February 25, 2011 that amassed approximately 100,000 protesters calling for the resignation of the interim government (ICG, 2011b). These mobilizations may be in part an attempt by different actors to exert a degree of influence: “Resurgent public demonstrations, strikes, and riots over economic conditions are ongoing challenges, particularly in the interior. Tunisia’s main trade union federation, the UGTT, has attempted to assert its influence by positioning itself as a channel for widespread economic grievances and a counter-weight to Al Nahda” (Arief, 2012). The September 2012 riots at the American Embassy over the film “The Innocence of Muslims,” while not reflecting a majority opinion in the country, certainly demonstrate the ease with which political actors are able to mobilize protests and demonstrations in the new Tunisia (Lynch, 2012). During the constitution-drafting process in August 2013, political actors continued to attempt to influence events through extra-institutional channels, as the high-profile assassinations of prominent secularists Chokri Belaid and Mohamed Brahmi (in February and July 2013, respectively) show. Indeed, by August 2013, assassinations, mobilization, and demonstrations had effectively sidelined and deeply threatened the formal transition process: the Constituent Assembly, then finishing the draft constitution, felt compelled to suspend work. To date, various segments of Tunisian society continue to mobilize, at times violently, staging dueling protests, sit-ins, and strikes to make demands on the government and express discontent over government policies (see Berman, 2014; Marzouki, 2017; Strickland, 2016; HRW, 2015).

			Egypt, too, has been plagued by episodic periods of elevated popular mobilization since Mubarak left office. In 2011, Egypt moved more quickly to elections than did Tunisia: voters were summoned to the polls a month and a half after Mubarak’s departure in order to approve a set of constitutional amendments to oversee the transition process. Yet the legacy of a non-electoral transition deeply affected the process and elections did not replace the mobilization techniques learned during the revolution. Mass demonstrations, sometimes including clashes between protestors and security forces, became a regular occurrence after the uprising. Echoing the mobilization in 2011, many of these large demonstrations occurred in Tahrir Square or outside government buildings, including demonstrations against the Supreme Council of Armed Forces over a security failure at a soccer match in February 2012; in support of the disqualified presidential candidate Hazem Salah Abu Ismail in late April 2012; against President Mubarak’s verdict on June 2, 2012; and into a series of mass protests in 2013. Thirty months after Mubarak’s departure, mass demonstrations and local protests continued, twice bringing down the cabinet, forcing hesitation in economic policy, and shaping some of the rules for the transition process. 

			By June 2013, there was only one popularly elected official in the country with any authority—President Muhammad Morsi, a former Brotherhood leader. Yet he, too, was removed from office by the Supreme Council of the Armed Forces after mass protests across the country on June 30, 2013. Egypt’s interim rulers promised constitutional change and new elections, but the Brotherhood countered with mass sit-ins, protests, and demonstrations. After the pro-Morsi demonstrators had occupied two Cairo locations for over a month, General Al-Sisi hinted that if they did not clear the areas and stop demonstrating, they would be cleared by force (Kirkpatrick, 2013a). The demonstrators refused to leave both areas and on the morning of August 14, 2013, military and security forces stormed both encampments and began to remove them by force, resulting in more than 1,400 deaths. The military used bulldozers, snipers, heavy armor, birdshot, and tear gas on demonstrators (Kirkpatrick, 2013c). The following five months were marked by an average of 107.5 protests per day—the highest level since the 2011 uprising—until the interim president passed a protest law on November 24, 2013 (Holmes and Baoumi, 2016). Through December 2015, Egyptians continued to demonstrate at rates higher than in the final decade of Hosni Mubarak’s rule (Holmes and Baoumi, 2016), with some protests leaving demonstrators dead (BBC, 2015).	

			As in Egypt, Georgians learned practices that they carried over to regular politics after they had overthrown their leader. The post-uprising period witnessed significant popular mobilization as a mechanism of attempted political change nearly every year between the Rose Revolution and 2011, in many cases organized by members of parliament. From September to November 2007, opposition leaders organized protests in various regions of the country in order to demonstrate public support for policies that they proposed in parliament (ICG, 2007). In 2009, opposition parties organized protests in front of the president’s office and various other government buildings, demanding that the president resign (Freedom House, 2010). Finally, in May 2011, a former opposition leader orchestrated demonstrations in Tbilisi that ended violently, with police and protesters clashing (Freedom House, 2012).

			In Kyrgyzstan, elevated popular mobilization has been a serious source of violence and instability since the Tulip Revolution. Immediately after Akayev fled the country, the country was wracked with rioting and looting, which was only brought under control with the release from prison of General Feliks Kulov, a critic of the former president, who was then put at the helm of the security services (Khamidov, 2006). The new president Bakiyev and other parliamentarians were targeted in assassination attempts, and after three people were killed, parliament authorized its members to carry weapons (Freedom House, 2005a). In 2006, opposition members organized major demonstrations in April, May and November, calling on President Bakiyev to make political reforms (Tudoroiu, 2007: 324). The November rally lasted for a week. These demonstrations took place in various locations, including Bishkek (Freedom House, 2007).

			However, not all of the demonstrations were peaceful. In April 2007, a former member of parliament organized protests to call for “immediate and radical actions against the president” (Freedom House, 2008), which were forcefully dispelled by police a week later. This elevated mobilization again surfaced in 2010 after several opposition leaders were arrested: demonstrations erupted across the country and protesters demanded Bakiyev’s resignation. Echoing the Tulip Revolution in 2005, over the next days more than 10,000 citizens clashed with elite security forces in Bishkek and once again occupied the government headquarters, forcing Bakiyev to resign (Freedom House, 2011). Bakiyev’s resignation was followed by more mobilization, including ethnically- and politically-motivated violence, with major events of unrest in April, May, and June 2010 (Freedom House, 2011).

			Legitimacy of the Successor 

			When there is leadership turnover without elections (Tunisia and Egypt), or when the leader steps down as a result of protests rather than coinciding elections (Georgia and Kyrgyzstan), there is greater variation in terms of who steps into the leadership vacuum (in some cases another representative of the old regime, in others another institution), and it is a much greater challenge to establish legitimacy. This is a critical problem for democratic consolidation: in order for such democratic deepening to occur, the full range of political actors—the political elites, the political parties, and the masses—must see the system, and the leaders produced by that system, as legitimate (Diamond, 1999).

			After Ben Ali fled the country, Tunisia was left leaderless, without election results to guide the selection of a new leader. Lacking a unified opposition and with no warning of impending leadership turnover, the major political actors in Tunisia had no opportunity to negotiate the form of the new government, which institutions should be modified, and who the new leader should be. The Constitutional Court turned to Article 57 of the constitution and appointed an interim government, which spurred significant unrest due to the presence of old regime members—namely Mohamed Ghannouchi, who had served as prime minister under Ben Ali—in the new government (ICG, 2011b). On January 27, the interim government resigned (Kirkpatrick, 2011). A new government was appointed in February 2011, gaining greater acceptance, but an underlying problem continued to be the fact that the new state leaders were appointed, not elected, and therefore did not hold the support of the majority of the population (Arief, 2012). Not until October 2011, when citizens elected a new constitutional assembly, did Tunisia have clear leadership, and that assembly was also forced to resign in January 2014 (Gall 2014a). It was another twelve months until Tunisia elected its first post-uprising president, Beji Caid Essebsi, who had served as the country’s interim prime minister after Ben Ali was driven from office (Gall, 2015).

			In Egypt, the situation was similarly murky, though the military played a dominant, if increasingly contested, role for a year and a half, and re-emerged in July 2013 after it forced President Morsi from power. After Mubarak stepped down, the unelected Supreme Council of the Armed Forces took over power until President Morsi was elected in June 2012. The fact that the ruling military body was unelected and opaque was a source of continuing strife throughout 2011. Even after the election of President Morsi, the military seemed to resist his full authority. Much of the decision-making during Morsi’s tenure consequently took place behind closed doors. At periods when the SCAF had full authority, and even when it shared it with an elected president for a year, few understood the reason behind many governmental decisions or even who was making them. Egyptians were left to speculate, considering elaborate conspiracy theories that could explain the motivations behind incoherent official actions. Civilian political actors were numerous but had little incentive or opportunity to reach across divides and agree on the rules of political life. Instead, key institutions—the military, security apparatus, bureaucracy, and (from June 2012) the presidency—quietly negotiated the reconstruction of Egypt’s political order. By summer 2013, the military, led by General al-Sisi, once again stepped in as the unelected leadership when it forced President Morsi from office, plunging Egypt once again into a situation without an elected leader until elections in December 2014 formalized al-Sisi’s position as president. Even those elections proved problematic: the military-backed government had to extend the scheduled two-day voting period to a third day to raise turnout, tarnishing al-Sisi’s projected legitimacy and mirroring the low turnout in the May 2014 constitutional referendum (Kirkpatrick, 2014a).

			Georgia displayed the most legitimate leadership turnover of the four cases examined here, perhaps because the electoral system had retained some credibility. Saakashvili, whose party had performed exceptionally well in the parliamentary elections, was selected by the opposition to step in as the new president. He then ran for office and won the January 2004 election with 96.2 percent of the vote (Tudoroiu, 2007, 321).

			In Kyrgyzstan, by contrast, the political opposition scrambled to select a standing president after the ousting of President Akayev, because the opposition from the north and south of the country could not agree on a successor (Tudoroiu, 2007: 333). Accounts of Bakiyev’s ascension to the presidency are contested, with some accounts stating that another opposition member was initially named president (Freedom House, 2006a), while others suggest the Supreme Court granted the parliament interim authority, which it then used to appoint Bakiyev as both acting president and acting prime minister (Tudoroiu, 2007: 333). Bakiyev was later elected to the presidency with 89 percent of the vote, although international election monitors disputed that number (Freedom House, 2006a). Similarly, after Bakiyev himself was forced from power in 2010, an interim government was named, though it failed to exert control over either the security services or local officials, and widespread unrest and ethnic violence left over 450 people dead and 400,000 people as refugees (Freedom House, 2012).

			Consensus vs. Polarization

			Mobilization around elections, as occurred in the electoral model cases, featured a unified political opposition that formed coalitions and underwent a process of consensus-building prior to the successful elections. The cases in which elections were not the focus of mobilization did not feature any such consensus-building prior to mobilization, and the post-mobilizational landscape was marked with instability and political polarization. This effect may be particularly strong in countries, such as Egypt and Tunisia, that feature major population cleavages, bringing to mind Rustow’s argument that elite consensus and unity are pre-conditions for democratic transitions (Rustow, 1970).

			In Tunisia, the uprising’s nature was fundamentally different than in the electoral model: it was unplanned and did not feature pre-existing, nor provide an opportunity for the emergence of, opposition cohesion. Indeed, before the uprising, the opposition in Tunisia was ideologically and organizationally fragmented. With no inkling that a revolution was about to occur, the different opposition groups had no incentive or opportunity to negotiate or form an agreement as to what the shape of the new state should be. The most powerful group, al-Nahda, had its leaders either underground or in exile. This has made political polarization a danger in post-revolutionary Tunisia, an issue that arose at a dialogue meeting organized by the Brookings Doha Center (2012). The society continues to be badly split along ideological lines, with tensions between Islamists and secularists holding center stage (Berman, 2014; Arief, 2012). This is likely exacerbated by the fact that Tunisian Islamists, in comparison with Egyptian ones, did not participate fully in politics prior to the revolution and other political actors have no experience working with them (Sayare, 2011); the two groups are deeply suspicious of one another. Indeed, after the assassination of prominent secularist Chokri Belaid in February 2013, members of his party were convinced, without clear evidence, that the assassins were Islamists (author interviews in Tunis, June 2013). In addition to ideological tensions within the coalition that formed the Constituent Assembly, the nongovernmental opposition, rather than attempting to work with the Assembly, formed a National Council for the Protection of the Revolution, further polarizing the political landscape (ICG, 2011b: 13).

			As in Tunisia, Egypt’s political process has been nearly paralyzed by polarization. During Egypt’s revolution, a number of different opposition groups took part in the protests, with liberals, Islamists, men, women, young, and old taking part in demonstrations side by side. However, as stated earlier, this cooperation was largely spontaneous, more the result of widespread diverse grievances than concerted opposition coordination. As a result, the organized political opposition remained highly fragmented. This fragmentation began to spread to the entire state apparatus after February 2011, as internal battles took place in all state institutions—with some advocating greater autonomy, others gravitating toward SCAF, and old leaders hanging on. This lack of consensus was aggravated by the lack of a legitimate leader after Mubarak stepped down from power (Brookings Doha Center, 2012). Most of the subsequent acrimonious political debates in Egypt were deeply aggravated by the absence of any tacit understandings among political actors. For instance, when Islamists had a clear parliamentary majority between 2011 and 2012, there was not even a vague set of understandings about what the majority could and could not do. Nor was it clear what the prerogatives of minority groups were. This polarization only deepened after the removal of Mohamed Morsi from office in July 2013, with supporters and opponents of Morsi engaged in armed street battles, culminating in the military’s mass killing of protestors between August 14 and 17 in Cairo (Kirkpatrick, 2013b).

			Although Saakashvili won the 2004 presidential elections with a clear majority, the Georgian political landscape was similarly handicapped by a lack of consensus in the years after the Rose Revolution, with political polarization a continued feature of the political landscape. The parliament was characterized as one where the president’s party was dominant and opposition members were weak: “until 2006, opposition members did not receive the resources commonly available in Western parliaments and due to a combination of an inability to work together and institutional weakness, they have not been able to obtain a proportionate share of committee chair and deputy chair positions and speaking time” (ICG, 2007). Perhaps due to the lack of a working relationship between Saakashvili’s party and other opposition members prior to the Rose Revolution, his party showed no interest in compromising with the opposition while he was in office, leading to a deeply polarized opposition (Freedom House, 2009). In a 2005 address to the nation, Saakashvili suggested that political parties should be banned if they opposed his pro-Western platform (Tudoroiu, 2007: 324). When the opposition and Saakashvili’s party engaged in negotiations over electoral reforms in 2011, the negotiations came to a standstill after his party simply refused to consider the opposition’s ideas (Freedom House, 2012). Through 2012, power became increasingly concentrated in the hands of Saakashvili and his inner circle (Freedom House, 2013). Even after Saakashvili was voted out of power in 2012, Georgia’s main political parties have continued to exhibit severe polarization, hindering parliament’s ability to pass laws that strengthen institutions (Freedom House, 2013).

			A lack of consensus among major political actors has also continued to plague Kyrgyzstan since the Tulip Revolution. In addition to having the legislature dominated by the president’s party, the opposition, and the president were unable to work together to make policy. In 2007, President Bakiyev forced the resignation of the government, and in 2008, parliamentarians formed a “shadow” parliament, outlined more fully in the next section on institutionalization (Freedom House, 2008; 2009). Even in 2010, after Bakiyev was forced from power, the opposition displayed a continued lack of consensus: “It took the winning party two months to organize a ruling coalition...The three-party alliance was formed based on an agreement over the distribution of key government posts. Political platforms played only a minor role in the negotiation process” (Freedom House, 2012).

			Institutionalization of the Democratic Process 

			A critical difference between the electoral model cases and Tunisia and Egypt (where elections were not the object of contestation) and Georgia and Kyrgyzstan (where the leader left office as a result of protest, not elections) is the degree of institutionalization of the democratic process in post-mobilizational politics. The use of protests to force leadership turnover sets a precedent for instability and extra-institutional change that is detrimental to democratic consolidation; the institutionalization of democratic processes depends on a shift in political culture so that actors routinely attempt political change through democratic channels rather than through informal channels and anti-system tactics (Diamond, 1999). However, there is a pattern in each of these four countries that consists of a tendency to dissolve government or attempt to force leaders from power, rather than legislating reforms or waiting for terms to end before holding new elections. 

			In Tunisia, the complete failure of the old order to provide for any kind of transition essentially forced leaders to go back to the country’s independence and start over again. Rather than working within the institutional framework of government and opposition, the nongovernmental opposition established an interim “National Council for the Protection of the Revolution,” which oversaw an interim government while a constituent assembly was elected. After its election, that assembly served not only as a constitution-writing body but also as an interim parliament, granting its confidence to a coalition government and handling regular legislation. In all these respects, Tunisia was following the path it had taken in the late 1950s when it gained independence from the French Empire, though this time without either a bey (a hereditary ruler whose post was abolished in the earlier process) or a dominant political party (the Neo-Destour Party of that era had evolved into the tool of the president and had been abolished in the uprising). Instead, the Islamist al-Nahda party held the largest number of seats in the Constituent Assembly but found it had to negotiate with other, non-Islamist actors in the slow redesign of the political process. In 2013, street protests in response to the assassination of two secular politicians forced al-Nahda to suspend the constitutional assembly and caused price hikes and a slump in investor confidence (Gall, 2014a). In January 2014, al-Nahda was in turn pressured to cede power to a caretaker government after months of political polarization (Gall, 2014a). It took the Constituent Assembly three tumultuous years to complete the drafting of the new Constitution, although the document was finally passed in January 2014 (Gall, 2014b).

			The Egyptian process has been even more tenuous. In February 2011, the SCAF claimed ultimate constitutional and political authority and used it first to suspend the constitution, then to appoint a small committee to draft amendments, then to present those amendments for popular approval, then to surprise Egyptians with an interim constitution in which the amendments were incorporated as articles rather than used to repair the old constitutional text. While the military claimed ultimate authority, its decisions were increasingly contested and buffeted by pressures of public demonstrations, widespread public criticism, and the growing role of the Muslim Brotherhood (especially as the latter’s electoral strength became clear). In July 2013, SCAF again intervened in the political process as mass protests called for President Morsi to step down from power only one year into his elected term. When he refused, the SCAF removed him from power, once again leaving Egypt without an elected president or parliament. The 2014 presidential elections that formalized al-Sisi’s ascension to power were deemed by two teams of foreign observers to fall short of international standards (Kirkpatrick, 2014b). Throughout al-Sisi’s presidency, new restrictions on the media and nongovernmental organizations were enforced, creating a deeply restrictive political environment (Walsh, 2017a). By the time of his re-election in 2018, al-Sisi was able to force any other plausible candidate—including two retired generals—out of the race and easily win another term.

			In Georgia, the years following the Rose Revolution witnessed a similar lack of institutionalization of democratic processes. On several occasions, the opposition attempted to unseat Saakashvili extra-institutionally, just as Shevardnadze had been. For example, in 2007, an opposition leader organized a series of protests comprised of an estimated 50,000-75,000 people and which culminated in calls for Saakashvili to resign. In response, the government implemented a state of emergency for nine days (Freedom House, 2008; ICG, 2007). The political opposition also called for Saakashvili’s resignation in 2009 through protests organized in central Tbilisi (Freedom House, 2010).

			As in Georgia, the forced resignation of Akayev in Kyrgyzstan set a precedent for extra-institutional regime change (or attempts to achieve it) and a lack of respect for democratic processes. Opposition leaders organized protests on several occasions to attempt to force Bakiyev to resign. In early 2008, after losing the December 2007 parliamentary elections, 18 opposition political parties put forward delegates to form a “shadow government,” which operated as a legislative body, meeting multiple times (Freedom House, 2009). Rather than incorporating dissent and channeling it through institutional avenues, Bakiyev instead increased repression so that opposition leaders were no longer able to meet in groups as of 2009 (Freedom House, 2010). Finally, epitomizing the lack of a democratic process, violent clashes in 2010 once again led to the extra-institutional overthrow of Kyrgyzstan’s president (Freedom House, 2011).

			Conclusion

			In considering the characteristics of the 2010–2011 uprisings in Tunisia and Egypt, in which mass mobilization led to the unseating of long-term dictators, and the combination of electoral victory and mass demonstrations in countries such as Serbia, Ukraine, and Georgia, we were drawn to two questions about the significance of an obvious difference between the two sets of countries: the presence of elections as the focal point of mobilization. 

			First, we questioned how the presence or absence of elections affects the patterns of mobilization in these two sets of cases, even when these different kinds of mobilization ultimately lead to the same outcome, i.e. the unseating of an autocratic leader. In comparing the characteristics of the uprisings in Tunisia and Egypt with the so-called “electoral model” cases, we demonstrated that while very similar mobilizational tactics can be used, the presence of elections affects the path mobilization takes to the same outcome, the range of actors who are involved in that mobilization, and the way in which those actors interact. 

			Furthermore, we uncovered important variation even in countries that had until now been considered “electoral model” cases: Georgia and Kyrgyzstan. While mobilization in these countries centered around elections, the role that elections played in the outcome was quite different. Unlike the other electoral model cases, in which concerted mobilization around elections led to an opposition victory and leadership turnover in accordance with those election results, the elections in Georgia and Kyrgyzstan, while occurring at the same time as the leadership turnover, were not the cause of that turnover. Instead, mass demonstrations forced the sitting leader from power; leadership turnover was in fact the cause, not the consequence, of new presidential elections. This distinction makes the mobilizational trajectories of Georgia and Kyrgyzstan much more similar to those of Egypt and Tunisia, which featured mass mobilization without elections that forced a non-democratic leader from power, and ultimately were the cause of new elections. 

			Second, we asked what the implications are for post-mobilizational politics when mobilization occurs with or without elections. We discovered that the distinctions uncovered in answering our first question had important consequences for post-mobilizational politics, in terms of four characteristics: continued popular mobilization, the degree of polarization or consensus, the institutionalization of the democratic process, and the legitimacy of the successor. In Tunisia and Egypt, countries without elections, the post-mobilizational political landscape was marked by elevated popular mobilization, a high degree of political polarization, problems with the institutionalization of democratic processes, and persistent questions about the legitimacy of the new leaders. In Georgia and Kyrgyzstan, where elections were not the cause of leadership turnover, the post-mobilizational landscape was also marked by problems in each of these four areas, particularly in the institutionalization of democratic processes. Thus, we contribute the insight that the positive democratic trends associated with mobilized electoral breakthroughs hinge, to a large extent, on whether or not the leadership turnover that occurs is the result of and in accordance with electoral results.

			Finally, we return to the combination of voluntarism and structural constraints to reflect upon the lessons of attempts to use elements of the electoral model in other settings. We have seen that important parts of the model can be detached from elections and that some mobilizational techniques can be adopted by clever, resourceful, flexible, and imaginative leaders. The choices of opposition leaders in all of these places made a difference, sometimes a big one, for their respective political systems, even when these leaders did not get what they wanted. Indeed, as Georgia and Kyrgyzstan demonstrate, the choice to force leaders (who were not on the ballot) from power instead of simply pressuring them to acknowledge election results, has made these countries’ post-mobilizational trajectories quite different than countries in which the opposition chose to demand that the undemocratic incumbent accept results or hold early elections. And the electoral model gives actors more choices even when there are not even half-crooked elections to be found.

			However, those choices are not made in a vacuum, and the characteristics of the preexisting order—the options it encouraged and closed off, the structures it engendered and prevented—continue to exert an influence over post-uprising politics. The continued fragmentation of political actors in Egypt and Tunisia is not simply the result of the lack of opportunity for consensus-building prior to the uprisings or the choices of current opposition leaders; it is the result of decades of deliberate regime policies that encouraged such fragmentation (Lust, 2004). Even an uprising that occurs through some mechanisms for legal and constitutional continuity may have little value in the eyes of many opposition members understandably disenchanted with an oppressive order—but, as Arato (2000) noticed after the post-1989 transitions, such a path may still have much to offer those who choose to take it. Our current examination shows that when the actions of collapsing autocrats discourage formal legal continuity, their last laugh may be the tears their legacies later provoke in their former subjects. 
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			What role did the US play in one of the latest waves of democratization—the Central and Eastern European wave of electoral breakthroughs in the late 1990s and early 2000s? Did the US orchestrate it? Many in the region and even in the US assume that the US meddles in elections, often promoting regime change under the guise of electoral or (more broadly) democracy assistance. This study argues, however, that the US did not choreograph these revolutions. Instead, the US provided financial and technical assistance that supported various constituencies for reform and, importantly, brokered the diffusion of the “electoral-breakthrough” model. If in the early period of the wave’s eruption, the US helped put the model together, in the later period, the US broadened the scope and increased the speed of the diffusion process. The paper looks at the US role in the wave of Central and Eastern European electoral breakthroughs to add to the literatures on comparative democratization and diffusion, theorizing the overlooked role of brokers in diffusion waves.

			In the late 1990s and early 2000s, a wave of electoral breakthroughs1 swept through some of the Central and Eastern European countries occupying the gray zone between democracy and autocracy. The cycle began with three overlapping struggles in Bulgaria, Romania, and Serbia from November 1996 to March 1997. In those campaigns, upcoming elections became the focal point of popular mobilization in the name of regime change, but only the first two were successful. Slovakia followed with its own election-centered breakthrough in 1998 and Croatia in 2000. That same year, Serbia managed to bring down one of the most authoritarian regimes in the region over election-rigging. After that, the electoral breakthrough model spread to the generally more illiberal Eurasian countries of the post-Soviet space. There, it was successful in Georgia in 2003, Ukraine in 2004, and Kyrgyzstan in 2005, but failed in Azerbaijan, Armenia, and Belarus.

			Autocrats in the region have denounced these breakthroughs as US-orchestrated, raising an important question: What role did the US play in the unfolding of the wave of Central and Eastern European electoral breakthroughs? This question has become even more important and policy-relevant in recent months as the US has debated the appropriate response to Russian meddling in the 2016 election (with many in the US also assuming that the US has itself meddled in elections abroad, including those in the Central and Eastern European wave of electoral breakthroughs). In addition to contributing to this policy debate, the paper adds to the literatures on comparative democratization and diffusion by summarizing and highlighting the role of the US in the wave of Central and Eastern European electoral breakthroughs, as well as by using the case study to theorize the evolving role that overlooked categories of actors—specifically brokers—play in the lifecycle of diffusion waves.

			Based on primary and secondary sources, this paper finds that the US did not “orchestrate” these revolutions. In fact, its commitment to regime change differed from country to country in both the successful and the unsuccessful electoral breakthroughs. Firstly, the US provided financial and technical assistance that helped develop the capacity of various domestic political and civic constituencies for reform. Secondly, the US directly brokered the diffusion of the “electoral-breakthrough” model and its constituent elements by helping to put it together and then strategically linking its past adopters to potential future ones. In the end, however, even these efforts were often not sufficient to affect political change.

			This paper proceeds by reconstructing the unfolding of the wave of Central and Eastern European electoral breakthroughs from the mid-1990s to the mid-2000s. Next, the analysis examines the role the US played in this wave by tackling two questions: did the US seek regime change in the region and, if so, how successful was it in that effort? Having documented that there is only a weak correlation between US support for regime change and the success of an electoral breakthrough, the study turns to assessing the broader US investment in the democratization of the region. Within that section, the focus is on US support for civil society and political parties— the key agents in the wave of Central and Eastern European electoral breakthroughs. In its second half, the paper accounts for the distinctive US investment in brokering the diffusion of the “electoral-breakthrough” model and its constituent elements, bringing together civic and political actors who might not otherwise have known (of) each other while also possibly (re-)shaping the message that passed between them. The conclusion uses the case study of the wave of Central and Eastern European electoral breakthroughs to theorize the often-overlooked role of brokers in diffusion waves. 

			Case studies are particularly well suited for developing and generating theoretical propositions because they highlight the relationships between different social phenomena and the processes linking them (Brady and Collier, 2004). However, because a single case study cannot both generate theoretical propositions and test them, the case presented in this paper is used to put forward a hypothesis that will hopefully be revisited and tested by democratization and diffusion scholars in the future. The key theoretical finding is that the role of brokers evolves as a wave unfolds: in the early period of the wave’s eruption, brokers might be more likely to influence the content of the diffusion process by strategically connecting potential adopters with possible transmitters and shaping the message that they pass to each other, whereas in the later period of the wave’s unfolding, brokers might be more likely to influence the scope and speed of the diffusion process. 

			The Eastern European Wave of Electoral Breakthroughs 

			The 1996–2005 wave of democratic breakthroughs in Central and Eastern Europe began with the presidential elections in Bulgaria and Romania. Bulgaria mobilized behind a pro-Western reformer who stood against the anti-reform rule of the communist-successor elites, who had arrested the country’s transition. The Romanian liberal political elites also came together to defeat the incumbent, whose authoritarian leadership was undermining the country’s transition. The opposition ran a strong and somewhat innovative political campaign, including rallies in favor of a pro-reform and pro-Western democratic future for Romania. Given this popular mandate, the victory of the opposition was not just a regular turnover in power but a break with the past (Mungiu-Pippidi, 2006). On the day of the presidential elections in Romania, there were local elections in Serbia, which was still suffering from its defeat in the Yugoslav ethnic wars and the resultant international isolation and economic difficulties. The election was rigged, so civil society and opposition parties called for daily protests against the regime until the electoral victories of the opposition coalition were recognized (Bieber, 2003). Inspired by the Serbian protests and emboldened by the victory of their presidential candidate, the Bulgarian opposition parties began cooperating with a range of civil society groups to demand a break with the country’s communist past. The coalition used the unfolding macroeconomic crisis to delegitimize the anti-reform incumbents, organized massive anti-government protests, and eventually forced the illiberal socialist government to concede (Petrova, 2009). Though the Serbian struggle was winding down at the same time without having successfully challenged the regime, the democratic victories in Bulgaria and Romania created a sense of a pro-democratic flow of events in Southeastern Europe.

			Learning from the Bulgarian and Romanian struggles, the leaders of the Slovakian opposition also began developing a strategy for unseating Prime Minister Vladimir Meciar, whose nationalist and semi-authoritarian leadership had compromised the country’s democratization and EU accession. In addition to gaining an appreciation for unity among opposition parties and for joint political and civic popular mobilization, the Slovakians benefitted from voter registration, election monitoring, and polling programs developed by the Romanian and especially Bulgarian activists (interview with P.D., Slovakian activist, 2008 and interview with E.K., Slovakian policymaker, 2008). Not only did the Slovakian opposition improve on such programs, but it also reinforced them through large-scale, non-partisan, grassroots mobilization—the so-called OK 98 campaign. Such mobilization around the 1998 elections forced the regime onto the defensive and allowed the country to turn a democratic corner (Forbrig and Demes, 2007).

			Coached by the Slovakians, the Croatian opposition followed the Slovakian democratization-breakthrough recipe faithfully (Forbrig and Demes, 2007). In 2000, a new president was voted in, in the name of the democratization and Europeanization of the country, followed by the return of the opposition coalition to power in parliament three years later (Bunce and Wolchik 2011). Later in 2000, the electoral breakthrough wave returned to Serbia, where President Slobodan Milosevic had continued to rule with a heavy authoritarian hand. The opposition had learned from its 1996 campaign and from the Bulgarian, Romanian, and especially the Slovakian experiences. The political parties united and worked closely with civil society to expose electoral fraud. In addition, a broad, well-prepared coalition of student groups, opposition parties, regional government officials, and civil society leaders coordinated their efforts to protest fraud and demand democratic change. Overwhelmed by the resistance and lacking the full support of the repressive apparatus, Milosevic quickly resigned (Bieber, 2003; Birch, 2002; Bujosevic and Radovanovic, 2003; Thompson and Kuntz, 2004).

			The Serbian opposition victory against one of the most authoritarian orders in the region helped spread the electoral breakthrough model to the more illiberal countries in Eurasia. The last three successful electoral breakthroughs—Georgia in 2003, Ukraine in 2004, and Kyrgyzstan in 2005—closely resembled the Serbian one and each other in that they all centered on a fraudulent election, which occurred in the context of incumbent failures to set the economy on a sound course and to curb corruption. All campaigns also built upon earlier rounds of protests and recent successes in local elections and reached out to a diverse set of civic groups, with a particular focus on young people. All countries further adopted the protest strategy and tactics of the Serbian opposition campaign. Georgian and Ukrainian youth movements modeled on the Serbian one were set up. These student groups closely cooperated with opposition parties, especially on popular mobilization before and after the elections. Furthermore, all oppositions were armed with proof of electoral fraud and with non-partisan exit polls from election monitoring and polling programs; these were modeled on the ones fine-tuned in Slovakia and then in Serbia. Finally, all campaigns featured joint political and civic protests for regime change during which the repressive apparatus was present but internally split and unwilling to move; the breakthroughs in Georgia and Ukraine benefitted from defections from the ruling circles.

			Georgia’s regime was the least illiberal of the three: independent media and a fairly democratic civil society had developed but the opposition remained disunited, so the ruling party committed electoral fraud anyway. The student movement, as trained by their Serbian counterparts, took the lead in contesting through protest the results of the parliamentary election. Since the police was unable and unwilling to move against the protesters, who demanded President Shevardnadze’s resignation, the president conceded in favor of the reformist opposition (Kandelaki, 2005; Karumidze and Wertsch, 2005; Wheatley, 2005).

			By 2004, the Ukrainian regime, which had grown corrupt and violent in suppressing the media and the opposition, organized “Ukraine’s dirtiest election” (Kuzio, 2005). To stand up for pro-reform and pro-European governance, more than a million protesters turned up in the dead of winter, mobilized by the political opposition but especially by the student movement. Central control over the media broke down during the campaign, and although the repressive apparatus was divided, the EU, Poland and Lithuania intervened to ensure a peaceful outcome to the crisis. Amid massive protests, the Parliament and the Supreme Court declared the election results invalid. A second runoff was a much more fair election and sealed the victory of the liberal opposition (Karatnycky, 2005; Kuzio, 2005; Kubicek, 2005; Way, 2005; Wilson, 2005).

			Finally, Kyrgyzstani President Askar Akayev stacked the 2005 parliamentary elections by changing the composition of parliament and the election rules used to select its members. He then proceeded to buy votes, de-register candidates, and interfere with the media. Various but mostly newly formed groups joined together to protest the electoral fraud while the opposition remained largely disunited. Notably, despite studying the Ukrainian campaign, the Kyrgyzstani opposition could not keep its struggle peaceful. Unable to contain the protests, Akayev fled to Russia two weeks after the start of the demonstrations. Although the opposition leader was subsequently elected to replace Akayev, the fraudulently elected parliament was allowed to continue to operate without new elections as part of negotiations between the various opposition figures (Tucker, 2007; Beissinger, 2007; MacWilliam, 2005).

			In the mid-2000s, the wave began dying out with unsuccessful efforts at regime change in Azerbaijan in 2003 and 2005, in Armenia in 2003 and 2008, in Kazakhstan in 2005, and in Belarus in 2001 and 2006. Political and civic actors in Russia and Moldova never carried out campaigns but entertained the idea. Indeed, Uzbekistan, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan, and Mongolia were the only countries not swept up by the wave. Despite training by previous electoral-breakthrough organizers and exposure to the model in the mass media (Mendelson and Gerber, 2007), these unsuccessful and unaffected cases featured more repressive regimes, divided oppositions, and weak public mobilization, the combination of which allowed incumbents to maintain power. By the time the model arrived in those countries, their incumbents had learnt from the repeated successes and failures of past electoral breakthroughs. The regimes responded to the threat of the model by moving aggressively to prevent challengers, repressing them forcefully and raising the institutional constraints they faced (Silitsky, 2009). Illiberal rulers also turned to manipulating elections without engaging in outright fraud, thereby avoiding aspects of the model that might fuel opposition mobilization (Beissinger, 2007). They further established their own pro-regime youth movements to counteract the influence of the model-driven transnational youth movements (Deheryan, 2005). Moreover, these autocrats established closer relations with Russia as a way of providing their own regimes with international support in the face of the threat of transnational revolution (Torbakov, 2005).

			The US Role in the Eastern European Wave of Electoral Breakthroughs 

			What was the US’ role in the unfolding of this wave of Central and Eastern European electoral breakthroughs? This paper documents that the US was an important and effective contributor. Despite some allegations that these breakthroughs were orchestrated by the US, only in a few cases did the US provide diplomatic support for regime change, with varying degrees of success. Instead, since the 1990s, the US had been providing funding and technical assistance for strengthening civil society and political parties throughout the post-communist region. This investment positively contributed to the development of the key domestic actors behind the electoral breakthroughs: liberal political elites and civil society. Most importantly, in the years and months preceding the breakthroughs, the US directly brokered the diffusion of the “electoral-breakthrough” model and its constituent elements. Not only did the US support democratic transnational solidarity within Eastern Europe in general, but it also helped put the model together and strategically introduced its past adopters to potential future ones. 

			When discussing the role played by the US in the unfolding of the wave of Central and Eastern European electoral breakthroughs, several caveats are in order. For example, it is important to remember that in those cases where it is not directly imposed from above, democratization is a domestic political project. External actors thus build on and assist, rather than substitute for, the domestic forces behind democratic change. The case of the electoral-breakthrough wave was no exception, since in the end it was local conditions—and especially the capacity and willingness of local elites to embrace this democratization model—that shaped its success and failure.2 It was again local actors who helped the US define its goals and strategies as a result of learning from their successes and failures. 

			At the same time, while the US sought to contribute to the democratization of many Central and Eastern European countries, its efforts to do so were often limited, contradictory, and uneven, given its shifting geographic and competing foreign policy priorities. Moreover, the US’ efforts were often decentralized and even disorganized, as a number of US actors played a role: governmental institutions, such as the State Department and US Agency for International Development (USAID); quasi-governmental organizations, such as the National Endowment for Democracy (NED) and its core institutes, especially the National Democratic Institute (NDI) and the International Republican Institute (IRI), Freedom House (FH), and the United State Institute for Peace (USIP); and private foundations, such as the Open Society Foundations (OSF), the German Marshall Fund of the United States (GMF), the Mott Foundation, and the Rockefeller Brothers Foundation. 

			US Investment in Regime Change 

			Over the course of the 1990s and 2000s, the US invested considerable political and diplomatic resources in supporting the democratization of the post-communist region. In only a few of these countries, however, was the US supportive of regime change. Among the countries swept up in the wave of electoral breakthroughs, these included Slovakia, Croatia, Serbia, and Belarus. In the late 1990s, the US, together with other NATO and EU members, clearly signaled that Slovakia would not join either body while its illiberal ruler, Meciar, was in office (interview with P.D., Slovakian activist, 2008 and interview with E.K., Slovakian policymaker, 2008). In Croatia, again in the late 1990s, US ambassador William Montgomery was actively involved in supporting domestic and international efforts to bring about political change; in fact, he requested that the IRI bring the Croatian political opposition leaders together, so that the latter could learn from the regime-change experience of the former (Bunce and Wolchik, 2011). The late 1990s also marked a turning point in the US position on Serbia from a policy of appeasement of Serbian dictator Slobodan Milosevic as a guarantor of the Dayton Peace Accords to a policy of encouraging democratic change in Serbia. This shift occurred in 1999 and was based on a redefinition of US interests to perceive Serbia’s democratization as critical to the stability of the Western Balkans (Jennings, 2009). Finally, the country in which US support for regime change was the most unambiguous, consistent, and sustained was Belarus, where the Euro-Atlantic community has, since the late 1990s, actively supported the domestic forces promoting regime change through diplomacy, aid, and sanctions levied against the regime (Jarabik et al., 2008; Potocki, 2011).

			In contrast, there are other countries which were swept up in the wave of electoral breakthroughs and in which the US sought to support the conduct of free and fair elections and democracy in general but did not explicitly and unambiguously promote regime change. For example, beginning in the early 2000s, a number of US officials signaled to the regime in Georgia that there needed to be more democratic progress. These diplomats, however, did not mount a concerted effort to remove the reigning illiberal ruler, whom they had supported throughout the 1990s (Mitchell, 2009). Similarly, in Kyrgyzstan, the US withdrew its support for the regime after it stacked the vote in its favor, a move that was not inconsequential. Still, the focus of US efforts—both on the part of the US administration and by other involved actors, such as Freedom House and USAID—was primarily on free and fair elections (Bunce and Wolchik, 2011). 

			Among the cases of failed electoral breakthroughs, the US also urged the governments in Azerbaijan and Armenia to ensure free and fair elections, but then reacted mildly to their rigging and sought to promote an “evolutionary model” of democratization (Bunce and Wolchik, 2011). 

			Lastly, there are three “in-between” cases where US support for regime change was belated, partial, or tacit. For example, in Ukraine, the US signaled its interest in free and fair elections rather than in regime change before the electoral breakthrough was set in motion but then quickly and firmly denounced the results of the rigged vote (Bunce and Wolchik, 2011). In Bulgaria, the opposition finally took leadership of the ongoing civic anti-government protests and went on to organize a democratic breakthrough after they were assured by the US Ambassador (and some other Euro-Atlantic officials) of outside support. In Romania, the IRI’s work, confined to the opposition, sent a similar message. 

			In sum, the US promoted regime change in countries that went on to have both successful (Slovakia, Croatia, and Serbia) and failed (Belarus) electoral breakthroughs. Similarly, the US refrained from supporting regime change both in countries that succeeded in carrying out electoral breakthroughs (Georgia and Kyrgyzstan) and in those that failed (Armenia and Azerbaijan). This lack of correlation between US support for regime change and the success of electoral breakthrough attempts in Central and Eastern Europe speaks to the limited importance of this type of US activism to this democratization wave. 

			US Investment in the Capacity of Civil Society and Political Parties 

			If the US did not orchestrate this democratization wave, what was the American contribution to it (if any)? This article proceeds by exploring the general US investment in the democratization of the region: US assistance helped develop the capacity of various local constituencies for reform but was not in itself sufficient to enable them to successfully mobilize in the name of regime change. 

			Since the collapse of communism, the US has provided a significant amount of financial and technical assistance to support and develop the reform capacity of various domestic post-communist constituencies. For example, USAID alone provided close to $2 billion of democracy aid to the post-communist region between 1990 and 2003 (Finkel, 2008). About half of that assistance has gone toward supporting the development of civil society and about 10 percent toward elections, with the rest devoted to governance and rule of law reforms. Among private US foundations, the Open Society Foundations (OSF), which is the actor with perhaps the largest and most consequential presence in the region, has invested $1.3 billion in democratic development over the past 30 years; civil society has been the OSF’s primary recipient.35 

			Assessments of the impact of such democracy assistance range from positive to negative. Some of the documented benefits of US (and Euro-Atlantic) democracy support to Central and Eastern Europe include: facilitating the survival, invigoration, and growth of civil society organizations (and especially professional nonprofit organizations); the establishment of new democratic channels between them and political elites for input and the articulation of interests; helping civil society organizations achieve some of their objectives through grant-assisted projects and activities; a growth in official and societal acceptance of these groups as legitimate social and political actors; democratizing civil society organizations and encouraging groups in the capitals to reach out to the periphery; and the incorporation of local elites into transnational civil society networks of support (Glenn and Mendelson, 2002; Klose, 2000).

			Many studies, however, also draw attention to the unintended negative consequences of such democracy support.46 Like other donors, the US has created “haves” and “have nots” and forced groups that might otherwise have worked together into a competitive relationship (Henderson, 2003). US aid has also allowed civil society groups to focus on the acquisition of donor funding, frequently to the exclusion of pursuing local causes and support and often resulting in the creation and high turnover of single-issue organizations established to apply for a specific grant (Richter, 2002; Narozhna, 2004; USAID, 1999). Furthermore, the US has often mal-administered assistance, since imported US thinking and agendas have dominated the type, style, and direction of funded activities (Glenn and Mendelson, 2002). Finally, US democracy support has often been inconsistent due to its embeddedness in and vulnerability to the broader US foreign policy priorities and the lack of coordination among the various US actors providing such support (Mendelson, 2004; Easterly, 2002).

			This paper documents that, the drawbacks and limitations of US democracy support notwithstanding, the US has played an important role in helping local actors build institutions commonly associated with liberal democracy. Building on this long-term involvement, the US was able to indirectly contribute to the success of some of the electoral breakthroughs in the region in three main ways. Firstly, it worked with illiberal regimes to reform the local electoral bodies and make voter lists and tabulation more transparent. Secondly, it organized party-building and opposition unity-building activities informally and through various trainings. Thirdly, and perhaps most importantly, through its investments in civil society, it supported the efforts of some of the key civic organizers of these electoral breakthroughs. 

			Many of these recipients report that US support was important in strengthening their work and sometimes even for their survival. When asked the counterfactual of how their work—and democracy in their country as a whole—might have been different without US support, knowledgeable observers in the countries that underwent successful and failed electoral breakthroughs repeatedly made two observations.5 Firstly, there would be fewer civil society organizations in their country. Secondly, there would be fewer politically active and/or watchdog civic groups and programs. This latter observation is of key importance when considering the role of the US in the wave of electoral breakthroughs in the region, which would have been unlikely without active civic involvement in promoting and ensuring free and fair elections. 

			Eager to support the work of a relatively vibrant civil society sector in Slovakia, the US participated in the establishment of the Slovak Donors’ Forum in 1997. In 1998 alone, the Forum provided $43 million in grants (Demes, 1999). It coordinated and expedited the funding of well-planned, election-related activities, including the work of key OK 98 media- and election-monitoring groups, such as Civic Eye and Memo 98; youth-mobilization groups, such as the Pontis Foundation; and think tanks, such as the Institute for Public Affairs, the Slovak Foreign Policy Association, MESA 10, and SPACE (Forbig and Demes, 2008; Reichardt, 2002).  In addition, the IRI and NDI reinforced the decision of the political opposition to unify and supported its efforts to develop a more innovative and active campaign that relied on public opinion polls and targeted messaging, local mobilization, voter meetings, and door-to-door campaigning (interview with K.V., Slovakian activist, 2008; and interview with M.B., Slovakian activist, 2008).

			Similarly, in Croatia, the US was an important donor behind the activities of election-monitoring organizations, such as GONG, and of the broader civic participants in the main advocacy coalitions that mobilized the citizenry to create a popular mandate for democratic change, such as Glas 99. USAID and OSF were Glas 99’s largest donors and together contributed a little more than $5 million to the coalition. NDI worked with Gong to strengthen its election monitoring capacity, while the IRI supported the strengthening and unification of the opposition parties through various campaigning and voter-mobilization trainings (Bunce and Wolchik, 2011).  

			US government and OSF officials (together with some Slovakian diplomats and activists) were also important to the unification of the political opposition in Serbia, as well as its cooperation with Serbian civil society. In addition, after the 1999 shift in US foreign policy toward Serbia, there was a sharp increase in the funding allocated to support political pluralism. These funds supported the work of key breakthrough actors, including independent radio and print media, such as B-92, and politically active civic groups, such as the Civic Alliance, the student movement Otpor, the election-monitoring groups CeSID and the Association for Independent Electoral Media, the Nezavisinost union, the Center for Anti-War action, and the Belgrade Center for Human Rights. As in Slovakia, there was a Donors’ Forum that coordinated and expedited the work of a number of US actors (among other Euro-Atlantic donors). Some have estimated that the US government alone contributed about $41 million in aid to the country’s electoral breakthrough campaign (Beissinger, 2007). In addition, the NED, IRI, NDI, Freedom House, OSF, the Mott Foundation, the Center for Non-Violent Strategies, and the Rockefeller Brothers’ Fund had a significant presence in the country. 

			In the last three countries with successful electoral breakthroughs, the US contributed significantly to the civil society actors behind these breakthroughs—and, to a lesser extent, to party development and opposition unification in these countries. USAID, as well as the IRI and NDI, provided significant support for political change in Georgia by funding some key breakthrough organizers, such as the International Society for Fair Elections and Democracy, Liberty International, and Horizonty. Even more important was the contribution of the OSF, which sponsored the work of a wide-range of civic groups, including the main breakthrough organizers: the youth movement Kmara, the International Society for Fair Elections and Democracy, and the Georgian Young Lawyers Association (Karumidze and Wertsch, 2005). In Ukraine, the US—and especially USAID, NED, IRI, OSF, and the US-Ukraine Foundation—supplied targeted support worth about $65 million to think tanks, election-monitoring groups, and civic groups that provided citizens with information about various public issues (Wilson, 2005). These recipients included actors that played a key role in the breakthrough, such as the independent but politically active think tank Razumkov Center, the Committee of Ukrainian Voters that organized voter awareness and mobilization campaigns, and the student movements Black Pora, Yellow Pora, and Znayu (Diuk, 2006). Nonetheless, it was local Ukrainian businesses that provided most of the resources necessary to sustain the popular mobilization in protest of the rigged vote (McFaul, 2007). Last and least, Kyrgyzstan received similar kinds of support for civil society development, but much less of it. 

			It should be noted, however, that the US also invested significantly in developing the civil society of the countries that underwent failed electoral breakthroughs. Most of the main civic organizers of the unsuccessful breakthroughs in Azerbaijan, including key civic coalitions such as the Election Monitoring Center and the Coordinative Advisory Council for Free and Fair Elections, were supported by the US (Alieva, 2006). In addition, USAID provided funding for various democracy and governance programs and other quasi-governmental and private actors provided election-related training to Azerbaijani civil society. Even more strikingly, Armenia is one of the top per capita recipients of USAID support in the 1990s and early 2000s, where the Agency funded some of the same activities as it did for some of the countries with successful electoral breakthroughs (Bunce and Wolchik, 2011). Similarly, various US actors—including the NED, USAID, and the German Marshall Fund—actively supported the development of civil society and the political opposition in Belarus throughout the 2000s. 

			As with regime-change support, the US channeled democracy aid to countries that carried out successful electoral breakthroughs, as well as to countries in which there was no political change. US assistance thus helped develop the capacity of various local constituencies for reform, but was not in itself sufficient to enable them to successfully mobilize in the name of regime change. Moreover, the case of the Ukrainian breakthrough, which was supported by local resources, suggests that US assistance might also be unnecessary where domestic institutions and actors can provide short-term, and especially long-term, support for civic and political activism.

			The US as a Diffusion Broker

			In addition to broadly investing in (the capacity of local political and civic actors to further) the democratization of the region, the US also served as a diffusion broker in the wave of electoral breakthroughs. This was the most important and distinctive contribution of the US (compared to other external actors). Not only has the US supported transnational democratic solidarity within the post-communist region in general, but it also helped put together the electoral breakthrough model, strategically introduced political and civic elites across the region, and supported elites’ cooperation in implementing the model. In other words, the US participated in the invention of the innovation and facilitated its spread beyond what would have been likely in the absence of its efforts. 

			Even before communism collapsed, there was a strong tradition of transnational democratic solidarity within the region—a tradition rooted in the perception of a shared struggle for democracy and against communism, as a choice about both the domestic political organization and the international relations future of these countries (Kenney, 2002). The importance of this solidarity is well captured by a slogan of the Polish opposition movement, which in 1989 brought down the country’s communist regime and significantly contributed to the unraveling of the Soviet bloc: “Fighting for our freedom and yours.” In the post-1989 period, the US supported and encouraged the continuation of this transnational cooperation within the region by funding a number of initiatives and by launching regional programs that reinforce such solidarity. Important examples of the second type of support are the OSF’s East-East Program, the NED’s Cross-Border Projects, and USAID’s Democracy Network (DemNet) programs, all of which connected grantees of these US donors from various post-communist countries with the explicit purpose of learning from each other. The US thus has a tradition of seeking out best practices and promoting them, not only in order to improve the effectiveness of its assistance efforts but also as a continuation of US work and further diffusion of its values (Petrova, 2012; Petrova, 2017).

			In addition, the strong and active US involvement in assisting the democratization of the post-communist region has socialized a number of civic and political elites that democratic and democratizing countries should support each other’s democratic aspirations. As a result, these elites hold a strong conviction that as “the recipients of foreign assistance, we have a debt to repay” (Petrova, 2012). In other words, not only does the US see these elites as key sources of valuable information and strategies for combating regime repression, winning power, and implementing democratization reforms, but they themselves are also eager to pass along lessons they learned about what did and did not work in their own transitions (Petrova, 2012). Their activism is facilitated by the perceived (and objective) similarities between the political (and economic) regimes in the region and the dense bilateral and multilateral ties that bind these countries together to create an especially favorable environment for regional diffusion.

			The Invention of the Electoral-Breakthrough Model

			Interested in supporting the diffusion of democracy around the globe, the US has been looking for and supporting the exchange of best practices among the countries swept by the third wave of democratization. As early as 1990, Freedom House, IRI, and NDI organized a “learning delegation” of successful democratic-breakthrough organizers from Chile and the Philippines to advise the Bulgarian opposition on their first electoral campaign, while USAID provided support for the first exit poll and parallel vote tabulation in the country (Bunce and Wolchik, 2011). The US was concerned about the fairness of elections in the post-communist space and decided that it could address those concerns by leveraging the Chilean and Philippine expertise in turning rigged elections into democratization victories. Bulgaria was perceived to be both a suitable candidate for benefiting from this expertise and, at the same time, at a crossroads in terms of its democratization trajectory. 

			The development of election-monitoring expertise in Bulgaria and the country’s adaptation of the Chilean and Philippine electoral-mobilization strategies to the post-communist context were the kernel around which the electoral-breakthrough model began to form in the mid-1990s. In 1996-97, these strategies were reintroduced as part of IRI’s party-building and opposition-unity work and NDI’s support for politically active civil society and civic-political cooperation in Bulgaria (interview with R.S., Bulgarian activist, 2010; interview with D. K., Bulgarian activist, 2010). The IRI did some of the same formal and informal work in Romania in the run-up to the 1996 presidential election. In the course of the Bulgarian and Romanian campaigns, their organizers and the US actors involved in supporting them formulated some lessons about the benefits of a united political opposition and joint political-civic mobilization. Recognizing the importance of these lessons for defeating illiberal incumbents throughout the post-communist region, the US quickly moved to spread and build on these best practices. 

			In November 1997, US embassy officials helped arrange a meeting between Slovakian opposition leaders and campaign organizers from Bulgaria and Romania to discuss the main lessons of the Bulgarian and Romanian campaigns. This and subsequent conversations inspired some Slovakian political and civic elites to create a Democratic Roundtable of opposition parties and civil society (interview with M.S., Slovakian activist, 2008). In addition, the IRI introduced Slovakian activists from the Foundation for Civil Society to activists from the US Rock the Vote group, an exchange that inspired the Slovakians to develop a “Rock the Vote” voter-awareness campaign geared toward the country’s youth, an innovative step in contemporary Slovakia (interview with M.K., Slovakian activist, 2007). The IRI continued to work with these Slovakian activists by commissioning monthly public opinion polls throughout the campaign. The IRI also invited four Bulgarian activists from the Political Academy for Central Europe to share some of their best get-out-the-vote practices with the Slovakians (interview with L.L., IRI representative, 2010). Several other donors further supported other Slovak-Bulgarian and Slovak-Romanian exchanges, building on the November 1997 meeting as well as exchanges with Western media- and election-monitoring experts (interview with L.L., IRI representative, 2010). 

			The US was thus instrumental in assisting Slovakian civic and political leaders in devising and implementing an innovative and ambitious election-mobilization campaign. The US helped the Slovakians to not only apply key lessons from the Bulgarian and Romanian democratization struggles, such as opposition unity and political-civic cooperation, but also to develop some of the voter registration, election monitoring, and polling strategies used there into large-scale non-partisan, grassroots mobilization that especially and distinctively targeted young people. 

			The Consolidation of the Electoral-Breakthrough Model

			The year after the Slovakian democratic breakthrough, a Freedom House official encouraged some of the key Slovakian organizers to share the main lessons of their democratization campaign with opposition activists from Serbia, Croatia, Ukraine, Belarus, and Russia (interview with P.D., Slovakian activist, 2008). In Croatia, there had been attempts to bring together different civic groups around common campaigns, but it was not until they learned about the Slovakian breakthrough experience that the Civic Coalition for Free and Fair Elections, Glas 99, modeled on the Slovakian OK 98, was born (Forbig and Demes 2008). Glas 99 also borrowed many of the Slovakian election monitoring techniques and youth mobilization strategies, including the Rock the Vote campaign. The US ambassador to Croatia and USAID-Croatia  supported further exchanges between key Slovakian and Croatian activists. 

			Similarly, in Serbia, several US actors sponsored trainings for Serbian political and civic elites with Slovakian, Bulgarian, Croatian, and Western experts. The Slovakian OK 98 and the Croatian Glas 99 campaigns—on which the Serbian Izlaz 2000 was modeled—made a key contribution to the Serbian democratic breakthrough. Also influential were Gene Sharp’s non-violence strategies, introduced through some US Center for Non-Violent Conflict manuals sent to Serbia (interview with D.S., US donor representative, 2010). The Serbian adaptation of the electoral-breakthrough model defined in Slovakia to one of the most authoritarian regimes in the post-communist space helped consolidate the model and allow for its diffusion to the more illiberal countries of the former Soviet Union. The model centered on attempts by united political oppositions to use fraudulent elections, in combination with political protests organized by a diverse set of political and civic groups (but especially young people), to push their country in a more democratic direction. (On the properties of the model favorable to its diffusion, see Bunce and Wolchik, 2011.)

			The Dying Down of the Electoral-Breakthrough Wave 

			The Serbian precedent was quite influential in the Ukrainian, Georgian, and Kyrgyzstani electoral breakthroughs. In 2002, the Georgian opposition, interested in defeating the country’s autocrat, reached out to Serbia’s student movement, Otpor, for advice. This initial contact set in motion a series of exchanges between Georgian and Serbian, and sometimes also Slovakian, activists facilitated by the OSF. Otpor served as a template for the founding of a similar Georgian movement, Kmara. Kmara, together with Liberty International, the Georgian Young Lawyers’ Association, and the opposition National Movement, organized voter mobilization and election-monitoring campaigns, as well as demonstrations to protest the rigged vote, all based on the Serbian model (Devdariani, 2003).

			Mostly with US support, several Slovakian OK 98 activists also inspired and trained Ukrainian activists from the Yellow Pora in various election-monitoring and popular mobilization strategies (interview with P. N., Slovakian activist, 2008; interview with P. D., Slovakian activist, 2008), while some Otpor activists provided a model for and trained Ukrainian activists from Black Pora, the most important actor behind the youth and popular mobilization in Ukraine’s breakthrough (interview with A.K., Ukrainian activist, 2012). As a result, the Ukrainian campaign combined many of the elements of the Slovakian and especially the Serbian struggles, mirroring specific strategies for voter mobilization and popular protests against the rigged vote, respectively (with the first set of techniques being less important than the second) (Bunce and Wolchik, 2011). 

			Again mostly with US support, Serbia’s CeSID trained fellow election monitors in Kyrgyzstan. On the eve of the 2005 election, student activists from Kyrgyzstan founded Kel-Kel, modeled on Kmara in Georgia and Pora in Ukraine. The Serbian, Georgian, and Ukrainian student movements were also an inspiration to the student movements that sprang up in Azerbaijan and Armenia, where there were unsuccessful electoral breakthroughs. The US further connected the Belarusian opposition to the Slovakian and Serbian activists—exchanges that proved formative for one of the two main student movements, which played an important role in the failed electoral breakthroughs in Belarus in 2001 and 2006 (interview with Y. Z., Belarusian activist, 2012). In another instance of US help and encouragement, Slovakian activists advised the leaders of the Assembly of Pro-Democracy NGOs, which united the democratization efforts of Belarusian civil society, but the regime shut down the domestic election-observation efforts that had been put together with Slovakian help. 

			In sum, as with US regime-change support and democracy assistance, the importance of US brokerage differed from country to country in both the successful and unsuccessful electoral breakthroughs. This suggests that it was primarily local conditions—and especially the capacity and willingness of local elites to embrace this model—that shaped its success in some cases rather than in others. Yet the US shaped both the substance of the model itself and its spread beyond the countries where some version of it might have spread without US involvement. When asked the counterfactual of whether they would have noticed and/or reached out to sister groups abroad, most political and civic activists from the early risers in the electoral breakthrough wave expressed skepticism.6 The Slovakian ones, for example, thought they would not have thought about the breakthroughs in Bulgaria or Romania as “relevant” and would not have reached out to countries outside of the former Yugoslavia. Similarly, the Bulgarian activists would not have shared their experience even with Slovakia and Serbia without US encouragement. And while some of the activists in the countries that were latecomers to the electoral breakthrough wave reported recognizing the historic significance of the breakthroughs in their region, they might not have been able to establish (close) contact and learn about specific strategies and tactics without US funding and encouragement. These observations again speak to the importance of US brokerage in the wave of electoral breakthroughs in Central and Eastern Europe.

			Conclusion: The US as a Diffusion Broker—Theorizing Brokerage in Diffusion Waves

			The US was an important and effective contributor to the wave of electoral breakthroughs that swept through some of the Central and Eastern European countries occupying the grey zone between democracy and autocracy in the late 1990s and early 2000s. The US did not orchestrate the wave and was, in fact, a decentralized and even disorganized actor, struggling to reconcile a number of conflicting national foreign policy objectives in the post-communist space. The US nonetheless shaped the substance of the electoral-breakthrough model that defines this regime-change wave, as well as its speed and scope, by directly brokering the diffusion process and strategically linking past adopters to potential future ones. The US further contributed to creating conditions favorable to democratization in the region through its long-term investment in strengthening civil society, political parties, and electoral institutions throughout the post-communist region. Finally, in a few cases the US also provided diplomatic support for regime change. In the end, however, all these US efforts were often insufficient to produce political change: although they changed the expectations and capacity of local actors, it was their interaction with local conditions that shaped the success of Central and Eastern European electoral breakthroughs. 

			Having acknowledged the primacy of domestic politics in explaining regime change, what can US diffusion brokerage in the Central and Eastern European wave of electoral breakthroughs teach us about the limited role of external actors in diffusion waves? Comparative politics and international relations scholars have noted that the temporal and spatial clustering of regime change, such as the wave of Central and Eastern European electoral breakthroughs, has produced political processes and institutions that are specific to particular regions at particular times. Some have argued that this clustering is a result of diffusion—namely, a regime-change model spreading among the countries in these regions—rather than of similar but independent responses to common political conditions in these regions.72 However, the role of brokers—that is, the actor(s) linking transmitters and adopters within these diffusion waves—has remained understudied.83 

			Two types of explanations of diffusion have been proposed: 1) regime change in one country alters the benefits of regime change in other countries; and 2) regime change in one country provides information about the costs or benefits of a particular regime-change model (Simmons and Elkins, 2004; see also Beissinger, 2002; Beissinger, 2007). 

			By dealing in information, brokers can play an especially important role in the second dynamic. For example, the discussion of US diffusion brokerage in the Central and Eastern European wave of electoral breakthroughs above documents that brokers can bring together transmitters and adopters who might otherwise not have known (of) each other while also possibly (re-)shaping the message that is passed between them. 

			Moreover, as illustrated by the US brokerage of the Central and Eastern European wave of electoral breakthroughs, and as the literature has suggested about many other aspects of contentious waves (Tarrow, 1994, Katz, 1997, Markoff, 1996, McAdam, 1995), the role of external actors, including brokers, can evolve over the course of the wave’s unfolding. For instance, in the early period of the wave’s eruption, the US was actively participating in the assembly of the model’s constituent elements by strategically connecting pro-democratic activists and shaping the message that they passed to each other; in the later period, the US’ role was more about spreading the model faster and further than it would have spread without US support.

			Especially in the early period, the US threw its weight and legitimacy behind certain breakthroughs as success stories that might otherwise have gone relatively unnoticed—Bulgaria and Slovakia—highlighting and/or reaffirming them as worthy of emulation. In addition, by discussing the “key lessons” of these breakthroughs with potential adopters, the US often defined and re-defined the constituent elements of these innovations. Finally, by introducing certain success stories to certain potential adopters, the US was assembling and re-combining these key lessons into a distinctive version of the electoral-breakthrough model. For instance, the US-sponsored Philippine and Chilean learning delegation that went to Bulgaria and a Bulgarian-Romanian delegation in Slovakia had a critical impact on the substance of the model.

			Furthermore, the US shaped the scope and speed of the diffusion process, especially in the later period. An example of the first type of impact is the US’ facilitation of the attribution of similarity between the Slovakian breakthrough organizers, on the one hand, and the Ukrainian and Belarusian ones, on the other, which would likely not have happened without the US mediation (interview with P.N., Slovakian activist, 2008; interview with M.M., Slovakian activist, 2008). An example of the second type of impact is the US’ support for the exchanges between Serbian and Georgian activists, which intensified and sped up the exchange between these two countries.

			It could thus be theorized that, in some cases, brokers might do more than facilitate the spread of information. Firstly, brokers can impact the substance of the diffusion process (as the US did in Central and Eastern Europe). By labeling certain regime-change innovations as success stories, brokers highlight and reaffirm them as worthy of emulation. In addition, by emphasizing certain “key lessons” of these regime-change events (stemming from both successes and failures), brokers can define and re-define the constituent elements of these innovations. Finally, by introducing certain transmitters to certain potential adopters, brokers can shape the packaging and re-packaging of key lessons into a distinctive innovation model. 

			Secondly, brokers can influence the scope and speed of the diffusion process. Diffusion is a process bound not only by the information that the relevant actors in the political system have about each other, but also by the identification of potential adopters with possible transmitters, also referred to as “attribution of similarity” (McAdam and Rucht, 1993). The greater this identification, the more extensive the adoption of innovation elements from the transmitter. This identification, however, is a product of social construction rather than automatic equivalence. Brokers can thus construct similarities where few existed before (because of geographical distance or political and historical differences). As a result, brokers can spread the message about a certain regime-change innovation and its success faster and further than in cases of unmediated diffusion. The US diffusion brokerage case presented above suggests that by facilitating the attribution of similarity, brokers can also shape the direction—and, as a result, the overall scope—of diffusion. 

			It could further be theorized that in the early period of the wave, brokers might be more likely to influence the content of the diffusion process by strategically connecting potential adopters with possible transmitters and shaping the message that they pass to each other, whereas in the later period of the wave’s unfolding, brokers might be more likely to influence the scope and speed of the diffusion process. This hypothesis is consistent with previous research, which has highlighted that many other aspects of diffusion waves evolve over the course of the wave’s unfolding (Tarrow, 1994; Katz, 1997; Markoff, 1996; McAdam, 1995). If validated in future research, this hypothesis could offer a foundation for a theory of the “life cycle” of diffusion brokerage, which offers a framework for understanding the role of external actors in regime change that goes beyond naïve orchestration arguments. 
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					1Electoral breakthroughs are defined here as attempts by opposition leaders and citizens to use elections in combination with political protests to defeat illiberal incumbents or their anointed successors, to bring liberal oppositions to power, and to shift domestic regimes in a more democratic direction. (Definition borrowed from Bunce and Wolchik, 2011).

				

				
					2Evaluating the success of the spreading of the model is beyond the scope of this paper. On this question, see Bunce and Wolchik, 2011 and Beissinger, 2007.

				

				
					3Open Society Foundations. 2018. About Us: Expenditures & Budget, At http://www.opensocietyfoundations.org/about/expenditures.

				

				
					4It should be noted that not all Euro-Atlantic actors have made these mistakes and that many of those who made such mistakes learned from them. 

				

				
					5Interview with R.S., Bulgarian activist, 2010; interview with D.K., Bulgarian activist 2010; interview with M.M., Slovakian activist, 2008; interview with P.N., Slovakian activist, 2008; interview with S.S., Serbian activist, 2009; interview with Y. Z., Belarusian activist 2012; interview with Z.L., Belarusian activist, 2013; interview with T. K., Ukrainian activist, 2012; interview with O. A., Ukrainian activist, 2012. 

				

				
					6Interview with R.S., Bulgarian activist, 2010; interview with D.K., Bulgarian activist, 2010; interview with M.M., Slovakian activist, 2008; interview with P.N., Slovakian activist, 2008; interview with S.S., Serbian activist, 2009; interview with Y. Z., Belarusian activist, 2012; interview with Z.L., Belarusian activist, 2013; interview with T. K., Ukrainian activist, 2012; interview with O. A., Ukrainian activist, 2012.

				

				
					7For example, on democratization waves, see Huntington, 1991; Bunce, McFaul, and Stoner-Weiss, 2010. 
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			How do authoritarian leaders insulate their regimes from the contagion effects generated by cross-national waves of popular protest? This article compares the strategies of leaders in four authoritarian regimes—Azerbaijan, China, Russia, and Saudi Arabia—and their responses to the color revolutions and the Arab uprisings. This comparison reveals that these countries have developed an elaborate and similar toolkit to defend the authoritarian status quo and that vigilant autocrats take preemptive measures even when popular uprisings erupt in geographically distant regions or within very different political systems.

			 “It is not easy being a dictator today.”

			James Dobson (2012: 2) 

			The durability of so many authoritarian regimes in the face of the global spread of democratic governance over the past thirty years has led many comparativists—particularly over the past decade—to focus their research on authoritarian politics, particularly the strategies authoritarian leaders have used to maintain and augment their powers (see, for example, Wintrobe, 2001; Bueno de Mesquita and Downs, 2005; Gandhi and Przeworski, 2006; Brownlee, 2007; Gandhi, 2007; Blaydes, 2008; Landry, 2008; Holbig and Gilley, 2010; Chen and Dickson, 2010; Wright, 2010; Bueno de Mesquita and Smith, 2011; Dobson, 2012; Frantz and Kendall-Taylor, 2014; Greitins, 2016).1 This expanding body of research has been guided by two key assumptions. One is that authoritarian resilience depends in important respects on the kinds of actions leaders take to protect themselves and their system. In short, authoritarian leaders survive not simply because of their regime’s structural assets, but also because they are active and innovative stewards of their power. The other is that the most significant threats to authoritarian rule originate in the domestic arena—for example, defection of key regime allies, including security forces, military elites, and ruling coalitions, economic crises, the death of the leader, and demands for political change put forward by opposition groups and disgruntled citizens (Svolik, 2012; Acemoglu and Robinson, 2006; Hale, 2005, 2006). 

			The purpose of this article is to build on the strategic emphases and insights in these studies, but to shift the arena of analysis from the domestic to the international system and the dangers the latter presents to the continuation of authoritarian rule. In particular, this article compares how authoritarian leaders in four countries—Azerbaijan, China, Russia, and Saudi Arabia—have responded to two cross-national waves of popular mobilizations against authoritarian rulers. The first wave is the color revolutions that took place from 1996 to 2010 throughout postcommunist Europe and Eurasia (see especially Bunce and Wolchik, 2011). In this wave, oppositions and ordinary citizens in Slovakia, Croatia, Serbia, Georgia, Ukraine, Kyrgyzstan, Armenia, Azerbaijan, and Belarus adopted similar sets of innovative electoral strategies in order to mount ambitious challenges to authoritarian leaders or their anointed successors. Like all diffusion processes, some of these efforts succeeded (the first six cases), whereas others did not (the latter three cases).

			The second wave is the Arab Spring, which began in Tunisia in December 2010 and subsequently spread to a number of other countries in the Middle East and North Africa (the MENA). For this wave, large-scale popular protests, often organized after Friday prayers and usually targeting central squares, served as the key innovation. Like the color revolutions, these protests had variable outcomes (see Brownlee, Masoud, and Reynolds, 2013; Bellin, 2012; Patel, Bunce and Wolchik, 2011). Large anti-regime protests broke out in six countries in the MENA, including Tunisia, Egypt, Libya, Yemen, Syria, and Bahrain, and the leaders of four of them have left office: Ben Ali in Tunisia, Mubarak (and his successor Morsi) in Egypt, Saleh in Yemen, and Qadaffi in Libya. In other countries where popular uprisings took place or are ongoing, dictators have managed to hold on to power. 

			These two rounds of anti-regime mobilizations are ideal for the purposes of this study, because, in demonstrating in highly visible fashion the capacity of publics to unseat a significant number of dictators in a short period of time, they represent perhaps the most clear-cut examples of a set of international developments that directly threaten the tenure of authoritarian leaders. For instance, it is telling that in the February 2011 round of a regularly-conducted public opinion poll in Russia (which was held immediately after the outbreak of protests in Tunisia and Egypt had led to the departure of their two presidents), there was, despite the popularity of both Vladimir Putin and Dimitri Medvedev, a substantial increase in the percentage of respondents expressing their willingness to participate in protests in comparison with polls taken during the previous eight months (Davidoff, 2011). Unlike many studies that attempt to connect international and domestic politics, therefore, this one does not require as much guesswork with respect to identification of cause and effect and the mechanisms involved. 

			There is also another consideration—in this case methodological—that leads to the hypotheses tested in this article. Because these waves were both similar to and different from one another, they provide the analytical leverage needed to assess some claims that have been made in the literature on both international diffusion and the durability of authoritarian rulers. Both cross-national clusters of anti-regime protests by all accounts followed a diffusion dynamic, expanded mass participation in politics, and shared the mission of removing authoritarian leaders from office. Yet they differed in terms of how citizens challenged the regime and whether the popular challenges were electoral- or street-based (Bunce and Wolchik, 2011),2 as well as their geography: one wave of popular challenges to authoritarian rule took place in postcommunist Europe and Eurasia, the other in the MENA.

			These differences in turn explain why the cases of Azerbaijan, China, Russia, and Saudi Arabia were selected for this study. While the leaders of all four countries share the commonality of having survived in the face of significant external precedents established for mass-based removal of authoritarian rulers from power, there are nonetheless good reasons to argue that: 1) these two rounds represented quite different degrees of threat; and 2) these leaders therefore made different calculations about whether and how to respond. 

			In particular, there are two factors that could in theory differentiate between repertoires of reaction. The first is regime type. While Russia and Azerbaijan are mixed political systems that straddle democracy and dictatorship and consequently hold regular and competitive national elections (albeit not on an even playing field), China and Saudi Arabia are consolidated authoritarian regimes that prevent their citizens from participating in any process that involves the selection of rulers at the national level (on the different types of authoritarian regimes, see Levitsky and Way, 2010; Kailitz, 2013; Geddes, Frantz and Wright, 2014). This contrast would seem to suggest that leaders in Russia and Azerbaijan had much more to lose from being infected by the virus of a color revolution than their counterparts in either China or Saudi Arabia. The question then becomes: would the Chinese or Saudi leadership worry about and respond to a diffusion dynamic that depends for its spread on opportunities for the electoral removal of authoritarian rulers, since they do not hold national elections in the first place?

			A second factor is geographic. Students of cross-national diffusion argue in virtual concert that spatial proximity facilitates emulation—though it is unclear whether the issue is “space” or similarities in important political, social and/or economic areas that result from the repeated interactions and common experiences that membership in the same neighborhood encourages. In any case, whatever the “real” cause, we can expect that Russia, Azerbaijan and perhaps China (which introduces the interesting complication of being on the fringes of the post-Soviet space and thus in a “different,” but contiguous region) should all be more likely to respond to the color revolutions with a set of preemptive strategies to contain their spread than Saudi Arabia. This is because successful electoral challenges to authoritarian rule took place on the borders of the first three countries—that is, Ukraine and Georgia (Russia), Georgia (Azerbaijan), and Kyrgyzstan (China)—but not the final one. By the same token, the Arab Spring should have invited a much more elaborate set of preemptive actions on the part of Saudi Arabia than the other three countries discussed in this article. These expectations are summarized in Table 1.

			


Table 1. Threat perception of the contagion effects of popular uprisings
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As we will discover, in the case of the color revolutions, geographic proximity seems to trump similarities in regime type. Simply put, precedents involving the removal of authoritarian leaders from office exert a very powerful influence on neighboring authoritarian leaders’ threat perceptions, and these concerns lead them to craft elaborate policies intended to contain the threat. The Chinese case demonstrates that this is even the case when the form that challenges take seems not to translate to the incumbent regime. However, once we turn to the Arab Spring, we find that, while similarities in regime type remains a poor predictor and geography continues to matter—in the sense that Saudi Arabia took the singular action of providing military assistance to a neighboring country under siege from popular protests (Bahrain)—neither variable explains the striking similarities in how the leaders of all four regimes responded to the Arab Spring. These similarities suggest that other factors can influence how authoritarian regimes react to the diffusion of popular challenges to authoritarian rule. Learning is a possibility, as are three other variables: the timespan of the waves, changes in the role of the media in diffusion dynamics, and the pressures imposed on political leaders by an upcoming succession. 

			The Color Revolutions

			How did the leaders of Azerbaijan, China, Russia, and Saudi Arabia respond to the color revolutions? To begin to answer this question, it is important to note, firstly, that the rhetoric and policies of the Saudi leadership did not change in response to the cross-national spread of electoral challenges to authoritarian rule in postcommunist Europe and Eurasia. Secondly, while their lack of response to these election-related events would be consistent with the argument that both geography and regime type influence the propensity of defenders of the status quo to react to diffusion, the patterns exhibited by the remaining three countries in our study suggest that the former factor was more influential. In particular, the Russian, Azerbaijani, and Chinese leaderships all took elaborate actions at home and abroad to prevent the color revolutions from infecting their countries. While this is consistent with a geographical explanation, since all three states (unlike Saudi Arabia) bordered other countries that experienced a color revolution, it is not with a regime-based account. While Azerbaijan and Russia are mixed authoritarian regimes and therefore, like many other countries in postcommunist Europe and Eurasia, vulnerable to opposition electoral challenges, China does not hold national elections (Levitsky and Way, 2010).

			Negative Strategies

			Leaders of these three states preempted these kinds of challenges by embracing a roughly similar “negative” agenda. Most obviously in the cases of both Russia and Azerbaijan, this meant going to greater lengths than they had done in the past to control elections: priming the economy on the eve of the elections; providing substantial state resources to the party of power; tolerating or actively supporting harassment of the opposition; creating fake oppositions; and manipulating the coverage of the campaign in the media, the certification of legitimate candidates for office, the public spaces where protests take place (as they did in Serbia, Georgia and Ukraine), and the tabulation of the vote. One striking example of how far preemptive electoral strategies went was the decision by the Aliyev regime in Azerbaijan to remove all orange fabric from stores following the Orange Revolution in Ukraine and preceding the next round of parliamentary elections (Bunce and Wolchik, 2011).

			In addition, all three regimes cracked down on protest activity (with Azerbaijan and Russia targeting in particular the period around elections); limiting the access of their citizenry to information about waves of protests, especially successful ones, in neighboring countries (particularly utilized by China); and used their national media to depict these events in negative ways (Bunce and Wolchik, 2011; Koesel and Bunce, 2013). These strategies pursue the same goal: to demobilize those domestic and international constituencies that would be most attracted to joining and supporting the wave (Lyall, 2006; Robertson, 2011). While Russia and Azerbaijan took the predictable approach of cracking down on demonstrations, the Chinese—surprisingly enough in view of the more “classically” authoritarian nature of that regime—managed contentious politics in a more nuanced manner. Although violent repression of protests certainly falls within the strategic arsenal of the Chinese elite, protests are also used to help prolong authoritarian rule. This is because they are understood by those in power to serve three functions: identify local “troublemakers” (who can later be punished), provide some quality control with respect to service delivery by making local leaders more accountable, and deflect criticism from the center (see, for example, Lorentzen, 2013; Chen, 2012; Wu, 2009; O’Brien, 2008; and, more generally, Wright, 2010). Another reason is that the Chinese protests were highly localized; they were not explicitly tied to the color revolutions, nor did they seek to target the regime. 

			All three leaderships were also quick to blame the West for these electoral confrontations in neighboring regimes and the large-scale popular protests that often followed them. They criticized such interventions in the domestic affairs of countries as violations of international norms (while of course ignoring the norm of human rights) and catalogued in detail the political and economic costs of such sudden and irregular changes in political leadership. In the process, these regimes were able to remind their citizens of the many benefits of authoritarian rule in general and their stewardship in particular (Koesel and Bunce, 2013). For example, Vladimir Putin argued in September 2005 at a meeting with Western academics and journalists who brought up the issue of the recent turnovers in political leaders that had taken place from 2003 to 2005 in Georgia, Ukraine and Kyrgyzstan that “Our foreign partners may be making a mistake. We are not against changes in the former Soviet Union. We are afraid only that those changes will be chaotic. Otherwise, there will be banana republics where he who shouts loudest wins” (quoted in Radio Free Europe/Radio Liberty, No. 16, No. 242, 1; Kniazov, 2005). 

			Putin’s comments about the color revolutions and those provided more generally by the state-controlled Russian media had two immediate consequences. One was that the Russian parliament passed a law in 2006 that forced non-governmental organizations (NGOs) to re-register, with special conditions placed on those receiving Western funding.3 The law required NGOs to operate under much more stringent conditions than before and gave government officials the legal right to attend the internal meetings of these organizations and review their budgets. This law seems to have served as a model, moreover, for leaders in other authoritarian states, including not only China, but also Venezuela, Kazakhstan, Uzbekistan, Tajikistan, Belarus, Egypt, and Zimbabwe (see Hearings of Council on Foreign Relations, 2006; Chivers, 2006; Kahmi, 2006). 

			At the same time, official criticism of the color revolutions influenced Russian public opinion. A nationwide survey conducted in 2005—that is, following the spread of the color revolutions to Georgia, Ukraine, and Kyrgyzstan—found that only three percent of Russians thought life in Georgia and Kyrgyzstan had improved following the color revolutions, and only six percent reported believing that life had improved in Ukraine since the revolution (“‘Svetnye revoliutsii v stranakh SNG,” 2005). It is also noteworthy that negative portrayals of the color revolutions were particularly successful at influencing Russian youth. A poll of 16- to 29-year-olds taken in 2005, for instance, found that 72 percent opposed an “Orange Revolution” taking place in Russia (Mendelson and Gerber, 2005, fn. 1).

			The Chinese leaders and state-run media painted an equally dismal portrait of the political and economic disarray that has followed the removal of authoritarian rulers across Eastern Europe and Eurasia. The color revolutions were largely reduced to events orchestrated by the US, rather than a reaction to domestic repression or the result of collaboration between local oppositions, civil society groups, and the international democracy assistance community. The so-called revolutionaries were also criticized for failing to deliver on their election promises and allowing post-revolutionary life to disintegrate into political scandals, rising inflation, rampant corruption, and a dramatic decline in economic growth. Finally, a great deal of the blame for this sorry state of affairs was placed on the international democracy assistance community, who were condemned for instigating public protests or what the Chinese commonly refer to as “street politics” (jietou zhengzhi) (see Zhang, 2005; Li, 2006; Wang, 2007). 

			In the Chinese media and some academic circles, international NGOs—such as the National Endowment for Democracy (NED), the National Democratic Institute (NDI), the International Republican Institute (IRI), the Carter Center, and the Open Society Institute—have been accused of claiming to be in the business of supporting human rights while in reality harboring much more subversive political agendas. One newspaper reported foreign NGOs to be staffed by “regime change professionals” (zhenquan dianfu de zhuanye renshi) who “flaunt democracy and freedom and, under the banner of humanitarianism, hold signs of assistance and poverty reduction, but their real intention is to export their ideology and values, to set off a ‘democratic wave’ and ‘street politics’” (Wang, 2005; see also Wang, 2007; Li, 2006; Ru and Ren, 2006). This point was reinforced by the narrative that international NGOs utilize a multi-page playbook to promote electoral regime change. For instance, leading up to elections, international NGOs were accused of attempting to inject society with democratic values and plant the seeds of revolution. Then, under the protective umbrella of “development” and “assistance,” NGOs seek to capture the local media in order to control and manipulate public opinion, which is crucial in the later stages of the revolution. Next, they organize the building blocks of the opposition movement by sponsoring voter turnout drives, providing their own election observers, organizing youth clubs, training protesters in non-violent resistance, and instigating street politics on election day. Finally, NGOs assist in the mobilization of the diverse arms of the opposition movement and frame the regime incumbents as an “old guard” that is incompetent and corrupt while presenting the opposition candidate as young, honest, decisive and strong (Pan and Dai, 2007). The underlying message of the regime narrative is that these events are not driven by domestic demands, but are rather a plot orchestrated by the West to impose its democratic agenda. 

			Positive Strategies

			The leaders of Azerbaijan, China, and Russia used carrots as well as sticks to contain the threats imposed by the color revolutions. Before providing some examples of these “positive” activities, one preliminary point needs to be made. None of the four countries analyzed in this article responded to the diffusion of popular challenges to authoritarian rule by introducing liberalizing reforms. Whether this decision to stay the political course explains the durability of these regimes in the face of these waves of change is unclear. However, it does provide a striking contrast to the responses of some Eastern European regimes to waves of popular protest at the end of communism and, more recently, the reformist actions taken by the kings of Morocco and Jordan in response to the Arab Spring (Brownlee, Masoud, Reynolds, 2012; MacFarquhar, 2011a, 2011b, 2011c; Erlanger, 2011; Al-Rasheed, 2011; Haykal, 2011; Jones, 2011). 

			Instead of liberal reforms, the Russian, Azerbaijani, and Chinese governments have turned to familiar patronage strategies to court key political players. One example is youth, a demographic group that took center stage during the color revolutions. Building on the ideas behind the Young Pioneers during Soviet times, the Russian government financed a large pro-Kremlin youth movement committed to promoting patriotism and defending the Russian nation, its core traditional values, and its policies (Dunajeva and Koesel, 2017; Schiffers, 2015). These pro-Kremlin youth movements are diverse, including Nashi (Ours), Otechestvo (Fatherland), and Molodaia Gvardiia (Young Guards); come on the heels of the Orange Revolution; and provide opportunities for political and professional advancement (Diuk, 2012; Kosobokova, 2008; Odynova, 2009; Oliphant, 2009; Krainova, 2009; Stanaovaya, 2005; McGlinchey, 2009). 

			The Azerbaijanis were a little slower to create pro-regime movements than the Russians. They adopted three countermeasures to court disgruntled youth and contain the youth opposition groups that had already emerged, including Dalga (Wave), Maqam (It is Time), Chagri (Calling), Yox! (No!), and Yeni Fekir (New Thought). The first tactic was, like the Russians, to prop up pro-regime youth movements, such as IRELI (Forward), so as to better balance the organizational space and provide professional advancement opportunities for loyal youth. The second was to use officially sanctioned youth organizations and institutions—such as the Ministry of Youth and Sports and the National Assembly of Youth Organizations of the Republic of Azerbaijan (NAYORA)—to create the semblance of strong support for the regime among the younger generations. The third tactic was coercive and included the harassment and arrest of select youth activists, who were then charged with crimes ranging from hooliganism to espionage (Duik, 2012, 84-85; Bunce and Wolchik, 2011, 180-85).

			The Chinese government has also courted the younger generations, but in different ways from both the Russians and the Azerbaijanis. Its approach has been to increase Communist Party membership, which is still considered a key to upward social and economic mobility. In the mid-eighties, university students represented less than one percent of all Party members. Indeed, the willingness of students across China to take to the streets in the spring of 1989 reflected in part their political marginalization (Rosen, 1990).4 In the years following the protests, there has been a deliberate campaign to rejuvenate the ranks, with the result that over one-quarter of all Party members are currently under the age of 35 and students make up over one-third of all new recruits (Xinhua, 2011; Xinhua, 2016). Such a demographic shift is not surprising considering the impact of the student-led events in 1989 in China and—returning to the focus of this article—the prominent role of youth mobilization in the neighboring color revolutions (and, for that matter, in the Arab uprisings). Indeed, a survey issued by the Organization Department of the CCP Central Committee reported that between 2002 and 2007 the number of college students within the Party grew by more than 250 percent, indicating that student recruits have outpaced other loyal constituencies, such as workers, farmers, and army officers.5

			Finally, to block democratic diffusion, these regimes have adopted dedicated outreach strategies. All three countries, like Saudi Arabia, had well-established and close political and economic relations with the West, largely because of their energy endowments, geopolitical locations, and/or sizeable domestic markets. They have since constructed external alliances with authoritarian regimes in order to contain contagion effects. In the Chinese case, this has meant the peddling of its successful model of authoritarian politics, capitalism, rapid economic growth, and political stability to other countries in the third world. What makes this model unusually attractive—aside from China’s successes in these areas—has been its ability to promise that, unlike the West (which is hardly consistent in this regard), it will not let local human rights abuses get in the way of inter-state trade and aid (Kurlantzick and Link, 2009).

			Another example of expanding alliances is the formation in 2001, partly in response to the color revolutions, of the Shanghai Cooperation Organisation (SCO), the founding members of which include Russia, China, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan and Uzbekistan. While the charter of the SCO claims that the organization is to serve a variety of human rights and economic functions, it is clear from the composition of this body and the foci of its meetings that it is more a body that coordinates the policies and military actions of authoritarian regimes in the region (Cooley, 2013; Ambrosio, 2008).

			Russia and China have additionally engaged in substantial cultural diplomacy—not unlike what we saw with the United States and its Fulbright programs during the early Cold War period. The development of offensive cultural diplomacy has allowed the Russians and Chinese to shape narratives about them. In the Chinese case, this has meant rehabilitating Confucius as their new ambassador. Since 2004, over 435 Confucius Institutes and 644 Confucius Classrooms have been established in 117 countries.6 According to the Chinese government, the purpose of such outreach is “strengthening educational and cultural exchange and cooperation between China and other countries, deepening friendly relationships with other nations, and promoting the development of multiculturalism with the aim of constructing a harmonious world.”7 As one Chinese scholar who assisted the development of Confucius Institutes in Uzbekistan and Kyrgyzstan explained, China is following in the footsteps of Western educational programs, such as the Fulbright Program and the British Council, which have been very successful in generating goodwill toward their home countries (interview with L.L., Shanghai Academy of Social Sciences, Shanghai, April 20, 2007). Of course, the unstated objective is to increase soft power: former Premier Wen Jiabao has stressed that “China will attach more importance to cultural development, and conduct cultural exchanges with foreign countries more actively, so as to enhance the international influence of Chinese culture” (People’s Daily, 2010). 

			For its part, the Russian government has been engaging in an array of activities to enhance its image abroad—activities that in many respects mirror the Soviet policy of establishing “houses of Soviet culture” abroad during the Cold War. In June 2007, Putin signed a presidential degree creating the Russian World Foundation (Fond Russkii mir), which has the stated purpose of “promoting the Russian language, as Russia’s national heritage and a significant aspect of Russian and world culture.”86 Like the Confucius Institutes of China, the Russian World Foundation has already established 98 Russian Centers, with the vast majority located in the “near abroad.” 

			By comparison, Azerbaijan’s cultural diplomacy has been less extensive, limited to sending bronze statues of Heydar Aliyev around the globe (Radio Free Europe/Radio Liberty, October 3, 2012).9 There are two likely reasons for this. One is that such instution-building initiatives are expensive and although Azerbaijan has oil wealth it can draw from, its resources pale in comparison to those of great powers like China and Russia (Gat, 2007). The other is that cultural diplomacy may not be necessary. As Azerbaijan operates in the Russian theater, it may be able to indirectly benefit from Russia’s efforts to create an alternative political model and push back against the West.

			The Arab Spring

			The pattern of authoritarian leaders’ responses to the color revolutions seems to suggest that geographical proximity to these waves, more than similarities in regime type, influences whether authoritarian leaders will feel threatened by the cross-national diffusion of popular mobilizations against authoritarian rule and therefore adopt a combination of domestic and international initiatives that serve the explicit function of insulating their countries from this threat. When we turn our attention to the Arab Spring, we find that Saudi Arabia, a member of the Arab world, did in fact respond swiftly and forcefully to the threats posed by the spread of anti-regime protests in the region. The leaders of Saudi Arabia, supported by the Gulf Cooperation Council (GCC), decided to send 1,200 troops into Bahrain in order to quell popular protests—troops that stayed in the country from March until the end of June 2011 (Murphy, 2011). The Saudis were willing to take such extreme action in part because of their role as a regional power and in part because of characteristics of Bahrain itself. Bahrain is a very small country that is easy to police and lies on the border of Saudi Arabia; like Saudi Arabia, it is a monarchy and a member of the GCC; and the protests in Bahrain were exceptionally large and long-lasting.10 Just as important is the fact that the protesters were largely Shiite. This represented a serious threat to the monarchies in both Bahrain and Saudi Arabia: the former is Sunni in a largely Shiite country, while the latter is Sunni in a largely Sunni country, but has a significant Shiite minority in its eastern province (where oil is concentrated). This religious dimension also played on fears of growing Iranian influence that have existed since 1979, since Iran is a Shiite power in the region (see Jones, 2006; Gause III, 2011; McFarquhar, 2011b; Landler, 2011; Wehrey 2016).

			However, it is also the case that the Azerbaijani and especially the Chinese and Russian leaderships, while not having launched military action abroad to stop the spread of the Arab Spring to their countries, have nonetheless taken strong preemptive measures to contain this wave of protests. In a page taken from the Saudi playbook, which includes not only the invasion of Bahrain, but also its sudden support for an expansion of the GCC to include the remaining monarchies in the MENA,11 the Russians succeeded in August 2011 in invigorating the post-Soviet political-military alliance, the Collective Security Treaty Organization (CSTO). Russia’s closest allies in the post-Soviet space—that is, Armenia, Belarus, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan, and Uzbekistan (countries that also happen to be some of the most authoritarian regimes in the region)—have agreed to move towards the formation of a Collective Rapid Reaction Force (RFF) that would deal with what are broadly defined as threats to the security of the member countries. (That being said, such an action would require amending to the CSTO charter.) Here, it is interesting to note that autocratic alliance-building may also provide a secondary benefit for members, such as creating opportunities for collaboration, if not learning, from one another in pursuit of the shared goal of warding off international pressures for democratic change. At an informal summit of the Kremlin-led CSTO, for instance, the long-serving president of Belarus suggested that the meeting was an opportunity for leaders to discuss how to avoid the fate of the Arab Spring: “We agreed to work together to develop measures to counter possible threats, especially in cyberspace.” On this point, the president of Kazakhstan added that the Saudi intervention to stop domestic protests in Bahrain might serve as a model for their regional collective (Adelaja, 2011). 

			The wave of protests in the MENA has also contributed to a hardening of the policies that were developed to combat the color revolutions in Russia, Azerbaijan, and China. For example, crackdowns on domestic protests have continued in Russia, but have taken a new turn (see Moskovskii Komsomolets, 2011; Cullison, 2011).12 The Russian state has magnified the consequences of public dissent by raising the fines on illegal protesters 1,500 percent, or up to 1.5 million rubles ($48,000), and has increased maximum prison sentences from fifteen days to two years (Radio Free Europe/Radio Liberty, 2012). 

			In Azerbaijan, where opposition leaders and youth activists explicitly tied their efforts to mount street protests to the Arab Spring, the Ilham Aliyev regime took similar actions to prevent the demonstrations from taking place and spreading. In February 2011, a young activist who called online for Egypt-like protests was arrested on trumped-up charges of drug possession (Edwards, 2011). When other activists called via Facebook for people to register their participation in a “virtual” demonstration scheduled for March 11 (the one-month anniversary of Mubarak’s ouster) by clicking “I’m attending”—which 4,000 people did—and organized a public protest they described as Great People’s Day, the authorities arrested 43 individuals (Yevgrashina and Mehtiyeva, 2011). The authorities used a similar combination of preemption and repression on March 12, when the Public Chamber, a group formed by the main opposition parties in Azerbaijan, staged a public protest. As has been the case since the regime actively sought to contain the spread of the color revolutions, the police attempted to restrict the protesters to areas away from the main squares and arrested protest participants (Amnesty International, 2011). Arrests, made both preemptively and in reaction to actual participation in protests, continued in April, May, and June as activists organized additional demonstrations. The lengths to which the regime was willing to go to discourage participation in protests were perhaps best illustrated by the arrest of a young girl and her mother, who were detained when the girl yelled “freedom” during a protest on April 17, 2011 (see Euronews, 2011). Azerbaijani authorities have also detained the relatives of protesters, depriving them of jobs and, in some cases, housing, as well as destroying buildings that housed NGO offices (Barry, 2011a).

			In addition to the short-term detention of protesters, the regime has made an example of several activists. The case of Emin Milli, a blogger who participated in numerous protests—including the so-called Donkey protest, in which he and a colleague dressed in donkey costumes to make a widely-watched video the message of which was that donkeys had more rights and got more consideration from the government than its citizens (European Stability Initiative, 2011)—and gave speeches abroad criticizing the Azerbaijani regime is illustrative. Arrested and sentenced to two years in jail in July 2009, Milli was freed in December 2010 after serving half his sentence (see also Barry, 2011b).

			The Chinese government has remained tolerant of localized protest while being very quick to respond to public demonstrations with ties (real or imagined) to the MENA uprisings. In late February 2011, after anonymous web postings called for Chinese citizens to join “stroll” protests (sanbu) through central squares in thirteen cities and participate in a domestic “Jasmine Revolution,” the authorities responded with an unusual show of force. Although turnout for these protests was low (estimated at less than 100), uniformed and plainclothes police officers constructed barriers around the designated protest sites, filmed and detained demonstrators and journalists, temporarily shut down public transportation to city centers, and placed known pro-democracy and human rights activists under house arrest (see Swartz, 2011; Demick, 2011; Link, 2011). 

			Indeed, it would seem that in the wake of the MENA uprisings, the Chinese have become particularly sensitive to even small-scale events that might trigger larger rebellions—and consequently more willing to use force. Spending on domestic “public security” was increased to 624.4 billion yuan ($95 billion) in 2011, a 13.8 percent jump from the previous year and a sum larger than the amount spent on national defense (Ren, 2011). Moreover, in 2011, when a Guangdong security guard allegedly threw a pregnant street vendor to the ground while attempting to move her unlicensed cart, the local authorities promptly called in the riot police and jailed protesters to ensure that the anti-government riots would not spread to other provinces—and perhaps also that the incident would not be associated with the Tunisian vegetable seller who inspired the Arab Spring (Zheng, 2011). 

			Controlling Information

			Perhaps most central to the coercive strategies deployed in all four countries has been the imposition of limitations on the information that local actors could access about the diffusion of popular protests in the MENA. In all four cases, we have seen the introduction of more controls on the Internet and more punitive laws governing the actions of the print and broadcast media (on China, see Repnikova, 2017; Stockman and Gallagher, 2011; and on Azerbaijan, see “Reporters With Borders,” 2011; Edwards, 2011; Krikorian, 2011). Beginning with the color revolutions, the Chinese and the Russians began to share technologies with each other and with other authoritarian states that block the free flow of information and enhance their ability to monitor the exchange of information, such as Kazakhstan, Belarus, and Venezuela. As one might expect, the second wave of anti-authoritarian protests has led to a further tightening of electronic information sources to discourage collective action (King, Pan and Roberts, 2012). China’s extensive control of the Internet—including the army of state-sponsored bloggers and online police; the Great Firewall; requirements that providers self-censor and filter results; and bans on Facebook, YouTube and Twitter—was particularly noticeable during the Arab Spring. As protesters occupied Egypt’s Tahrir Square, Chinese censors blocked the words “Egypt,” “jasmine,” and “freedom” from Google searches and popular microblogging sites (Page, 2011; LaFrainere and Barboza, 2011). The state-run media justified these restrictions by reporting that “some people with sinister ulterior motives both inside and outside China attempt to divert troubled water to China and ‘fan flames’ via the Internet in a hope also to ‘provoke street corner politics,’ so as to make China chaotic” (Jiang, 2011). Rather than allowing outside forces to use social networking sites to organize anti-regime sentiment, the government appealed to nationalism, calling on Chinese bloggers and Internet users to defend the country against hostile external forces (People’s Daily, May 31, 2011). 

			The Russian authorities took a more streamlined approach to controlling electronic information by timing their interventions into the Internet (such as around elections) and targeting specific sites and themes critical of the Kremlin (see, for example, Finkel and Brudny, 2012a, 2012b; Deibert and Rohozinski, 2010; Novikova, 2011; Kimmage, 2009). This more strategic approach may have been due, in part, to a lack of consensus among Russia’s ruling elite as to how best to control electronic information. Medvedev maintained that he did not intend to impose any top-down restrictions on the Internet (RIA Novosti, April 4, 2011), whereas the Federal Security Bureau (FSB) advocated following the Chinese model and banning independent internet telephone and email services (Lebedev, 2011). 

			Framing

			Across the four countries, the negative framing of the Arab Spring largely followed the same formula as the earlier color revolutions—the events were financed by Western countries interested in oil and NATO expansion; the protests were orchestrated and manipulated by Western regime-change professionals; and the outcome will not be democracy, but an increase in social and economic instability that will negatively impact both the region and global markets (see, for example, Huang, 2011; Shi, 2011; Li, 2011; Song, 2011; Shishkin, 2011; Razimov, 2011; Amnesty International, 2011). State-controlled television stations also broadcast several programs depicting Facebook users as mentally ill (Amnesty International, 2011; Bunce and Wolchik, 2011). Finally, at least in the Russian case, there were some attempts to draw parallels between Russia and authoritarian regimes in the MENA targeted by protests. While meeting with factory workers in Votkinsk, Putin acknowledged that the Qadaffi regime was far from democratic, but said this could be “excused” by the fact that Libya, “like Russia,” is a complicated country where inter-tribal relations require special regulation (Fel’gengauer, 2011).

			While recycling many of their reactions to the color revolutions, however, the leaders of Russia, Azerbaijan, and China nonetheless introduced two new narratives to address the Arab Spring. One was that the implosion of long-ruling authoritarian regimes will likely empower Islamic extremists. Here, Moscow—and, to a lesser degree, Beijing—are particularly keen to emphasize that the second wave will give rise to Islamist fanatics, spill over into Central Asia and the North Caucasus, and negatively impact their countries’ Muslim populations (see Dannreuther, 2011; Williams, 2011; Niu, 2011; Koesel and Bunce, 2013). It is also interesting to note that this anti-Islamic framing did not seem to resonate among the Russian public. An opinion poll revealed that only 10 percent of Russians believed these events were “Islamic revolutions” that would bring fanatics to power, while 27 percent viewed the uprisings as popular revolutions against corrupt despotic regimes (see Levada Center, 2011; also Kipp, 2011). More striking is the finding that nearly 40 percent expect positive changes to follow the Arab Spring and believe that “an Egypt Scenario” is possible on Russian soil, a dramatic shift from Russian perceptions of the neighboring color revolutions (Levada Center, 2011; Interfax, 2011; Coalson and Sokolov, 2011).

			A second narrative introduced by the Arab Spring is for the leaders of these four regimes to highlight the differences between the toppled governments in the MENA and their own political and especially economic systems. In China, the ruling elite and state-run media have downplayed the idea of revolutionary contagion by emphasizing the CCP’s ability to ensure stability, “deliver the goods,” and improve the quality of life for ordinary citizens. While adoration of the party is hardly new in the Chinese press, the media has focused on the failures of autocracy in the MENA while simultaneously arguing that “China is definitely not the Middle East, and any vain scheme to deliver Middle East turmoil to China is doomed to fail” (Jiang, 2011). To reinforce this narrative, the state-run media praises the party’s leadership in delivering economic prosperity, describing China as “a formerly backward and impoverished nation that has been turned into the second biggest economy in terms of gross economic output, and the whole world holds it in high esteem. All of these feats are owed to the wise leadership and the scientific guidance of the CPC” (Jiang, 2011). In drawing differences, the Chinese media further points out that the country is run not by a family or single dictator, but “has already abolished the life-long tenure of leading officials as a matter of course, and the change of leadership has become a conventional practice.” Thus, unlike the deeply entrenched and corrupt autocrats of the MENA, Chinese leaders are responsive to the masses and “have always complied with public will and are bent on tackling social problems…including unemployment, high house prices, a rise in food and other commodities prices and a gap between the rich and the poor” (Jiang, 2011; Zhang, 2011).

			Positive Strategies

			The leaders of Azerbaijan, China, Russia, and Saudi Arabia have used carrots as well as sticks to contain the threats posed by the Arab Spring. One way they have done so is to use money to court important domestic constituencies. Perhaps the most blatant example of using financial resources to buy public quiescence in difficult political times was the Saudi decision in February and March 2011, in response to the outbreak of popular protests on the country’s borders, to spend $130 billion on increasing the salaries of state officials (by paying an extra two months’ salary), raising unemployment benefits, building new housing (with $70 billion of the $130 billion used to pay for 500,000 units of low-income housing), and financing religious organizations (McFarquhar, 2011; Gause III, 2011). While the Saudis were (and are) uniquely well-endowed to carry out such an extravagant financial courtship (since oil revenues reached $319 billion in 2011), they were also sensitive to the need to focus their efforts on winning over several key groups: citizens in the eastern provinces (where most of the oil is located and where regime support is uneven); the poor and youth; state bureaucrats; and, finally, religious communities (which responded to the regime’s support by quickly issuing fatwas against demonstrators). The latter two were particularly important groups to court, since they had served as the backbone of the regime since the 1970s, helping establish the Saudi state and steel it against the twin crises of the Iranian revolution and the seizure of Mecca’s Grand Mosque in 1979 (see, for example, Jones, 2011: 2-3; Hertog, 2010; Vitalis, 2009 on the U.S.-Saudi relationship and Saudi state-building; Long and Maisel, 2010). Also important to recognize—and certainly reminiscent of the Soviet role in Eastern Europe during the Cold War—is the fact that the Saudis have long used their money to stabilize the region, for instance by providing subsidies to Yemen until it was clear that Saleh needed to leave power (see Hill and Boucek, 2011; cf. Bunce, 1985).

				Similarly, authoritarian elites in the remaining countries of interest in this article have gone on the offensive to reassure their citizens that the regimes’ social contracts will be fulfilled. Leading up to the 2011 meeting of China’s National People’s Congress, Prime Minister Wen announced the need for the government to “solve problems that cause great resentment among the masses” and authorized an increase in state spending on education, healthcare, and low-income housing (see NPC Session March, 2011). Leaders in Azerbaijan have also taken steps to address long-standing problems in that country. In April 2011, the regime announced plans to build new roads and a $7.5 million subsidy for a new hospital, as well as schools, in districts outside the capital. After the April 2 protests, the government allocated a further $7.5 million for similar purposes in another district. Access to small business loans was also increased (Burbank, 2011). And two days after the outbreak of protests in Egypt, the regime announced a new anti-corruption campaign focusing on the traffic police and customs officials that led to the replacement of the head of customs (Daily News (Turkey), 2011). 

				Like its Chinese counterpart, the Azerbaijani leadership has engaged in a public relations campaign to portray the regime as responsive to citizen input, as well as the defender of the country’s national interest in regard to Nagorno-Karabagh, a territory that Azerbaijan lost to Armenia after the break-up of the Soviet Union and whose return remains the cornerstone of Azerbaijan’s foreign policy. Although there are clearly other factors that contributed to the failure of talks between the two countries in the spring of 2011, heightened tensions over this issue served to divert public attention from protest and generate support for the regime. Similarly, there are plans to increase military training for Azerbaijani youth, and steps have been taken to train young Azerbaijanis—including university students and recent graduates—in sniper techniques to be used in the event of armed conflict in the region (Ibrahimova and Abbasov, 2011). This further served to distract potential challengers, in this case among the group that has played a key role in organizing protest in Azerbaijan as well as elsewhere. 

			Other authoritarian leaders have, of course, used nationalism to divide the opposition while mobilizing citizens around the issue of protecting the nation from harm, in order to maintain their power and defuse public and opposition pressure for regime change (see, especially, Gagnon, 2004; Bunce and Wolchik, 2011). China and Russia are important cases in point—though Saudi Arabia is not, given this regime’s greater emphasis on state- than nation-building. 

			Conclusions

			The purpose of this article has been to compare how leaders of four authoritarian regimes have responded to external threats to their power imposed by two cross-national waves of successful popular mobilizations against authoritarian rulers, and to identify the strategies they have adopted to defend the authoritarian status quo. Several conclusions can be drawn from this comparison. Firstly, the leaders of Azerbaijan, China, Russia, and Saudi Arabia have developed remarkably elaborate and surprisingly similar strategies for insulating themselves and their regimes from contagion effects. They have done so by taking their lead from scholarly research on diffusion, focusing their efforts on blocking both external supply of the innovation and local demand for it. In practice, this has meant using both sticks and carrots at home and abroad. That being said, none of the four regimes has introduced sweeping political reforms in order to counter the effects of cross-national waves of protests against authoritarian rulers. For instance, just as the regime in Azerbaijan has suspended presidential term limits so long as the country is at war (which it considers itself to be with Armenia over Karabakh), setting the stage for Aliyev to rule unchallenged for the foreseeable future, so too have the rulers of Saudi Arabia, despite repeatedly hinting that they would be introducing political reforms, put off introducing universal female suffrage and competition in municipal elections.

			Secondly, while these authoritarian leaders have been very sensitive to diffusion processes that threaten their rule, take place in neighboring countries, and focus on regimes that resemble the ones they lead, they have also engaged in preemptive strategies when the events take place in a different region and/or affect a different type of authoritarian system. While Saudi Arabia during the color revolutions seemed to confirm that actions to contain diffusion will be taken only when the threat is “close” with respect to geography and regime type, the behavior of our other three cases with respect to the Arab uprisings suggests that prudent authoritarian rulers will take any wave of popular challenges to authoritarian rule seriously and respond accordingly. Why this is the case is unclear. One possible factor explaining this forceful response is that the Arab uprisings took place in a comparatively compressed timespan and were less predictable than the color revolutions, which spanned almost a decade and followed the electoral calendar. Thus, the MENA mass uprisings likely appeared to be more contagious and thus more of a threat to authoritarian leaders, spurring preemptive action. Another related possibility is that innovations in social media allowed the lessons of the Arab Spring to become immediately available to ordinary citizens and oppositions living in authoritarian regimes, as well as to the elites who govern them. In this sense, the power of spatial contiguity that was evident in the color revolutions and that even overrode variations in regime receptivity to the wave may have declined as a result of technological innovations (but see Lynch, 2011). 

			Equally, if not more, important in explaining the vigilant response to the Arab uprisings were two other factors. One is that the leaders of the three regimes that were outside the MENA—that is, China, Azerbaijan and Russia—had already been primed by the color revolutions with respect to both their fears of popular mobilizations and the policies that could calm those fears. That is, the “diffusion-proofing” toolkit had already been developed (Koesel and Bunce, 2013; Finkel and Brudny, 2012a; Silitski, 2010). The other is that, by the time the Arab Spring began, all four regimes were preparing for either an election (as in Russia in 2012 and Azerbaijan in 2013) or a transfer of political power (as in Saudi Arabia and China). Because succession periods expand the possibilities for political struggle, even when incumbents exert considerable control over them, they encourage incumbents and their allies to seek ways to preempt political turmoil (Trejo, 2012; Bunce, 1981).

			These two conclusions have several important implications for our understanding of both authoritarian regimes and the complex dynamics of international diffusion. First, the emphasis in recent work on rational authoritarians seems to be well-placed, even when we expand our focus to include international threats to their power. However, these leaders were perhaps hyperrational: they all succeeded in avoiding the fate of neighboring authoritarian leaders—due in part, one can hypothesize, to the toolkits they quickly concocted and deployed. 

			At the same time, it can also be argued that these regimes, unlike many of their neighbors, had the luxury of time to devise preemptive strategies. Diffusion, after all, always has two sides. It not only instructs opponents of the status quo, but also provides lessons to its most powerful defenders (della Porta and Tarrow, 2011). Moreover, these regimes were, on a variety of structural indicators, not as ripe for collective action as other regimes in the region. They enjoyed some popular support, robust economic performance, and a minimal history (except in Azerbaijan and historically in China) of large-scale popular protests. This final asset is in sharp contrast, for instance, to Serbia in the case of the color revolutions and Egypt in the case of the Arab Spring. Thus, the leaders of our four countries benefited from both time constraints and fewer local dress rehearsals.

			Finally, this study suggests that there is value in thinking about diffusion in ways that do not figure prominently in most treatments of the topic. One is to give as much attention to the role of “resisters” to as participants in the wave. Another is to bring a comparative perspective to diffusion by looking at more than one wave that captures different types of mobilization against authoritarian rulers. Lastly, it is helpful to think of diffusion as a dynamic process affected not just by mechanisms and structures, but also by the perspectives and actions of key players.
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					3 “Federalnyi zakon o nekommercheskikh organizatsiakh No. 7F-3” (Federal law on non-commercial organizations No. 7-FЗ), amended January 2006, No. 18-F3.

				

				
					4 It is also interesting to note that communist parties more generally have been relatively sensitive to the needs of population groups which have expanded rapidly as a result of regime-directed economic and social development. See Rigby (1968).

				

				
					5 The CCP recruited 1,067,000 students in 2008; 996,000 in 2007; 995,000 in 2006; and 824,000 in 2005. Party membership statistics are available from the CPCCC Organization Department’s website: http://www.gov.cn/test/2009-07/02/content_1355089.htm. See also the CPC news portal: http://cpc.people.com.cn/GB/64107/7454808.html.

				

				
					6 Confucius Institutes are generally established at universities and Confucius Classrooms in K–12 schools. More specifically, 93 Confucius Institutes have been established in Asia, 35 in Africa, 36 in Europe, 142 in the Americas, and 17 in Oceania. See the Hanban website, available at: http://www.hanban.edu.cn/confuciousinstitutes/node_10961.htm.

				

				
					7 See the Confucius Institutes’ website: http://college.chinese.cn/en/node_1979.htm. 

				

				
					8 Russian centers have been established in Armenia, Austria, Azerbaijan, Belgium, Bulgaria, China, Cuba, Czech Republic, Ecuador, Estonia, Finland, Germany, Greece, Holland, Hungary, Israel, Italy, Japan, Jordan, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Latvia, Lithuania, Moldova, Mongolia, Montenegro, North Korea, Poland, Portugal, Russia, Romania, Serbia, Slovakia, South Korea, Tajikistan, Thailand, Turkey, Ukraine, United Kingdom, the US, and Vietnam. See the Russian World Foundation’s website: https://www.russkiymir.ru/rucenter/.
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					10 They were also, like those in Egypt but unusually for the Arab world, built on a rich history of popular protests.

				

				
					11 Countries that, not coincidentally, seemed to be less vulnerable than the region’s republics to popular protest (see Patel, Bunce and Wolchik, 2011, and Goldstone, 2011).

				

				
					12 But see Koesel and Bunce (2012) on toleration of the 2011–2012 parliamentary protests.
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