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Abstract Authoritarian rulers sometimes repress mass political action against their segimle
sometimes allow it to happen even if it leads to social conflict and their ougtersiidden collapse
of repression in regimes that had formerly relied on it is especially puzzlimenwovernments have
well-funded and reliable security forces that could have been useddewsdop a game-theoretic
model that explores the incentives of authoritarian rulers to represallamdmore open contestation.
Rulers who do not know the distribution of preferences among the citizessemploy indiscrimi-
nate repression that makes any political action costly. If rulers have gaeitato fully repress any
political action, then they create despotic regimes. But if their capacity igredmed and they expect
that some challenges might occur, then they might prefer to make contesttimem as possible.
Because the regime survives unless challenged by opponents, thestatasaquo bias in favor of
its supporters, which makes them less likely to come to its defense. We idemidjtions under
which this emboldens opponents sufficiently to overcome the costs and figlisrg action against
the regime. In these cases, rulers can be better off abandoningsieprsorder to encourage their
supporters to act. In doing so, they must wager their survival on themeatof the ensuing conflict.
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Revolutions are not made; they come.

Wendell Phillips, 1852

It is not true that nobody foresaw the 1989 revolutions that toppled tmeemist governments in
Eastern Europe. Setting aside the arguments for the inevitable collapsamiutosm — arguments
that would submit to no time-table for the event they purported to predict, tmaioed large ele-
ments of wishful thinking, and that at any rate still envisioned long-haniatoment right up to the
fall — we have the analyses of specialists who had noted the economic titagmiae fall in con-
sumption, the deteriorating social conditions since the late 1970s, and whdavecasting popular
upheavals and political crises by the mid 19804s these analysts duly noted, all structural fac-
tors were pointing to an impending systemic shakeup, but even they usualiyed that the Soviet
government (and its satellite regimes) would use violence to keep itself in @owiemaintain the
integrity of the union and the bloc. After all, this was exactly what had haggbém East Germany
(1953), Hungary (1956), Czechoslovakia (1968), and Polan81(19t was because of that assump-
tion that even as late as May 1988 the intelligence services estimated that thetiketihserious
challenges to Party control in Eastern Europe over the next five yeaged from remote to low.
This was the consensus among academic Sovietologists as well (Howavdadteds, 2014). There
was a real surprise in 1989 but it was not that people took to the streetey-hdld done so before.
It was that the East European communist governments did not defendeieemgigorously like the
Chinese government had done just months prior.

The mass uprisings that swept the Middle East in 2011 were foreseeabiglla— after all, the
region had been mired in high unemployment, low wages, and social injusticedades — even
if many were still caught by surprise as the region had also always se@mwedon the verge of
explosion that never occurs” (Waterbury, 1970, 61). Moreoverstidden collapse of repression in
Eastern Europe had imbued mass political action with almost mystical powegenitesl that as long
as enough people could get organized, they could take on even the istasirial regimes. Unfor-
tunately, the Velvet Revolutions proved to be unreliable analogies for tndnagpired next. Despite
determined attempts to usher democracy, the people could not repeatttb1f@d9. Instead, aside
from Tunisia, where their efforts led to shaky democratization, the outcoamged from dismal to
disastrous: a military coup (Egypt), a failed state (Libya), a drastic rejore¢Bahrain), a prolonged
strife (Yemen), and a bloody civil war (Syria). One could also easilytaddis list the resilient au-
thoritarianism in some of the Soviet successor states, and the Iranidatimwhat-wasn't (2009).
People taking to the streets, in numbers never before seen, did not tbpld¢edors, and even when
they did, all they got was another ruler of the same stripe. When they ftileg often ended up far
worse than before.

The research that sought to explain the outcomes in Eastern Europealdtodighe early stages
of protests could trigger behavioral or informational cascades that&itleven more people to join
them, producing a snowballing effect that pressured governments ngeh&laborations analyzed
how protest participants coordinate their efforts, and emphasized comationgtechnologies, net-

1For a sober assessment of what the Central Intelligence Agency dididmot predict, see MacEachin (1996). The
declassified national intelligence estimates, including NIE 11/12-9-88, 1888, Soviet Policy Toward Eastern Europe
Under Gorbacheyvare available in Fischer (1999).



work linkages, and cross-border contagforin a way, these studies sought to supplant the older
structuralist theories that explained successful regime change assthieafethe state’s inability to
repress the discontent because of some debilitating weakness arising fiscal crisis or a military
disaster, among othe?sBut the melancholy record of the Arab Spring occasioned the returnuef-str
turalism with a vengeance, albeit with a renewed, and doubtless well-plxrgdhasis on the role of
the military as a (dis)loyal tool of the regime (Gause, 201.1).

It is fascinating, however, that for all their differences these rebeaditions are very similar in
one respect: they do not consider repression to be a matter of chotbe fgovernment. The citizen-
based tradition assumes that the ruler would not be able to repress pppikests that become
sufficiently large. The state-based tradition assumes that the ruler wawdgsalvant to repress
them (but might be prevented from doing so). Neither considers sérithes possibility that the
ruler might deliberately abandon repression and run the risk of open pbtibatestation even when
the coercive apparatus shows no signs of disloyalty. Yet, there akrgasons to think that this
is precisely what happened in Eastern Europe, where the governnigpaset] of extensive security
forces. Itis imperative that we study what makes repression more atdegable for an authoritarian
government concerned with its survival in power.

We present a model of the interaction between a ruler, who can usssepréo increase the costs
of any political action, and citizens, who must decide whether to engagecimastion, and if so,
whether to support or oppose the ruler, or do nothing at all. We showh@atatus quo bias in favor
of supporters weakens their incentive to come to the defense of the rediareiins threatened by
dissidents who stand to lose unless they act. We then demonstrate how graseefsc incentives
result in different responses to repression: supporters becontéystrare likely to abstain from any
action, whereas under some conditions opponents might become evenmimieened.

We find that if the government cannot repress sufficiently severelytér dik but the most extreme
dissidents, then it might be strictly better off abandoning repression altagBthdoing so, it puts the
well-being of its supporters at significant risk, which provides them witime@antive to act to prevent
the ouster of the ruler. This authoritarian wager is the bet the governnikestttaat unleashing mass
political action could work out in its favor. How this wager plays out is utaiar if it turns out that
the dissidents are not, after all, fully committed against the regime, the ruler lemaiower (regime
reassertion); if it turns out that the government has overestimated Ipodive the citizens are of
the regime, then the ruler is ousted (velvet revolution); and if there angggnmommitted opponents
and supporters, then a costly conflict ensues and the ruler survivigl firobability that depends on
the regime’s coercive power.

The model further shows how even a relatively modest deteriorationpafcitt could cause the
sudden collapse of repression, which could lead anything from aemtiassof regime’s authority to

2See Kuran (1991), Lohmann (1994) on cascades, and Beiss2@ifit)( Maves and Braithwaite (2013) on coordination
and contagion.

3This tradition starts with Skocpol (1979).

4Among the factors that are said to determine whether the military remainistéoee regime or stands aside or even
joins he dissidents, one finds their professionalization and bureautiatifBellin, 2012), hierarchical organization (Al-
brecht and Ohl, 2016), relationship with the opposition (Nepstad, 2@mdl)the nature of leadership succession (Brownlee,
Masoud, and Reynolds, 2013).

SSvolik (2012), Lee (2015) and McMahon and Slantchev (2015) staslythe government can provide incentives to
the military to remain loyal, which can in turn affect whether it resorts toaggion. They do not study the effectiveness of
repression itself.



regime change to civil war. Because of the risks involved and the possitildgnflict, only rulers
who are relatively confident in their power choose to gamble with open pobliticdestation. Those
whose position is already shaky will prefer to keep repressing up to the#aity and take their (now
lower) odds of survival in a despotic regime. This could imply that the sudd#apse of repression
is a signal of regime strength rather than weakness, which in turn improyeh#imces of the ruler
who opts for that strategy. In the end, the answer to the question whyg raight abandon repression
even when they can still engage in it is simple: because they expect totdemafidoing so. The
trick, of course, is figuring out why this might be the case.

1 Authoritarian Regimesand Mass Political Action

Every analysis of regime collapse that involves some sort of mass politioah agust start with the
grievances that drive citizens into open resistance. Gurr (1970¢athat relative deprivation — the
discrepancy between what individuals believe they are entitled to andthdatctually have — is
the fundamental source of popular discontent, and that the angrygiegatal response to frustration
is what drives people to political violence. Almost immediately, this hypothesieaander fire for
focusing on the wrong motivation and for neglecting the capacity for aétion.

Muller (1972) found that groups resorted to violence when they did nsttine political authorities
and when they believed that violence might be fruitful. Anger, that is, was@arly enough to drive
them into the streets — people needed solid reasons for costly political aotian unresponsive or
illegitimate government was as good a reason as any (Muller, 1979). Thproblem is that people
can be quite aggrieved and live in a system widely perceived as unjustviery long time without
mounting any political action against it (Tarrow, 1993; Portes, 1995).

Why do potential rebels fail to rebel? It could be that the necessary astieny risky and costly to
those who undertake it while any benefits it realizes are available to pantisipad non-participants
alike. This gives it the flavor of a public good and raises the familiar colleetion problem (Olson,
1971). While all potential rebels would enjoy the fruits of a successhdllien, each has individual
incentives to free-ride on the efforts of others (Taylor, 1987). Muee, dissidents face tremendous
coordination problems because they operate in environments where itiforrabout intentions of
others is both scarce and likely wrong because of preference fdisifigg&uran, 1995). One is
tempted to conclude that these obstacles would render mass political actinimgmssible. Not
so, argued Lichbach (1995), who catalogued these problems and etbstifategies (e.g., the use
of revolutionary vanguards) that could be employed to overcome thieichbach (1994) concluded
that the existence of these strategies indicates that we should focus tnugjugesbetween opponents
trying to implement them and a regime trying to impede them.

Even then, potential rebels might confront debilitating capacity constrainlly. (1978) argued
that dissidents without the necessary resources and organizatipaaltgao mobilize would not be
capable of political action irrespective of the power of their motives. Riwre it was but a short step
to note that resource mobilization by the aggrieved and their repertoirditi€@laaction might both
depend on the political system and the government’s strategy for dealingpptisition (Sharman,

6Brush (1996) documents the weak empirical support of the relagpeidhtion hypothesis.

’Ginkel and Smith (1999) show how dissidents who are better informeut &ihe power of the regime than the rest of
the public could signal to the latter when it is appropriate to mobilize. BuenoelgMta (2010) provides a mechanism in
which revolutionary vanguards use violence to coordinate the beliefstefipal protesters.
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2003). Regimes that are closed to political participation and highly repeesffier no channel for
collective action to express grievances and demand changes, leaviegcei@s the only option.
But since their repressiveness makes it very difficult for dissidentsganize, the likelihood of any
such action is very small. Regimes that are open to political participation andeposssive offer
numerous channels for collective action, making violence unnecegsaayresult, the probability of
such action is also very small. Itis in intermediate regimes with their unhealthy mavaidntoo few

political channels but not possessed of the strength to repress hanshlgh that political violence
is most likely (Eisinger, 1973; Muller, 1988).

Thus, the two strands of research — one studying the microfoundatioabelfparticipation, and
the other focusing on group resource mobilization — converge on thethaitrtib understand violent
political action, one must analyze how the government prepares for ithamndt acts on it. Tilly
(1993, 5) is emphatic: “whatever else they involve, revolutions includeitfler transfers of power
over states, and therefore any useful account of revolutions mnseng among other things, how
states and uses of force vary in time, space and social setting.”

This might appear self-evident, but it is striking to what extent reseaashalssumed away the
role of the state even, paradoxically, when it has made it the central ptre @arguments. The
absent state is most noticeable in the mechanisms that explain mass political adtierresult of
behavioral (Kuran, 1991) or informational — whether it is about thémmegLohmann, 1994) or the
preferences of other citizens (Kricheli, Livhe, and Magaloni, 2011fascades. In these models,
people will only act if they believe enough others will join them, which meansittzttion can be
a self-fulfilling prophecy irrespective of the true distribution of prefees in the population. Small
groups of early participants could, however, persuade more abstain@in them, and the swelling
crowd might, under certain condition, trigger an avalanche creating a mates{p But where is the
state in all of this? Why would the government not disperse the initial smallgisdteWould the
government respond with concessions or coercion when confrontiedhe large protests? It is not
even clear how aggregated individual grievances would cause theadefhaisepressive regime while
the coercive apparatus remains loyal to it. As Portes (1995) put it irerefe to the abortive Russian
revolution of 1905, “so long as tsarist troops were willing to fire, the aamcmwas secure.” The
revolutionary bandwagon (Kuran, 1991) might be part of the explamatiavhy people turn out in
the streets but the outcome depends on whether the state represses §98ly, History is littered
with failed revolutions, and even though these attacks on coercive regisresoften unforeseen,
their dismal wrecking was far more predictaBle.

This, of course, is the essence of the traditional structuralist appsactexplaining revolutions:
as long as the state retains its capacity to repress, dissidents have neschisaccess. These
political movements can only achieve anything when the state is disabled sorhglaofical crisis,
international pressure, or military overextension (Skocpol, 1979),hamwits ability to coordinate a
response is compromised because the elites are split on how to confrarattenge (Goldstone,

8n all fairness, Gurr (1970, Chpts. 5-6) did discuss the role of thenbalbetween the aggrieved groups’ capacity to act
and the government’s capacity to either channel their discontent @s®grem. Unfortunately, this discussion appeared
as an afterthought and was mostly ignored by his critics and proporiiets a

90ne cannot simply side-step this problem by arguing that cascadeisi@mv explanation of mass political action
instead of successful revolutions. The core of the mechanism relissength in numbers: the more people show up, the
more likely is that they will prevail, which in turn encourages more to shoRgNardo, 1985). If the correspondence
between numbers and probability of success is broken, the mechaatis@mfart.



1991; Lachmann, 1997), or when its coercive apparatus is of duligaky (Gause, 2011). We can
set aside the fact that many societies are often ripe for revolution aogdaithese factors but never
see one, and instead note that even though these models make the statestbédoalysis, they deny
it any agency (Kiser, 1995). Repression seems important but it is takarg&en — a background
condition or a regime characteristic — and the analysis proceeds tow#ndsfitat determine it. But

nowhere here is the government doing that determining. The implicit assunge@ns to be that,
barring cosmetic concessions to placate some of the malcontent, repressitmointarian regimes

is a no-brainer: if the rulers could repress, then they would. When thaeyod it is because they
cannot, not because they might not want to.

Why should that matter? Because regimes often retain sufficient capao@yress largely disor-
ganized and unarmed crowds, especially if they are small as they wowdddbe before they trigger
a cascade. Now, one could argue that there are structural reaspmsidgint force a government to
relax its repression, as Collins (1995) does in the case of the Soviet . Ukolhone could assert that
it was the “removal of the Soviet threat, with Gorbachev’s unwillingnes®torit Soviet troops to
support East European Communist governments” that precipitated thvemfalb(Coleman, 1995).
But the evidence for this is thin: the Soviet troops did fire on protesters imditia when ordered
to do so, the security forces in East Germany did disperse demonstrdtensondered to do so, and
even in Czechoslovakia the repressive apparatus kept dissiderdy athien ordered to do so. It
is by no means clear that the security forces would have disobeyed andiercked the capacity to
quell any disturbances. Repression collapsed because the govesmmese not to order the internal
security forces and the armies to suppress the demonstrations. It is tis tiat needs explaining:

Why does the ruling regime choose not to repress even though it could?

One possible response would be to press into service the studies thatyaskitivoritarian rulers
allow elections (Gandhi and Lust-Oskar, 2089}t has been argued that they could do so (i) to signal
their competence in order to deter potential protesters (Egorov and S@id); (ii) to reveal the
likely consequences of conflict in order to prevent mutual overcondieléLondregan and Vindigni,
2006); (iii) to find out how powerful their rivals are in order to avoid algit bargaining breakdown
(Cox, 2009); (iv) to change public perceptions of regime’s popularityrder to prevent threats to its
rule (Rozenas, 2012). As Little, Tucker, and LaGatta (2015, 114 apmmarize this approach,
for these regimes “an election is nothing but a public signal of the incumbmapislarity.” For these
types of arguments to work, however, elections have to be informativeisththeir results have to
reflect the true distribution of support more or less accurately. Thisrexqregime opponents to
self-identify through their votes in sufficiently large numbers. But why Mdhey do so? After all,
authoritarian rulers might disregard outcomes they do not like, and themtbers would be at the
mercy of the very regime they had just declared agdthd®erhaps more importantly, the citizens

10we are only interested in explanations that relate to mass political actione @hepther reasons authoritarian rulers
might allow elections or create institutions that facilitate collective action. Famgke, they could do so (i) to commit
not to expropriate in order to encourage private investment (GehbyadhKeefer, 2011); (ii) to induce the opposition to
compete in elections in order to keep it divided (Magaloni, 2006); (iii) tolw&ohe opposition in a legislature in order to
give it a stake in the survival of the regime (Gandhi and Przewor€Ki7}, (iv) to resolve intra-regime conflicts in order
to signal that opposition to the regime would be futile (Geddes, 2006); (eptain information about the loyalty and
competence of their own supporters in order to distribute benefits (Bdadd0); (vi) figure out where the opposition’s
bases of support are in order to target them later (Brownlee, 2007).

11See on making elections self-enforcing.



have to believe that either the ballot is secret or that they would not safféole repercussions for
casting the wrong vote. Needless to say, it is highly unlikely that citizenstbbéatarian countries
would sustain such beliefs given the nature of their governments. CitiZzeosowld slip under the
radar by keeping their preferences private instead opt to paint a tar¢feeir backs by revealing them
through their behavior. Moreover, if citizens do act strategically, estimatioyy others’ willingness
to participate in risky political action can become exceedingly difficult (Kumrzn2905, 170). The
models get around all of this by simply asserting that elections provide sordeokimoisy signal,
treating citizens as non-strategic actors who cast votes with predetermatzbpities, or assuming
that citizens sincerely vote their preferences. In a world where mréerfalsification is the norm
and the possibility of coercion an ever-present shadow, this amountsumang) the explanation the
mechanism is seeking to provide. Itis, therefore, the dissidents’ chaitavthneed to explain:

Why do dissidents choose to reveal their opposition to the regime by pattigjpga a
political action?

Even mechanisms that do analyze the strategic choices of dissidents tendr® tigm regime
supporters. Itis very common to give citizens the binary choice betwedesting against the regime
and doing nothing without allowing that some of them might have a prefefentigat regime in the
first place. This might be due to normative bias: the explanations tend tmagbhat regimes are
evil and imposed on their citizens. However, this might not be the case frempdtspective of
many of those citizens (Yurchak, 2005). Even Kuran (1991, 31)@aegladges that “It would be an
exaggeration to suggest thet East European supporters of communist rule were privately opposed
to the status quo.” The group of regime supporters would include haitddaelogues, people who
benefited from the system, and people who thought any alternative wewdddn worse. But if we
are not in a world where everyone is a secret opponent of the regiarewdh must reckon with the
reaction of all those who stand to lose from regime change. For regimeep{zto succeed, regime
supporters must fa# It is this choice, then, that we also need to explain:

Why do regime supporters choose not to defend the system from whidietiedit?

It is important to realize that regime supporters are not easily identifelpliéori for the same
reason regime opponents are impossible to know: the government has imowvaggf peering into
peoples’ minds to uncover their true preferences. Arguments baseckfamgnce falsification tend
toward explaining why it is not possible for both citizens and the governteekhow the extent
of real discontent with the regime — because people are loath to reveaéit thiey are afraid of
reprisals (Kuran, 199§. This is doubtless correct. But so is the other side of that coin: there is
no way for both citizens and the government to know the extent of regostfor the regime —
because everyone shouts the appropriate slogans and is vying fefear@d position in the system.
One might have been surprised by the abrupt collapse of communist regineastern Europe,
but probably less so than the communist rulers amid the “spectacular mistialtatbthe regimes’

12Chong (1991) offers a model with dissidents, supporters, and a rreigigne. It is, however, fundamentally non-
strategic since actors have “propensities” to join, oppose, or respocdlléxtive action, and although these might be
related to other variables (e.g., the bandwagon rate increases withehefleupply of opponents), they are not deliberate
choices.



assessments of their own popularity” (Sharman, 2003, 129). This migint ldee a trivial restatement
of the same problem but it is not because self-identifying as an oppoagigs one set of costs and
risks while self-identifying as a supporter carries another, which meah#wir incentives to engage
in political action are different. At the very least, if the status quo prevaslgt, &ill in the absence
of decisive political action against it, the opponents lose and the supp@rier This suggests that
regime supporters would find it less pressing to turn out, which could betdgon for a government
that cannot identify them reliably enough to incentivize them. The goverpitinem, has more things
to worry about than who its enemies are. Including both sides in the cora¢stilld seal the fate of
the regime makes protests and revolutions part of the political procesd) iglionsistent Moore’s
(1966) argument that they are not discontinuous events.

To address the three central questions we have posed for oursaivespdel must have several
features. It must admit variation in citizen preferences for the regime lbovd f@r preference falsi-
fication; that is, citizens can freely choose to act in support of the regiganst it, or abstain from
any political action whatsoever, and their real preferences are@iiviarmation. The citizens must
face a coordination problem and, potentially, free-riding incentiveausse of the uncertainty of the
intentions of others. The regime can only selectively target those who igéindimselves through
their actions; any other repressive choices must be indiscriminate in tee get they would have
to apply to real opponents and real supporters alike. The successsimfenht political action must
depend on the structural power of the regime but also on whether therévis @tizen support for it
or not.

In order to focus on the interaction between repression and mass poldiical, ave shall abstract
away from intra-elite conflicts, potential disloyalties of security forcespassibilities for coups.
Since we are interested in explaining the sudden collapse of repressiahaie, we shall bias the
model a bit by assuming that repression is costless to the ruler, and that it isliatehe effective.
If we find that even under these conditions rulers sometimes prefer tdabagpression, our results
would be more convincing.

2 TheModd

A ruler faces potential political action from two citizens,e {1,2}.23 Lety < [0, 1] be citizen

i's preference for the regime, so that her preference against it-ig;. We shall refer to a citizen
with higher values of; as a regimesupporter(or being on the “right”), and a citizen with a lower
value oft; as a regimepponent(or being on the “left”). These labels are merely for convenience
and are not meant to indicate the political orientation of the ruling regime or thestgjpn. Citizen

i's preferences are privately known only to herself; the ruler and aitjizéoth believe that; is
distributed uniformly over the range of possible values.

Before the citizens can act, the ruler implements a level of repregsiori, 1), which determines
how costly any political action is going to be. For now, we shall assume thatithecan choose
anyk he wishes. We shall introduce capacity constraikts> 0, possibly arbitrarily close to zero,
to indicate the smallest cost the ruler can ensure,kan& (ki, 1) to indicate the highest cost he
can impose) after the unconstrained analysis reveals why they might mattee. tBe ruler cannot
reliably distinguish among supporters and opponemtainte preventive repressive measures that

13We refer to an arbitrary citizen as “she” and the ruler as “he”.
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FIGURE 1: The Citizen Political Action Game.

increase the cost of political action must be applied indiscriminately; that issc#tigayk whenever
they act irrespective of what they do. These measures are obleebyaoth citizens.

The citizens simultaneously choose whethestpportthe ruler R), opposethe ruler ), or
abstain(A) from any political action. If no citizen opposes the ruler, the ruler stéyat least one
citizen opposes him and nobody supports him, he is removed. If one cifipeses him but the other
supports him, a conflict occurs.

In this conflict, the regime prevails with probability € (0, 1), which for now we assume to
be common knowledge. Conflict imposes an unconditional eost, 0, and a conditional cost,
# > 0, on the citizens. The unconditional one reflects the fact that engagingnitiat is costlier
than taking unopposed political action. Both citizens pay it. The conditionalreflects the fact
that whereas a regime cannot punish or reward citizens based on fkiatelyrknown preferences,
it can certainly do so on the basis of their observable behavior. Only thercitiho ends up on the
losing side in the conflict pays it, so we shall refer to it asm@eted penalty* We shall explain
later why the ruler choosés but noté at the outset. The expected conflict payoff to citizeis
w(t;) = nti+(1—m)(1—t; —0)—c if she supports the ruler, atd(t;) = n(t; —0)+(1—m)(1—1t;)—c
if she opposes him. If even the most extreme regime supporter is unwilling t@ takle to prevent
the certain victory of the opposition, then the analysis would not be veryestiag. We rule out such
a possibility with the following assumptioi?.

AssumMmPTION1. If the most extreme regime supporter is certain that the other citizen wilkhctiv
oppose the regime, then she prefers to engage in conflict than to abstain:

w=w(l)>0.

Sincef > 0, this assumption also requires that> ¢. The overall game payoffs for the citizens are
given in Figure 1.

We wish to assume that the ruler only cares whether he stays in officeiorespiective of how this
is achieved. To this end, we assume that the ruler pays neither the cosiflaftanor any of the costs

14The conflict outcome is the only one that permits someone to be on the gveida” behaviorally. Since we assume
that the regime stays unless there is unchallenged opposition, nobodthis mrong side” when it falls because of such
action.

15We characterize the equilibria without assuming anything about this. Tlyeale the restriction will play has to do
with allowing the equilibrium to take different form depending on the costatiba k. Without such an assumption, no
supporter ever does anything in equilibrium.



he can impose on the citizens. Although one could argue that these assungptiarot unrealistic,
we are content to note that introducing positive costs for the ruler will ket @ur general results (we
shall explain why), and will therefore merely clutter the analysis. Thustulee simply maximizes
the probability of political survival.

The solution concept is Bayesian Nash equilibrium.

3 Common Knowledge of Citizen Preferences

To get some intuition about the role of privately known preferencessidenthe model under com-
plete information. If citizen-i abstains, citizem never supports the regime. She opposes it if, and

onlyif, 1 —t; —k > ¢;, or
b < o k =t (1)
14 2 2 = IM,
and abstains otherwise. Hi supports the regime, citizeénnever supports it herself. She opposes it
if, and only if,z; > W(t;) — k, or
1 #n0+c+k
i<—-—— =1 <t 2
1<2 2(1—7) L <IM, 2)
and abstains otherwise. Note that if the regime is actively suppartedy, , tm) would “falsify her
preferences” by abstaining while the extremists 7 would not (they act). Finally, if-i opposes
the regime, citizen never opposes it herself. She supports itif, and only{#;) —k > 1 —1;, or
1 1—
z,->—+( n)9+c+kEl‘R>l‘M, 3)
2 21
and free-rides by abstaining otherwise. These cut-point types allowfubjtecharacterize the equi-
librium of the political action gamé®

PropPosITIONL. Consider the partition of preferences characterized,by #y < tr. The political
action game with complete information has a Nash equilibrium, where the seatag as follows:

e if both#; < 1y, then each citizen opposes with probability
1-2t; -k
Ap= ———
S P YR
and abstains with complementary probability;

o ift; <ty andz—; € (tm, tr], then citizen opposes and-i abstains;

e ift; <ty andr_; € (tr, 1], then (a) ift; < 7., then citizen opposes, and-i supports, and (b)
if t; € (1, tm], then citizen opposes with probability o and abstains with — A, while —i
opposes with probabilitys and abstains witH — ¢a, where

k and 1 -2t — k
= OA = — 5
w(t—) — (1 —1-) -1 —W(t)
16Al proofs and supporting results are in Appendix B.

AA
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e if botht; > ry, then each citizen abstains.

This equilibrium is unique except when< 7 where there exist two additional asymmetric pure-
strategy equilibria with one citizen opposing and the other abstaining. o

The existence of multiple equilibria when both < 7y poses a coordination problem for the
citizens. Since we have assumed no pre-play communication, it is not eddsdo expect them
to coordinate on one of the two asymmetric equilibria. Instead, we shouldEtgsn to play the
mixed-strategy equilibrium. Figure 2 provides a compact illustration of the equititin the political
action game.

1 1 1 1
{ L M I/2 R |
|
(4, 4)
- status quo Ir
° X2
1 (L A) 11
/2 overthrow /2
™ o X1 -
{(Ap, AD) (A, L)
1 despotic overthrow n
(R,L)
conflict
0 1

I tm  1h R

FIGURE 2: Political Action Equilibrium with Complete Information.

Consider thestatus quaegion where both citizens abstain. Since it is boundpy: 1/, it always
covers the majority of preference profiles. The regime is practicing gtetéterrence, so none of the
conflict-related parameters are relevant. Singés decreasing ik, the ruler can always expand it
to cover even more preference profiles. Becausg iy = 0, the ruler can ensure his survival
regardless of the preference of the citizens by making repressiocisutfy severe. This illustrates
the crucial role that structural capacity constraints must play in this modet iter cannot increase
repression beyonkl, and the preference profile is outside the status quo region at that limit, he mus
face different consequences. This is where things get interesting.

Consider a preference profile that lies outsidedtagus quaegion even ak = ky, so the ruler
cannot induce both citizens to abstain. What is he to do? Should he repsegay, and if so, should
he go all the way up to the capacity constrapn® Or should he repress less, and if so, should he go
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all the way down to the lowest possible lewgl? The following is easier to follow with the help of
Figure 2 if we take it to depict the situation when= ky.

In the conflict and overthrowregions where citizens play pure-strategies, the level of repression
has no effect on the outcome: the ruler either survives with probabhilitythe conflictregion or is
toppled with certainty in theverthrowregion. However, since the bounds of these regions depend
onr_andtgr, which are functions ok, the ruler might be able to cause the preference profile to end
up in a different region. To see how this can happen and analyze winetinould want to do it, note
first how region bounds depend on repression:

dr 1 1 . dim 0 1 . dir

dk = 2(l—m) 2 dk " 2x  dk

If Figure 2 shows the configuration whén= ky, these imply that thetatus quaand overthrow
regions are at their maximum extents, while ttumflict and despoticregions are at their minimum
extents. If a preference profile is ircanflictregion now, there is nothing the ruler can do: repression
cannot alter the outcome, and he simply has to take his chances.

Similarly, if the preference profile is in théespoticregion, then it must remain there regardless
of the level of repression. The outcome, however, does depengoassion because the probability
that the opponents are activig;, is decreasing itk. This means that the ruler’s chance of survival is
strictly increasing irk, and so for any such profile the ruler will go all the way and impose the kighe
repression his capacity will allowk = ky.

Suppose now that the preference profile is inaancraticregion, where the ruler survives with
probability 2a = 1 — Aa + mAa@a. Itis evident from inspection thata is increasing whilepa is
decreasing irt, which implies that

dd%=n/\A-dd%—(l—mpA)-%<O.
Thus, if the ruler expects the anocratic outcome, then he is strictly bettexdaf€ing repression.

There are two aspects of this result that merit discussion because thesr @punter-intuitive and
because, as we shall see, they extend to the incomplete information settiedj.asinst, how come
repression makes dissidemi®re likelyto oppose the regime while its supportkss likelyto defend
it? In this region, one of the citizens is known to be rather favorable to thmedgut the dissident is
not sufficiently extremist to induce certain conflict. But if the dissident isgoiig to become active
with certainty, then the supporter has no reason to act on behalf of timeer@gth certainty either;
after all, she stands to benefit when the other abstains even if she dbggyndut if she abstains
with positive probability, then the dissident has a stronger incentive to dw. sfrategies balance
these incentives but the effect of repression is different becaasedbntives are different.

To understand the asymmetric effect of repression, think of the outcosnasirzg either good or
bad for the citizens. For regime supporters, the ruler staying (statussjgodd, and his removal is
bad, whereas for opponents, the ruler staying (status quo) is badhisaremoval is good. When a
citizen acts, she gets the good outcome with the probability that the other dosst,rand a lottery
between the good and bad outcomes if she does (the weights in that lotternddeqmr). When a
citizen does not act, however, the incentives are different. The si@pgets the good outcome with
the probability that the other citizen does not act, and the bad outcome othefkis opponent, on
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the other hand, gets the bad outcome with certainty. Because abstenties taisuler to remain
in power, the status quo privileges the regime supporter, and givesgimer®epponent a stronger
incentive to act.

When repression increases the cost of political action, the suppasiditgyness to come to the
defense of the regime decreases, and if the risk of inaction were to rera@artte, she would abstain.
The only reason for her willingness to act must be that the risk of an outoigin case of inaction is
increasing (i.e.Aa is going up). Thus, repression discourages supporters but thihddatissidents
are more emboldened keeps supporters in the political game. Increasiogstha political action
also decreases the opponent’s willingness to challenge the regime, amiptheason she might still
want to do it must be that the that the probability of her most preferred m#ds increasing (i.e.,
@a Is going down). By weakening the incentive of supporters to act, rejoress strengthening the
incentive of dissidents to do so. As we have seen, this in turn puts peess@upporters to remain
active, which then limits just how bold the dissidents will be. The first keyltesm be summarized
as follows:

ResuLT 1 Repression has direct and indirect effects in the anocratic equilibriura.diiect effect is
deterrent it discourages regime supporters and dissidents alike from political actidre indirect
effect iscatalytic it encourages dissidents to take political action. The status quo bias in fafvor
supporters gives dissidents a stronger overall incentive to act, and asudt the catalytic effect is
dominant for them. But since repression makes supporters less likalyao@dissidents more likely
to do so, its total effect is to worsen the ruler’s chances of survival.

Sincerg is increasing irk, reducing repression can never induceaarthrowfor an anocratic profile.
It could, however, induceonflict The ruler would only be willing to do that it > Qa, or

at the lowest level of repression that maintains the profile inath@craticregion. In other words,

if the regime is sufficiently strong, then the ruler can reduce repressidinealvay to the minimum
possible levelk = k_ even if doing so induces certain conflict. Weak regimes (for whortis

not sufficiently high) will also reduce repression although without settisg ifiow as to guarantee
conflict. Overall, then, in thanocraticregion the ruler always has an incentive to reduce repression,
and that incentive is stronger for more powerful regimes. This leadsthe econd key result:

ResuLT 2 The ruler’s incentives to repress go in opposite directions dependinchahequilibrium
he expects to induce among the citizens: he wants to decrease repliestieanocraticregion but
increase it in thedespoticregion.

As we shall see, these contradictory incentives will turn out to be fundeht the incomplete
information results.

The final observation we wish to make about the complete information caserosm profile in
the overthrowregion, where the ruler is toppled with certainty. If the ruler could indugeaher
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outcome, he would be strictly better off. Singgis increasing buty decreasing irk, the ruler can
shrink this region bylecreasingepression.

If the profile is such that both < 1/, (e.g.,x1), then the ruler could induce tlespoticequilib-
rium. As we have seen, his survival here increases in repressiach wieans that the ruler would
only decreasé just enough to ensure that outcome but no further. At first glance, itfezethce
between th@verthrowanddespotigrofiles might appear paradoxical: why would the ruler be better
off in the case where both citizens are known to be more intensely opposéd?oLooking at the
incentives of the citizens reveals why this should be so. When it is commaniéaige that both are
quite opposed to the ruler, it is also common knowledge that they both wantdposdd. But this
creates a coordination problem because each has incentives tad&amirthe costly action of the
other. The ruler can exploit this and aggravate the collective action pndipféncreasing repression.
In contrast, when only one of the citizens is intensely opposed but theathelukewarmly so, the
opponent knows that unless she acts the ruler will stay in power. The iiscentive to remain
inactive, which in turn means that the moderate has no incentive to act, dhd sder is toppled.
The intriguing implication of this logic is thatoopting citizens might not always be the best strategy
for the ruler because it also resolves the coordination problem for the irénmgaextremists

If the profile is such that somg > 1/, andr_; > 7 (e.g.,x2), then the ruler can then induce the
anocraticequilibrium. As we have already seen, here the ruler does better byimgdepression
even further, possibly all the way downko= k.. The same thing happens if the profile is such that
somet; < 1 (e.g.,x3) because reducing repression inducesflict Sincek has no further impact,
the ruler might as well go all the way down o= k| here too.

This leads us to the third key result that highlights the incentive for a rulétiterego fully repres-
sive, or, when his repressive capacity is too constrained, to go in ffwsip direction instead.

ResuLT 3 A ruler who cannot increase repression enough to avmidrthrowby inducing the fully
deterrentstatus quaequilibrium will decrease repression, possibly to its lowest feasible level; to in
duce either theonflictor anocraticequilibrium, or else just enough to create a coordination problem
in thedespoticequilibrium.

Of course, all of these interesting findings are predicated on the pnefes of the citizens being
common knowledge, and we have gone to some lengths to agree with schbtassgue that this

cannot be the case in authoritarian regimes. Consequently, we now tuenngdimplete information

setting. Somewhat surprisingly, the analysis of that setting not only sispih@ same implications
but in fact amplifies them because it shows them to hold generally irregpectihe true distribution

of citizen preferences. Not knowing what citizens like turns out to besaotuch of a problem for
the citizens themselves as for the ruler because it makes his survival sammvelproblematic.

4 Private Information about Citizen Preferences

4.1 TheCitizen Political Action Game

We now analyze the political action game played by the citizens when they eeetain about each
other’s preferences. Since the level of repression is already sgtiake all parameters as given
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in Figure 1. We first show that in every equilibrium citizens partition themsedbedsmviorally into
active opponents, abstaining moderates, and active supporters.; denhote the probability with
which citizeni opposes the regime, agg denote the probability with which she supports it.

LEMMA 1. Fix some(A_;, ¢—;), and define (A_;, p—;) < 1/ < tr(A—;) such that

1 @0+c)e-i +k
2 2(1 =2 — 7o)
1

tROA_i) = ~ + (i) |:(1—n)9+c+kk:|.

2w —1

n(Ai o) =

In every equilibrium, citizen chooses\; = 1if t; < t.(A—;,p—i), chooses\; = ¢; = 0if¢; €
[(L(A=i, 9—i), tr(A-;)], and chooseg; = 1if t; > tr(A—;). o

To find an equilibrium, we need to partition the type space for each citizentsattyper, (A_;, ¢_;)

is indifferent between opposing and abstaining, whereastp(ae ;) is indifferent between support-
ing and abstaining, and the probabiliti€s,-;, ¢—;), reflect where these types are. Lemma 1 consid-
erably simplifies this task because it implies that = Pr(r—; < 1. (A;,¢;)) = max0, 1. (A;, ¢;)),
and thatp_; = Pr(t; > r(A;)) = max0, 1 —tr(1;)). This is sufficient to establish the following
important result, which further eases equilibrium analysis.

LEMMA 2. The regime opponents are active in every equilibrigms 0. o

Lemma 2 means that the large stable region where both citizens abstain withtgentaier complete
information does not exist here. This implies that the only possibilities we nesahgider turn on
whether someone would support the regime; that is, whegher 1 for at least one of the citizens.
Since the citizens are faced with a coordination problem and are assunedffediively anonymous
(so cannot use pre-play communication), it is natural to restrict attentioymstric equilibria. In
particular, it is not reasonable to expect the citizens to coordinate etipastan precisely one of
them supporting the regime with positive probability. We shall thereforeirethat/g < 1 is either
true for both citizens or for neither. By analogy with the complete informatise cae shall refer
to an equilibrium where no citizen supports the ruler with positive probabiligeapoti¢ and to an
equilibrium where someone could do so with positive probabilitarascratic

In a despotic equilibrium the least-committed supportermust be indifferent between opposing
the ruler and abstaining knowing that the other citizen will not support bim & 0). Thus,A; =
Pr(ti < 1. (A=;,0)) = t.(A—;,0), where the second equation follows from the uniform distribution
assumption. A symmetric solution must therefore satisfy:

A =1(2,0), (4)
whose unique positive solution is:
3—41+48k 1
Ap = + <5 (5)

This defines the equilibrium probability of opposition in the despotic equilibriumcdmplete the
characterization, we must ensure that no supporter wants to be agtive0. Since this will be the
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case if, and only iffr(A—;) > 1 <& k > w Ap, we obtain a necessary and sufficient condition for the
despotic equilibrium:

k>w-hw)=k*e(0,1)), (D)
where
— —
h(w):3+w \/(434—w) 86<1_\/;%)’

where we obtain the bounds by noting thdiw) is decreasing and € (0,1). This means that
k* < w/2 < 1), yielding the upper bound ok* reported in (D). We can now summarize our
reasoning thus far as follows.

LeEmMMA 3. In the uniquedespoticequilibrium, only the opponents of the regime are active with
probability Ap from (5), and everyone else abstains. The equilibrium exists if, and oklysifk ™. o

What happens when condition (D) is violated? In this case some regimergenspaill have a strict
incentive to become active. In a symmetric equilibrium, this meansithat Pr(z < . (A,¢)) =
1L (A, @) andp = Pr(t > tr(1)) = 1 — tr(A) must obtain. This yields a system of two equations and
two unknowns:

A=1(A9)

¢ =1—1r(A),

This system also has a unique soluti@hy, ¢a), with both strictly less thar/> and positive if, and
only if, (D) is not satisfied. This is established in the proof of the followingnala

(6)

LEMMA 4. Inthe unigueanocraticequilibrium, opponents are active with probabilXy, supporters
are active with probabilitypa, where(Aa, ¢a) is the solution td6), and everyone else abstains. The
equilibrium exists if, and only ik < k*. O

We can now formally state the result that follows directly from lemmata 3 and 4.

PrROPOSITION2. The political action game with incomplete information has a unique symmetric
equilibrium that takes the anocratic form when< £* and the despotic form otherwise. o

Comparing Proposition 2 with Proposition 1 shows that when we assume #fietgarces are private
information, the multiplicity of forms the equilibrium can take is reduced from eighjust two.
The forms that are eliminated all involve pure-strategy equilibrium play, whichs out to have
been predicated on the knowledge of the distribution of preferencisthik despoticandanocratic
regions where citizens play mixed strategies with complete information that piresemtative of
the general incomplete information case. This will be less surprising if ongieted these mixed
strategies in the sense of Harsanyi (1973): they are representatismgiothe citizens would do if
their payoffs were randomly perturbed in ways known only to themséR&ace it is tedious to write
“equilibrium that takes the despotic (anocratic) form,” we shall simply refetespotic (anocratic)
equilibria.

17see Govindan, Reny, and Robson (2003) for a general proof.
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4.2 Status Quo Biasand the Asymmetric Effect of Repression

One might expect that indiscriminate repression should deter opponemtpéiitical action, but we
now show that this is not always the case, and that the reason for thig tasvith the fact that the
deterrent effect of repression is dominant for regime supporters:

LEMMA 5. Increasing repression makes regime supportess likelyto be active in the anocratic
equilibrium. -

This result, which echoes what we found with complete information, proadescial insight into the
authoritarian dilemma of using indiscriminate repression to deter political acépressive measures
deter supporters from engaging in action on behalf of the regiffigis might not be problematic
for the regime if they are even more effective in deterring opponents,the isase in the despotic
equilibrium:

dip L, -
dk — J1+8k

In the anocratic equilibrium, on the other hand, repression weakens #nirecfor political partic-
ipation by supporters and opponents alike, and whereas supportenseggiivocally deterred from
action, the opponents might not, as the following result shows.

LEMMA 6. Increasing repression makes regime opponemise likelyto be active in the anocratic

equilibrium if, and only if,
0+ <+ V1+8k*>2 )
T
is satisfied. O

This result would not be too persuasive if (P) were difficult to satigfiurhs out, however, that it
is fairly easy to do so, especially under conditions that are likely to prevailiihoritarian regimes.
That is so becausesalfficientcondition for (P) to obtain is > (1 — )=, which is satisfied for many
parameter configuratiort§.Figure 3 shows graphically the two possibilities identified in Lemmata 5
and 6. Thus, the indirect effect of repression can have the catalytictropalissidents that we found
under complete information. The question now is whether the opposing teaderf repression that
we found with complete information also persist in this setting.

4.3 TheOpposing Incentivesto Repress

Turning now to the ruler, recall that he maximizes and probability of politicaligal and consider
his initial choice of repression. In the despotic equilibrium, this probability is

Qp = (1-1p)?, (8)

that is, it is the likelihood that no citizen becomes an active dissident. It is immiydidi&ous from
Figure 3 that repression is good for survival here because it eapgs opposition, the only relevant
guantity.

18This is becausa/1 + 8k* > 1. Note also that for this condition to obtain while Assumption 1 is satisfied, it is
necessary that > 1/. In this case, the left-hand side of (P) is also strictly increasirfg@iremma D).
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FIGURE 3: Repression and Political Action.
Parameterse = 0.1,0 = 0.2 and,7. = 0.60 (weak regime) otry = 0.85 (strong regime).
Condition (P) is satisfied for the strong regime but not ferweak one.

In the anocratic equilibrium, however, things are not so simple. The pilapais survival here is
Qa = (1 — AA)2 + 2)&/.\(,0A X TT, (9)

where the first term is the probability that the ruler remains in power un@gpalogous to the
guantity in the despotic equilibrium), and the second is the probability that ke/esithe conflict
when it occurs. One can immediately see that it increases if supportersoaedikely to be active.
Figure 3 suggests that repression should make the ruler worse off imgthildogum. It would cer-
tainly do so when (P) is satisfied because then it results in higher opposhitndepressing support.
It seems to also do that even when (P) is not satisfied because thetsspgropping much faster
than opposition, so the loss of support should dominate the benefit figpnessing opposition. The
following lemma shows that this is indeed the case.

LEMMA 7. Increasing repressioimcreaseshe probability of survival in the despotic equilibrium but
decreaset in the anocratic equilibrium. o

This replicates the main result from the complete information case: the rule€atiies to repress
run in opposite directions depending on the form the equilibrium of the poliicibn game. This
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means that if he expects the anocratic equilibrium, he will always choosevilketifeasible level of
repression. Conversely, if he expects the despotic equilibrium, the rilllaiways choose the highest
feasible level of repression. Which equilibrium he expects dependshichwone he is willing to
induce, which in turn depends on the maximum level of repression he ibleagfamplementing. To
establish this, we first note that any survival probability the ruler can attain anocratic equilibrium
can be attained in a despotic equilibrium as well:

LEMMA 8. For every anocratic repression, < k*, there exists a uniquéespotic equivalenepres-
sion,A(k) € (k*, 1), such thaiQa(k) = Qp(A(k)). The lower the anocratic repression, the higher
its despotic equivalent. o

Note the second claim of this lemma: the less repressive an anocratic rtiermsore the equiva-
lent despot has to repress in order to achieve the same probability afeduiwo other things follow
from this result. First, anything the ruler can do for political survival fipectation) in an anocratic
equilibrium can be had with more, sometimes a lot more, repression in a desgatibraum. Sec-
ond, the converse is not true: if the ruler can implement sufficiently higHdexerepression, the
survival probability in the despotic equilibrium will be strictly higher than amghhe can attain in
an anocratic equilibriurﬁ? We can now establish the central result of this article, which is that under
certain circumstances rulers strictly prefer to abandon repressiorlawdgalitical contestation even
though, in principle, they could still have chosen to repress.

PrRoOPOSITION3 (BANG-BANG). Letk, € (0, k*) denote the lowest feasible cost of political action,
let ky € (k., c) denote the maximum level of repression the regime is capable of. Theablaturel
of repression takes one of these two extreme valudsy & A(kL), then the ruler sets repression
to ky and the equilibrium takes the despotic form; otherwise, the ruler sets mpretk, and the
equilibrium takes the anocratic form. O

If the ruler has sufficient capacity, he always prefers to repregalitical action and induce
the despotic equilibrium where he survives with high probability and no icomitcurs. If, how-
ever, his capacity is somehow constrained, he is strictly better off abengd@pression to make the
authoritarian wager:

RESULT 4 Theauthoritarian wages the gamble a ruler takes by opening up the regime to catiest When

he reduces the costs of political action, the dissidentsem@ouraged to act, which threatens the status quo
and provides an incentive to regime supporters to act in @edse. Thus, emboldening the opposition can,
paradoxically, improve the ruler's chances of survival.

The opening up to political contestation cannot be merely a sop to the dissidantses to fob
them off with cosmetic changes in an attempt to provide a facade of popuitimiegy for the rule°
It cannot work that way without offering a real, albeit not very langmspect for change. But this
very prospect creates a risk for regime beneficiaries, whose pedlegsition now comes under

19This follows from the fact thai (k) < 1, which holds even ak — 0. Any repression that exceeds this level will yield
survival probabilities strictly higher than anything that can be achieved anacratic equilibrium.
20Mmagaloni (2006) and Schedler (2006), among others, have madsatiswith respect to autocrats holding elections.
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threat. This causes them to rally in support of the ruler, and the effectaraetimes be so strong that
it overwhelms the dissidents, making théass likelyto act even though repression is gone (when (P)
is not satisfied). But even when the opponents are more likely to act ((#)eas satisfied), the ruler
still expects to come out on top in the open contest even though its outcomesitaimcindeed, this

is why he allows it.

It is important to realize that the wager entails risks to the ruler as well. On ane, lif he has
overestimated just how committed his opponents are, the gamble will pay ofstiaety as it will
merely reassert the ruler's authority. On the other hand, if he hasstivested how popular the
regime is with the citizens, the ruler will be in for a terrible surprise when nghachs out to defend
him. This is how a velvet revolution could come to pass. Finally, if the citizensidfieiently divided
in their preferences about the regime, the wager will bring costly conflict.

To understand the incentive behind the wager, it is useful to separadémdiceatic outcomes into
(i) regime reassertionno dissidents are active, and the ruler stays in power peacefullgiwion-
flict: both dissidents and supporters are active; andudiyet revolution:only dissidents are active
and the ruler is deposed peaceféyThe most attractive outcome for the ruler is regime reassertion,
and its probability depends on how repression affects dissidents. i @alisfied — meaning that
relaxing repression makes dissidents less likely to be active — then abiagdepression increases
the chances that the ruler will reassert his power (Lemma A). Since tlygdaha velvet revolution
is minimized by abandoning repression as well (Lemma C), it is not surprisatdttb ruler would
opt to do so under these circumstances irrespective of how this affeatiskiof costly conflicg?

Things are a bit more involved when (P) is not satisfied — meaning that rglagpression
makes dissidents more likely to be active. In this case abandoning repressially minimizes
the chances that the ruler will reassert his power (Lemma A) and strictlgdrses the risk of civil
conflict (Lemma B). Neither of these outcomes is particularly attractive to fbe fdowever, since
the probability of a velvet revolution is increasing with repression (Lemmah@)ruler can at least
ensure the lowest possible chance of the worst possible outcome fomrhathdr words, by opening
the system up for political contestation, the ruler is substituting the uncertdiotnict for the risk
of being overthrown in a velvet revolution. That he would do so even thaigurts the chances of
outright reassertion of power indicates just how crucial the behavibisgupporters is.

In the ensuing conflict, the ruler could still be deposed but the odds aréehaill survive this
because the only rulers who take the bet are those who are sufficieatlg strprevail in that conflict
with high probability. To see this, we need to examine the relationship betweeadinee’s power
and the propensity to choose the authoritarian wager.

4.4 Power and the Structural Causes of the Authoritarian Wager

Consider now two regimes that are equivalent in every respect eiwa@pone is stronger than the
other in the sense that it has a higher probability of prevailing in a conflishdtuld come as no
surprise that the stronger regime is in a strictly better condition whenevéict@s expected with

21The probabilities argl — 1)2 for regime reassertioA¢ for civil conflict, and1 — [(1 — 1)% + 2A¢] for velvet
revolution.

22The risk of conflict could be concave or decreasing in repressiom\{P)eis satisfied (Lemma B), but since Lemma 7
is unconditional, the influence of reducing the probability of a velvet reéimiuand increasing the probability of regime
reassertion dominate the incentives.
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positive probability:

LEMMA 9. Stronger regimes are as likely to survive as weaker ones in the despoiibegm, and
more likely to do so in the anocratic equilibrium:
dQa

dQ2p
e = 0 and e > 0. -

This, of course, is what our third observation in the complete informatiomalasady should have
made us expect since more powerful regimes have stronger incentieghite repression when they
cannot ensure the fully despotic stability. What might be surprising is the intiplctiis has for the
structural causes of repression collapse. We begin by noting thatdiin& stronger regimes have
strictly higher expected probabilities of survival in an anocratic equilibrfusmma 9) means that
they have strictly higher despotic equivalences too (Lemma E). But thgro§ition 3 implies that
stronger regimes will be more sensitive to changes in repressive cajrathily sense that a moderate
degradation in that capacity can cause the ruler of a strong regime talglabpndon repression
whereas the ruler of a weak regime would respond by scaling repregsionto the new maximum
capacity.

Figure 4 illustrates this. The two regimes are equivalent except that tHeamess probability of
winning the conflict ist; , and the strong one’s probability s, > m . Consider first the case where
they both have high repressive capacity, s!dy This is higher than the despotic equivalentspf
for both regimes, so they both represggtand the despotic equilibrium prevails for both.

Suppose now that for some reason their capacity to repress drops tonsodeeate level, say
kZ < k}. This is less than the repressive equivalenkoffor the strong regime. This means that
its ruler is strictly better off abandoning the despotic equilibrium and switchidgwiorepression
at k. and taking his chances in the probable conflict in the resulting anocratibeigm. The
moderate repressive capacity, however, still exceeds the despatialequofk, for the weak regime.
This means that its ruler is strictly better off reducing repressing to the newmaxcapacity and
maintaining the despotic equilibrium. In other words, this structural changagaocity will cause
repression to collapse suddenly in the strong regime but will only cause swderation of the
weaker regime without changing its nature.

Does this mean that stronger regimes are more susceptible to instability? Acdtbegi on clay
feet? It depends on how one defines instability. If one defines it as tialpitity of conflict, then
yes, stronger regimes are more likely to experience conflict because sfvMich to the anocratic
equilibrium. However, their rulers are willing to risk that conflict becausg thee better chances
of prevailing than those of weak regimes. Thus, if one defines instabilityeagrtibability that the
regime will collapse, then no, stronger regimes are not more likely to collapse.

This can be easily seen in Figure 4, where the structural reductionrefssaype capacity leaves the
weak regime with best survival probability & (k3; 7. ) = 0.58 in the despotic equilibrium, while
the strong regime still has a survival probability$@f (k_; 7) = 0.68 in the anocratic equilibrium.
While both regimes are worse off compared to what they could achieve thbgrare more capable
of repressionQp(kL;-) = 0.76, the capacity constraint impact on the stronger regime is less pro-
nounced. Far from signifying an impending fall of the regime, the suddéapse of repression is a
sign of strength. This leads us to ask whether the ruler can benefit édueing repression when cit-
izens are uncertain about the strength of the regime: can abandoniagsiep be a signal of regime
power?
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FIGURE 4: The Sudden Collapse of Repression.
Parameters: as in Figure 3. For both regimes, the least tpetitical action is att,. = 0.015,
and the repression constraint is eithekht= 0.65 (high capacity) ok? = 0.40 (moderate
capacity).

5 CantheCollapse of Repression Signal Regime Strength?

Consider a version of the model where the ruler knows the true probaHifityeweailing in a conflict,
but the citizens do not. All other parameters, including any capacity camstrare the same. Assume
that the ruler can be either strong, in which case he wins with probapilityr weak, in which case
he wins with probabilityp, < py. The citizens have a common belief (0, 1) that he is strong.
If we let § denote the posterior belief after the ruler Setshen the citizens’ expected probability of
him winning iswt = §py + (1 — §) pL. With this notation, Proposition 2, as well as lemmata 5 and 6,
remain unchanged.

We now wish to ascertain whether it is possible to construct a separatinigoeqgon in which
the ruler reveals his actual strength by choosing different levels oéssfpn. To make the model
interesting, assume that the capacity constraigt,is binding for the strong regime but not for the
weak one. (For exampléy = k2 in Figure 4.) Consider now a strategy profile, in which the strong
ruler induces the anocratic equilibrium by choosing the least-cost solutjgrafd the weak one
induces the despotic equilibrium by choosing at the capacity constkajint That is,(Aa, ¢a) are
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the action probabilities whek, is chosen and the citizens beliewe= py, whereagAp, 0) are the
action probabilities whehy is chosen and citizens beliewe= p, .

It should be clear that the strong ruler has no incentive to change hisgstrene is getting the
highest possible payoff in the anocratic equilibrium. The weak ruler, orotiher hand, might be
tempted to deviate because his expected payoff in the anocratic equilibriana e citizens incor-
rectly attribute strength = py to him is strictly increasing (Lemma F). This is because these beliefs
induce supporters to turn out with a higher probability. The equilibrium cdy lze sustained if this
temptation is not that alluring, as the following result shows.

PrRoOPOSITION4. Letk, denote the lowest feasible cost of political action for both regimes, and let
ku € (A(kL; pL), A(kL; py)) denote their capacity constraint. The strategy profile in which the ruler
choose%| when he is strong ankly when he is weak is a separating equilibrium for any

oL < (2—Ap —An)(Aa —AD)
- 2AA0A

irrespective of beliefs off the path of play. 0

The sufficient condition can be satisfied in two ways. First, one coulgifiand makep, small
enough: in effect this ensures that however large the benefit froatiimgl the supporters to action
under false pretenses, it will be outweighed by the fact that the rulettusicunlikely to prevail
in the conflict their presence generates. For example, setiing= 0.45 and keeping the other
parameters as in Figure 4 supports the separating equilibrium (fgr,agy0.48). Second, one could
fix p_ and reducepy enough: in effect this ensures that even if the ruler still has decentebaf
prevailing in the conflict, the benefit from inducing the wrong beliefs is nedétismall. For example,
settingpy = 0.75 and keeping the other parameters as in Figure 4 supports the separatiigiem
(any pL < 0.62 will do).

It is worth noting that since we assumed repression to be costless to theradpective of regime
strength, the separation is sustained by the riskiness of reducinggiepreshile the weak regime
could exploit the benefit of supporters coming to its defense by feignieggtn, it would still have
to face its real, and not that great, odds of survival in the ensuingicionifl it were the case that
weak regimes also face higher costs of repression, then the incentieenit geparation would be
diminished.

If we takek to be sulfficiently close to zero, the choice to abandon repression in thid owade
approximate permitting elections if we took to represent the citizens’ expectations of regime’s
popularity, and hence the underlying probability of winning these elect®inse the choice to “vote”
for or against the ruler are endogenous, the model could provideomséhte set of microfoundations
for theories of authoritarian elections that assume elections to be infornotive true distribution
of preferences among the citizens. It could also provide a signalirgdlyatonale for allowing these
elections.

6 Conclusion

Research on the surprises of the Velvet Revolutions of 1989 and theSjnéng of 2011 sometimes
veers between two extremes: it either ascribes decisive role to mass peldizal (Kuran, 1991)
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or explains why it is singularly unsuccessful (Stacher, 2012). Irevang many of these studies,
Howard and Walters (2014) complain that they just do not take popular matimlizseriously, and
we tend to agree: the former group neglects the repressive capacitg ofdghme, and the latter
overemphasizes it. We do not think, however, that the resolution to thesgeksnents will be found
on studying “why previous assessments of public quiescence in the fadeaspread oppression
were so dramatically wrong” (Howard and Walters, 2014, 400). Instesdargue that it is the
government’s response to public opposition to the regime that needs fattbetion, and we show
that repression truly can be a double-edged sword.

The fundamental problem for an authoritarian government is that it ¢aeliebly assess the pref-
erences of its citizens and gauge the extent of support and oppositiom tegiime. Moreover, be-
cause the absence of overt political action against an authoritarian regiply perpetuates its rule,
there is a strong status quo bias that favors regime supporters, whichtteti@mpen their incentive
to engage in costly political action in its defense. If the regime has greassipe capacity, none of
that matters: its ruler becomes a despot and represses almost any poljiiesséon save the occa-
sional low-probability outburst of opposition. If, however, the regimefalunder some constraint
that limits its ability to repress sufficiently harshly, then the differential incestdo matter: the ruler
can be strictly better off abandoning repression altogether and allowigry jpqlitical contestation.
Even though he is forced to reduce the costs to political action for both digsidnd opponents, and
even though this might encourage the dissidents to engage against him \igh pigbability, it puts
the well-being of regime supporters at risk, and gives them an incents@ne to his defense. The
result might be serious social conflict and instability, but the ruler’s wesggat he would remain in
power. Thus, authoritarian rulers abandon repression becauspédntation doing so gives them an
advantage.

We do not mean to provide a monocausal explanation of regime collapse spoldgal action,
only to highlight how repression interacts with other features of authonitaggimes (preference
falsification and status quo bias) in ways that make its use as a tool of pasgesttaightforward.
We have also, somewhat ironically, ended up buttressing the case ftiusalist explanations with a
model of endogenous choice although our contribution is to reveal a misanthat would lead from
structural factors to contested outcomes through the choices of the Et&ip

Some Eastern European leaders were not squeamish about unleashsegutity forces on the
populace in 1989, but they wanted the Soviet Union to backstop anyssépneunder the Brezhnev
Doctrine. When Gorbachev quashed all hopes of that, he effectivelysiatban upper limit of what
repression could accomplish in the satellites. Even though the more raslersf +¢# GDR’s Ho-
necker, for instance — pressed on with repression, most realizedpgbaing up the political field
to contestation might be a better bet. They disregarded the Tiananmen Srpeagemt — the Chi-
nese government, after all, had not relied on external support to deitssseon — and ordered the
security forces to stand down (and, in GDR’s case, overruled the rileis is when the grim reality
of communist rule was finally exposed: in most cases nobody came to déenegime. Even the
regimes’ erstwhile power monopolists, the Communist parties, quickly sougditiand themselves
following a belated realization of their massive unpopularity. There is psrha better illustration
of the depth of delusion than the outcome of the June elections in Polandlaysgtrior, the Party’s
Central Committee had discussed how the West would react if the oppositieh tiagain a single
seat in the system that only opened 35% of the seats in Sejm (and all #8Grs#ze Senate) to

24



contestation. Instead, the opposition took all seats in the Senate and aliebot the available seats
in Sejm. Nobody came to defend the government although many abstainedryopolitical action
(37% in the first round, and 75% in the second). Sovietologists might heem\wrong in 1989 when
they saw system continuity, but they had thought the regime would actuaéydéself. It would
have been a reckless forecast that predicted that Gorbachev wmlddrgy jettison 45 years of for-
eign policy for the whimsically named “Sinatra Doctrine” that left the satellite guwent to rule as
best they could?

Popular mass actions might acquire momentum and might be contagious, bairigerdus — for
the participants more so than the scholars studying them — to mistake the c#usie stficcess to be
the pressure of the masses instead of the failure of the regime to stand fienuhigarians did not
draw the right inferences from the Polish October in 1956 and endedtb@woviet invasion. The
Bahraini misread what happened in Egypt in 2011 and ended up seprbyg their own government
and the Saudis. Itis not enough for people to take to the streets; the regshdenigde not to disperse
them. Otherwise, any political gains people make will be illusory and temporary.

23inz and Stepan (1996) attribute the simultaneity and success of the remslitiche collapse of ideological confi-
dence and will to use coercion in the USSR. Sharman (2003) also esdbis view and notes that the relevant collapse of
legitimacy was among the elites, not the population that had long abanddvaewer faith it had in the ideological tenets
of communism. It was this that deprived the regime from capacity tondetself.
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A TheCase of Targeted Penalties

While indiscriminate repression can be effective whenever the ruler cadermept it at sufficiently
high levels, it is distinctly inimical to the ruler’s survival when he cannothBps he could do better
with targeted penalties? After all, unlike indiscriminate repression, whichligesaany political
action irrespective of its content or consequences, targeted pena#tiessds imposed only when
conflict actually occurs, and then only on the side that happens to losdstimportant to bear in
mind that the model assumes that the opponents cannot credibly commit noigb the supporters
if the ruler is toppled. This assumption is fairly realistic when the new ruler ishen@uthoritarian
but it is also not out of the question if the new regime is a (transitional) deroycra

We first establish the analogue to Lemma 5: as it turns out, targeted penalieetds supporters
from taking action.

LeEmMMA 10. Increasing targeted penalties makes regime suppottss likelyto be active in the
anocratic equilibrium. 0

The effect on regime opponents is a bit more complicated because it turttsablia might not
be monotonic irf as itis ink. It is possible for some relatively modest targeted penalties can cause
opponents to be less likely to act in the anocratic equilibrium. However, thigdeteffect is quickly
outweighed by the incentive to act provided by regime supporters drgpjmpinat even higher rates.
This makes targeted penalties relative unattractive to the ruler in the ancegailibrium except
perhaps at very low levels, as the following result shows.

LEMMA 11. Increasing targeted penalties in the anocratic equilibrium might initially caesgme
opponents to be less likely to act, but always makes them more likely to dasdhenpenalties
become sufficiently severe. Nevertheless, the probability that opiscmearnis always smaller in the
anocratic equilibrium than in the despotic one (where it is constatt)< Ap. o

Figure 5(a) illustrates the result from Lemma 11 for a weak and a stroimmeedNote especially
the fact that the probability of opposition in the anocratic equilibrium is alvileyer than the cor-
responding probability in the despotic equilibrium. It is easy to see that the ihatisr be constant
because the targeted penalties can only be imposed on the losing side wH&t cocurs, and no
conflict occurs in that equilibrium. In other words, targeted penalties ssentially useless to a
despot, and as result the probability of opposition is actually higher. This lingis tkefulness as
a policy tool. Consider the anocratic equilibrium whére < Ap andga > 0. Since the ruler's
survival probability is decreasing i but increasing irpa, as evident from (9), it follows that the
ruler maximizes his chances of surviving by choosing séme [0, #*) and inducing the anocratic
equilibrium. Figure 5(b) illustrates a case where a strong regime chooseéstlst positive targeted
penalty but the weak regime ends up with no penalties at all in the anocratideqgon.
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FIGURE 5: The Effect of Targeted Penalties.
Parameterst = 0.1, k = 0.1, andmz. = 0.7 (weak regime) orry = 0.85 (strong regime).

The relatively high value forr_ is necessary to ensure that Assumption 1 is satisfied despite
being allowed to be relatively high.



B Proofs

Proof of Proposition 1Given the cut-points, the best responses are as follows:
o ti<t:Lifs_je{A,R},andAifs_; = L;
o fie(t,tm): Lifs—; = A,andAif s_; € {R, L};
o f; €(tm,tR): A;
o ;i >1r Aif s_; e {A, R}, andR if s_; = L.

Suppose that both citizens are at least moderately oppgsedy. The game has two pure-strategy
Nash equilibria, in which' opposes while-i abstains. This, of course, means that there is also
a mixed-strategy Nash equilibrium where each playepposes with probabilityp defined in the
proposition and abstains with complementary probalsfity.

Suppose only one citizen hgs< ny. If t—; € (tm, tr), then in the unique equilibriurh opposes
and—i abstains. Ift_; > tr, then there are two cases:tif < 7, then in the unique equilibrium
opposes—i supports, and conflict occurs;f € (7., tm), then no pure-strategy equilibrium exists.
In the unique mixed-strategy equilibrium,opposes the regime with probabilifyy, and abstains
with complementary probability, whereas supports the regime with probabilitys, and abstains
with complementary probability, where the probabilities are defined in the pitipo and easily
verifiable to be valid® (If z_; € (tw. tr), then the mutual abstention case obtains.)

Suppose both citizens have > fy. The game has a unique equilibrium, in which each citizen
abstains.

Suppose only one citizen hgse (tv, r). If 1—; < v, then in the unique equilibriurh abstains
and—i opposes. (If—; > tr, then the mutual abstention case obtains.)

Suppose only one citizen has > rr. If —; < 7, then in the unique equilibrium supports,

—i opposes, and conflict occurs. (If; € (¢, tm), then the analogue to the unique mixed-strategy
equilibrium case obtains. if; € (v, tr), then the mutual abstention case obtains.) n

Proof of Lemma 1.f citizen i opposes the regime, her payoff is:
Ui(L;ti) = op—i(W(ti) — k) + (1 —p—i)(1 —t; — k).
If she abstains, her expected payoff is:

UA:t;) =21 =)+ (1 —A)t.

243incer; < tv < tr, abstention strictly dominates support. But then in the mixed-strategy equitibt/; (L) =
1—t;i —k=X_;(L)Y(1—1t)+ (1 —A_;(L))t; = U;(A), which yields the mixing probabilities.

25Sincet,- € (1.,tw), abstention strictly dominates supporting the regime fand since_; > tr, abstention strictly
dominates opposing the regime fer. It is easy to verify that no pure-strategy equilibrium exists. In the unigixed-
strategy equilibriumlU; (L) = o_;(W(t;) —k) + (1 —p—))(1 —t; —k) = t; = U;(A),andU_; (A) = A;(1 —t—;) + (1 —
At = Aj(w(t—;) — k) + (1 — A;)(t—; — k) = U_; (R). The solutions are given in the text. It is easy to verify that they
are valid probabilities under the suppositions.



She prefers opposing the regime (to abstaining) if, and ondy &, 7 (A—;, ¢—;). If citizeni supports
the regime, her expected payoff is:

UR;ti) = A—i(w(t;) —k) + (1 — A-j)(ti — k).

She prefers supporting the regime (to abstaining) if, and only i, tr(A—;). Sincer. (A—;, p—;) <

1/, < tr(A—;), where the first inequality follows frorh — 7¢p—; —A_; > 1 —¢—; — A—; > 0 and
¢ > k, and the second inequality follows from inspection, we conclude thatgunjileium must be
in cut-point strategies:

o ti <t(A-i,9—) = U(L;t;) > U(A;t;) > U(R: 1;), S0 playA; = 1;
o ii € (tL(A—i,9p—i),1R(A—)) = U(A;1;) > U(L;1;) andU(4;1) > U(R;1;), so playd; =
vi =0;
o 1 >tr(A—j) = U(R;t;) > U(A;t;) > U(L:t;), so playg; = 1.
Type 1. (A—;, ¢—;) is indifferent between opposing and abstaining, and tyg&_;) is indifferent
between supporting and abstaining. Only these two types can possibly midiiilpegm. Since the

type space is continuous, it is immaterial what these types actually do (theyrteasure zero). We
shall assume that they abstain. =

Proof of Lemma 2 Suppose that in equilibrium playesi does not opposet—; = 0 < 1.(A;, ¢i) <
0. This implies that/(A4; ;) = t; > t; —k = U(R:t;), which means that playérwill not support:
@; = 0. We can now write

1 k
tL(Ai,O)—(5)(1—1_ki)50:k,~21—k>0.

If one of the players does not oppose, then the other player mustepyts a sufficiently high
probability. We now show that this leads to a contradiction because thishplibpbaannot possibly
be that high. Since; = Pr(#; < 1.(0, ¢—;)), we obtain:

(o +k

[L(Ov(p—i)z 1—k¢>2k— 15

l—mp
which cannot be becau#e< 1, a contradiction. Thereford,—; = 0 cannot occur in equilibrium.
Since—i was arbitrarily chosen, the claim follows. -
Proof of Lemma 3.Since (4) expands to
1 k
2 2(1=A)

which is a quadratic, we need to select the root. Since 1, of the two roots, only the smaller
is a valid probability (the larger exceeds 1), so we conclude that the lpilitypas symmetric and
unigue. Since this probability equals the cut-point type, we obtain ghdefined in (5). To ensure
thaty = 0, we require thatr(Ap) > 1 < k > w Ap. Since the left-hand side is increasingcimnd
the right-hand side decreasing, there will be at most'dfor which this is satisfied with equality. To
find it we solve fork, which yields the quadratizk? — (3 + w)wk + w? = 0, where we note that a
solution can only exist iBw — 4k > 0, and only the smaller root satisfies this. This yields (D) and
implies that this condition is necessary and sufficient for the existence aghisbrium. n
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Proof of Lemma 4t will be convenient to rewrite the system of equations (6) as:

1-A—-Cp—k
SO g (10)
2 :E—Ii, (11)
A
wherel = (1 +0)mr +c¢ > m,0r
3V—2A2 —2mdp=1—k —Cp (12)
2rAp =wA —k. (13)

It is easy to verify that neither endogenous variable can ex&geat the solution. This system yields
the cubic:

G(A):—2k3+(3—w)kz—(l—2 —E) —Ezo. (14)
2w 2

Since the coefficient of the cubic term is negative, it follows that

lim G(A) =+oc0 and im G(A) =

A—>—00 A——+o00
SinceG(0) < 0, these imply that (14) must have at least one ragt,< 0. Because the solution
must be positive and cannot exceéd, we need to show that the equation has another real root,
Az € (0, 15). (This, of course, means it will have three real roots.) A sufficientltton that ensures
the existence of the required middle rooti$!/») > 0, which also guarantees that > 1/, so the
admissible solution is uniquié. It is easy to show that this is the case whenever (D) is not satisfied.
Suppose that < w Ap, which implies thatv > 2k becausép < 1/. But then

o= (- (-] - () -0 (1)

follows becausé > & implies that the bracketed term is positive whenaver 2k. Thus, if (D)
fails, thenAa € (0, 1/2) exists and is unique, which in turn means that< 1/) also exists and is
unique.

We now need to establish that > 0 only if (D) fails. Recall thatla (k*) = Ap andga (k™) = 0.
Consider somé& > k* so that (D) is satisfied and, seeking contradiction, supposepi{at > 0.
But then it must be thata (k) > Aa(k™):

ronlk*) = T— — — 0> Tk
An(k™) An(k™)
but then
2roa(k) = W — % >0>w— AAfk*) = Aa(k) > A (k™).
26The fact that the solution occurs at the middle root also tells us that
G
ﬁ N > 0.



We now obtain:

L= AA(K™) = Soa(k™) —K* 1= Aa(k™) — Lpa (k™) —k

2k = T = a1 Aak") = ol
L= 2a(k) — Eoak™) =k _ 1= Aa(k) — Egntk) —k
1 —Aa(k) — woa(k*) = 1 —An(k) —wona(k) 2Aatk).

where the inequalities follow from thle > k*, Aa(k) > Aa(k™), andga(k) > pa(k*) = 0, and
the fact that the right-hand side of (12) is decreasing in each of theisdbhes. But this means that
Aa(k*) > Aa(k), a contradiction. Therefore, it cannot be the case¢hét) > 0 whenk > k*.
Sincek < k* is sufficient to ensure a valitly and necessary to ensure a vagig, it is necessary
and sufficient for this equilibrium to obtain. n

Proof of Lemma 5.Consider the anocratic equilibrium. Since both (12) and (13) must hold ik equ
librium, we differentiate both their sides with respeckto

dAa . doa
(3 4 — 2n¢A) e Hl= —(g _ 2nAA) e (15)
_ dAa dga

Since3 — 4Aa — 2mpa > 0and? — 2w Aa > 0, (15) implies that

dAa dga

— >0 — < 0.

dk =7 dk =
Since (11) tells us that — 2 pa > 0, (16) further implies that

dAa doa

2 <0=>""2<0

dk =" 7 dk =
we conclude thafZ® < 0. -

Proof of Lemma 6.Consider the anocratic equilibrium. We shall show thats monotonic. At the
optimum,

dG G di . G —0
dk p=an 0 laza, dklaza, Ok [i=n,
Since 5 ot
& 2423 —wh— [1—2k =2
o 6A° +2(3 —w)A k > )
using the fact that (14) holds at the optimum tells us that
IG k¢
— =GB —w—42a)A 0
0% |y, G-w A)AA + 3n >0,



where the inequality follows fromw < 7 andAa < 1/, which imply thaB—w—4Aa > 3—7—2 > 0.
Letting 1 (k) = %—gh __»we conclude that
=AA

dA
sgn| —- = —sgn(f(k)).
(dk A=AA)

Since ¢

Sk =200~ . (a7)

T

differentiating it with respect t& yields

df 5 dA

dk 7 dk A=An

which implies that

dry
sgn(ﬁ) — _sgr(f(k)).

That is, f(k) > 0 requires thatf is decreasing, whereg§(k) < 0 requires that it is increasing.
But this implies thatf cannot change sign. To see this, suppose fa) > 0 at somek so it
is decreasing, and suppose that it can change sign; that is, that xli&'tsesemdg > k such that
f(lg) < 0. Since the function is continuous, this implies that there ekists(k,lé) such thatf'(k) =

0, which implies there must be a critical pointl%becausq‘(k) =0= %)A L= 0= % =0.
=AA

But this cannot be:f(lg) < 0 requires thatf decrease fok € (?Z 12) so thatf (k) < 0, but the latter
requires thatf be increasing, a contradiction. A similar argument establishes the cagékfpk 0.

We conclude thayf' is either always positive or always negative, which implies Iﬂ-‘%h N must
. =AA
be monotonic as well.

We now use the fact thata(k*) = Ap and examinef(k*): since f is monotonic, the sign at
f(k*) is going to tell us the sign everywhere. Now we obtain

1
f(k™) =2)LD—i = (—) (3— V1 +8k*—£) < 0.
21 2 b4
Substituting for¢ yields (P). Thus, if (P) is satisfied,(k) < 0, S0\, is increasing; otherwise, it is
decreasing’ -

Proof of Lemma 7.Using the definition of2p from (8), we show that it is strictly increasing in

repression:
dQD _ BQD d/\D _ dAD

= = —2(1 = Ap) - —=
dk  oip dk (1=40)- g >0
where the inequality follows from the fact that in this equilibridm is decreasing .

27since/T + 8k* > 1, an easy sufficient condition fof(k*) < 0 is that¢ > 2 (this can also easily be seen from (17)
by observing thaia < 1/2).



The survival probability in the anocratic equilibrium is given by (9). Since

dQA d(pA dAA
2R o s A (] = Aa — LA
ar |:7TA ak ( A= TTYp) dk]
we need to show that q da
DA A
IR 1—Xda— Nty
TAA ik <(I—=Aa—m@n) ar
We use (15) and (16) to obtain
dAa
2 2=t —4
TYAa ar {—4mAa
d
2YAA - R = 4(p + TgA) —3— T
dk
where _—
y=3—dap -4 L2l (18)
ZJTXA
Thus, we need to show that
TAA [4(AA +oa) —3— w] < (1= Ap — 7p)(C — 4Ap). (19)

We now decompose the left-hand side as follows:
TAA[40n + Tgn) =3 =T | = (1 = W)7An — 472a(1 = Aa = 7).
which allows us to simplify (19) to
(I —w)mAp < (1 —Aa — @A),

which holds because < ¢ and

1 w 1
(l—w)/\A < E—% < E—JTQDA < 1—/\A—JT§0A,
where the first and third steps follow frohp < 1/>, and the second step from > 27 ¢a. Thus,Qa
is strictly decreasing ik in the anocratic equilibrium. n

Proof of Lemma 8We know from the proof of Proposition 2 that the equilibrium probabilitiesaf p
litical action are continuous &t*, which in turn implies that the probability of survival is continuous
atk™ as well. Since the probability of regime survival is continuoug jrwith Q5 = Qp atk™,
Lemma 7 tells us that it i% -shaped. In other words, the despotic equivalent must exist, andlwe on
need to make sure that it is feasible (that is, it does not exceed 1). Binltbiss immediately from
the fact that a& approaches 1, the survival probability in the despotic equilibrium is strictgtgr
than anything that can be attained in the anocratic equilibrium:

lim @p =1>1- [2(1 — 7gn) —AA]AA = Qa.

The fact thatA (k) is decreasing follows directly from Lemma 7: sireg (k) is decreasing, it follows
so mustQp(A(k)), and since2p(¢) itself is increasing, it must be that(k) is decreasing. n
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Proof of Proposition 3.This is a direct consequence of lemmata 7 and 8, which guaranteelvat) >
Qa(k) foranyk € (k.,k*) andQa(kL) > Qp(k) for anyk € [k*, A(kL)), and thatQp(k) >
Qa(ky) foranyk > A(ky). ]

Proof of Lemma 9.The first claim follows directly from the fact thap does not depend am:

dQD d)&D
= 2(1—Ap)- 22 =o.
dm ( D) dn

To prove the second claim, note that since (12) and (13) must hold in equilipive can differentiate
both sides with respect to to obtain:

dA d
(3-4ha—2mgn) - T2+ (140 - 22p)pn = —(¢— 2mhn) - 2 (20)
dn dn
dA d
(w — 27'r<pA) 2PA (140 —20a)Aa = 27Aa - A (21)
dr dr
Observe now that (20) tells us that
dea dAa
dr -7 dan <Y
and sice (21) tells us that
dea dAa
— =<0 — <0
dm = :>dn =%
we conclude that d
=LA <. (22)
dr
We now need to show that
dQ dA d
A =Z)LA(,DA—2(1—AA—7T(,0A)'—A—|—27'IAA-ﬂ > 0.
dr dr dr
We can rewrite this using (21) as
da da
ZAA(PA —2(1 —Aa — T[gl)/_\) LA + (w—ZTI(pA) LA + (1 + 6 —Z(pA)l/_\ >0,
dn dr
which simplifies to
dA
(1 + 0)Ap > [2(1 — ) —w] L22A
dm
which holds becaus®&(1 — Ap) —w > 1 —w > 7 —w > 0, and so (22) implies that the right-hand
side is negative. This yields the second part of the claim. n

LEMMA A. Increasing repression causes the probability ofeassertion of poweto increase in
the anocratic equilibrium if, and only if, conditiofP) is not satisfied. This probability is always
increasing in the despotic equilibrium. o



Proof of Lemma AThe probability of reassertion of power is just the probability of neither citize
being actively opposed] — A)? in the anocratic equilibrium, and — Ap)? in the despotic equi-
librium. Thus, its behavior is the inverse bf andAp, respectively. The claim follows immediately
from Lemma 6 for the anocratic equilibrium, and (7) for the despotic one. n

LEmMMA B. If (P)is not satisfied, the probability of a costil conflict is decreasing in repression
in the anocratic equilibrium. If{P)is satisfied, then it is decreasing if, and only if,

1+~/§z[3(%—1)+«/§}w,

otherwise it is concave (increasing for low valuekofind then decreasing). In the despotic equilib-
rium, the probability is always zero. a)

Proof of Lemma B For civil conflict to occur, both dissidents and regime supporters hdwe &ative,
for which the probability i2Aa@a, SO:

d Conflict dAa doa
S a2 a - 22A 2P >
dk (‘p“ ax T dk)<0

Since %2 < 0 by Lemma 5, if4%2 < 0, that is, (P) does not hold, then this derivative is negative,

which establishes the first part of the claim. Suppose now that (P) obtair%fs> 0. From the
proof of Lemma 7, we can rewrite the derivative

(¢ = 472n)gn + [40 + Tgn) =3 =T |2a 2 0,

which we can simplify to
Son 2 (3 —4Aa + W)AA.

Substituting (11) into (10) and simplifying yields
§oa =1—=2k — (3 —2Aa —W)An,
which means that we need to determine
1 -2k —(3=2Apa —W)Aa = (3 —4Aa + W)An,

which simplifies to
1 -2k

2 (1 —Aa)Aa.

Observe now that the left-hand side is decreasingvrile the right-hand side is increasing (because
Aa < lphmeansthatitis increasing in, andAa is increasing irk by our supposition), we conclude
that the sign can change at most once. Moreover, since
*
lim
k—k*

< klII'T]]c*(l —AnAa=(1—-Ap)Ap 0<1+ 2k*(4— k*),



it follows that for high enouglt, the probability of conflict is decreasing. But this and the fact that
the sign can change at most once imply that there are only two possibilitiest thith@robability

is always decreasing or it is increasing for sokne (0, k) and decreasing fot € (k,k*). This
probability can be strictly decreasing if, and only if,

1<||m(1 ha)da & lim i > 1=V
k>0 6 6~ k AIEA T2

Since (11) tells us that

lim w
A= ——,
k—>0(p 21

we can use (10) to obtain the quadratic in the limikas- 0:

—2A% + (3 —w)Aa — (1 — g_w) =0,

(3—@)2—8(1—§—Z)>0.

Since the larger root exceeds, the only admissible solution is

3w — \/(3—E)2—8(1 —g—f)
lim An =
k—0 4

whose discriminant is

Thus, the necessary and sufficient condition for the probability of icoidl be decreasing is

3—w—\/(3—ﬁ)2—8(1—§—f)>2( - V1)

which simplifies to the condition stated in the lemma. If this condition is not satisfied, ttree
probability must be concave. =

LEMMA C. Repression causes the probability ofvalvet revolutionto increase in the anocratic
equilibrium and decrease in the despotic equilibrium. 0

Proof of Lemma C.The probability of a velvet revolution (only regime opponents are active with
positive probability) in the anocratic equilibriumig + 2Aa(1 — Aa — @) = 2Ap — AZ — 2Aa¢a,
so we need to show that
dVR dia doa
—— =21 —=2p— —Aa - ——
dk [( ATOR) T T A dk] >0

Since¥¢2 < 0 (Lemma 5), the inequality obtains Whene\9§f > 0. We now establish that it also

dk
does wher% < 0. Recall from the proof of Lemma 7 that
dQA _ d(pA dAA



But now we obtain

d(pA d(pA d/\A d)&/.\
AAW<7TAAW<(1—AA—TF¢A)W<(1—AA—(’0A)W,

where the first inequality follows fron%% < 0, the second frorﬁd%A < 0 above, and the third from

our supposition that}2 < 0.

In the despotic equilibrium, the probability of a velvet revolution is jt+ 2Ap(1 — Ap), which
means that

dVR dAp
- =2(1- 2
ar 2=t <0
where the inequality follows from (7). =

LEMMA D. If = > 1/, then(P)is monotonic ind: there existy) such that it holds if, and only if,
0 >0. O

Proof. Taking the derivative of the left-hand side with resped tgelds:

1+ 4 dk*
J1+8k* db

where we establish the inequality as follows. Since

>0,

d_h (I =m)h(w)
do  /B+w)?2-8
we obtain:

dk*
do

| o
ol

—w-

o

_ _ w
7 (1 =m)h(w) = (1 —mx)h(w) |:—8 — 1:| <0,

B+ w)?—

where the inequality follows from the fact that< /(3 + w)2 — 8. We thus need to show that

w
41 -m)h(w) |l — ——— 1 + 8w h(w). 23
(1) (w)[ (,HW_JW + 8 h(w) (23)

We first show that the left-hand side is decreasinginNVe can rewrite it as

. hw) favors-]
4(1 7r)|: (3+w)2_8M B+w)?2—8—w|,

and we note that sindg(w) is decreasing,
dh _ (1) TP b LR
dw 4 V3 +w)?2 -8
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the first bracketed term is decreasing. It suffices to show that sotdeesecond bracketed term.
Taking the derivative with respect 1o yields

Gemlio— 24" | _ya-n. 9 o,
Jo T d

which holds. Sincév i(w) is increasing, it will be sufficient to establish (23)@as— 0. But then
(23) reduces t@(1 — ) < 1, which holds under the assumption that- 1/5. n

LEMMA E. Stronger regimes have higher despotic equivalent repression levels. o

Proof of Lemma E.Take anyk < k* () at somer, and consider some > 7. Sincek™ is increasing
in 7, it follows thatk < k*(w) < k*(7), sok induces the anocratic equilibrium underas well.
Lemma 9 implies thaa (k; ) > Qa(k; 7). We need to show that(k; 7) > A(k; ).

There are two cases to consider. Atk; ) < k*(a) — that is, the despotic equivalent under
7 induces the anocratic equilibrium under— thenQp(A(A(k; 7);7);7) = Qa(Ak;7);77) >
Qpk*(7); ) = Qo(k*(7); 7) > Qp(A(k; m); ), where the first inequality follows frorf2 s de-
creasing irk, and the second inequality froftp increasing irk. ButthenQa (k; 7) = Qp(Ak; 7); 1) >
Qp(A(A(k; m); m); ), where the inequality follows from Lemma 8 becaiise A(k; x), yields the
result.

If A(k;m) > k*(m) — that is, the despotic equivalent undemlso induces the despotic equilib-
rium underr —then the facttha@a (k; 7) > Qp(k*(7); 7) andQp (k™ (7); 1) < Qp(Ak; w); 7) =
Qp(A(k; m); r) implies that there exists € (k, A(k; 7)) such thatQA(k 7) = Qalk;m) =
Qp(Alk; ), ) = QD(A(k ;70); 7). Thatis, A(k p) = A(k; 7). ButthenQa decreasing irk
implies thatQa (k; 7) > QA(k,n), which, by Lemma 8, means thatk; 7) > A(k; ) = A(k; ),
yielding the result. m

Proof of Lemma 10Consider the anocratic equilibrium. Since both (12) and (13) must hold in equ
librium, we differentiate both their sides with respectto

dAa dea
(3 —4Ap — 2mpA) a0 + Tpa = (é‘ - 27TAA) T (24)
_ dAa d(p/.\
—(w — 27'[(pA) S+ (= mha = —2mAa- (25)
Since3 — 4Ap — 2mpa > 0and? — 2wAa > 0, (24) implies that
dAa doa
—>0= —<0
a6 ="~ de
and sincav — 2mea > 0, (25) implies that
dAa dga
— <0=> — <0.
de =~ de *
Slnced“’A < 0 must obtain in every possible case, the claim holds. n
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Proof of Lemma 11We need to show thats is convex. We can simplify (24) and (25) to obtain:

di
7=t = [ (1= m)f = 27((1 = m)Aa + 70n) | = 2a £ (0)
doa
VG = —(W = 2mpp)moa — (1 =) (3 — 4Aa — 2 @A) AA,
wherey = (W — 2wpa)l + 27Aa(3 — 2w — 44p) > 0. This tells us that
d/\A d/\A
sgn(W) = sgn(f(¥)) and T 0< f(6)=0.
We now obtain: dr 41 q
A PA
“Log|l(l-nm)(1-2- 222 ) —2n - 2221,
d6 ”[( ”)( de) g d@}
and sincel < 0, this tells us that
dAa df df

But sincef is continuous, the fact that it is increasing whenever it is negative angdsing when it
crosses the zero line implies that it can only cross the zero line once. invathds, f(6) can change
signs at most once, going from negative to positive. But sﬁﬁehas the same sign, we conclude
that Ao must be convex: it decreases until soﬁquheref(g) = 0, and then increases. This, of
course, provided that > 0 — if not, thenA, is strictly increasing.

We have concluded thaty is strictly increasing if, and only if/(0) > 0. We now establish the
conditions that ensure that. Solvirfd6) > 0 gives us(l1 — )({ — 2w Aa) > 2m2¢p, and using (11),

we can write this as P
a—ma—&mMzn(W—x),

A
which yields the quadratic

¢ w k
202 — | = — Aa — <0,
A (71 1-z)" 11—z~
¢ w \* 8k
D=|=- + > 0.
T 1-—m 1—m
Since the smaller root is negative, the solution is at the larger root:
¢ _
pp O = Al
4 .

The necessary and sufficient condition is that it is satisfiéd-at0, in which case:

— 1 T+c mw—c¢ T4+c¢ w—c\? 8k
Aa= |+ - + — + :
4 T 1—-m b4 1—m 1—-m
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whose discriminant is




so the condition must obtain whenever

lim Aa < Aa
6—0
because the quadratic is a parabola and the solution is at the larger ra, iffthis condition is
satisfied Ao must be strictly increasing; otherwise, it will decrease first, and thenasere
We now show thatka < Ap. First, we establish thata is increasing ag = 6*. Observe thalp
is independent of, and recall thaf* is such that (D) is satisfied with equality, which yields

Jm f(0) = (1 =m)( =27 Ap) > 0,

becauselp — Ap andpa — 0. Thus, A, is increasing when the anocratic equilibrium switches
to the despotic one. Sindg, is convex this implies that it can only possibly exceggdasé — 0.

But this cannot be: the incentive to oppose when there is a positivelplibpaf conflict is strictly
weaker than when there is no such probability (even when targeted psreattiat zero):

Ua(L:t) = aW(t) + (1 —pa)(1 —1) =k <1 -1 —k = Up(L:1),

where the inequality follows from the fact that any opponent must be somé/, = ¢t <1 —¢t =

W(it) = n(t—0)+ (1 —nm)(1 —1) < 1—¢. If this type abstains, she would géh(A4:;7) =

Aa(l —t) + Aat in the anocratic equilibrium an@p(4;¢t) = Ap(1 — t) + Apt in the despotic
equilibrium. Thus, ifAx > Ap, the fact that < 1 — ¢ would imply thatUa(A4;t) > Up(A;t).

Suppose now thats > Ap, which implies that) (Aa, ¢a) > 7. (Ap, 0). Recall that (Aa, ¢a) is the
type that is precisely indifferent between opposing and abstaining, so

Ua(L;tL(Aa, ¢a)) = Ua(A: 1L (An, ¢p)) = Up(A;tL(Aa, oa)) = Up(L;tL(Aa, ¢n)),

where the first inequality follows from the supposition that > Ap (per argument above), and the
second inequality follows from the fact thai{Ap, 0) is the highest type to oppose in a despotic equi-
librium, which implies that, (Aa, ¢a) cannot have a strict incentive to oppose. But this then implies
thatUa (L; tL (Aa, @a)) = Up(L; 1 (Aa, @a)), a contradiction td/a(L;t) < Up(L;t). Therefore, it
must be thafla < Ap even a®) — 0, which establishes the claim. n

LEMMA F. The weak ruler strictly benefits from citizens believing that he is strong. o

Proof of Lemma F.To see this, consider the probability of survival after this deviation fr@i).(
Taking the derivative with respect toyields:

dQ ; d di
D0ama) _ 2pLAA - =21 = An — PLYA) - 2 > 0,
dn dr dn

where we establish the inequality as follows. Using (21), we note that

d dA
2pLAnA - % = (%) [(W— 2w p) - d_nA +(1+6- 2<PA))\A] ,
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so we can rewrite the inequality above as

(1+ 6 —2¢a)An > [2(1 —AA — PLYA) — (&) (w— 27T<PA)] : dﬂ-
T dr
Since the proof of Lemma 9 establishes t%é;t < 0, it will be sufficient to show that the bracketed
term is positive. Sincg. < py = , it is sufficient to show tha2(1 — Aa — pLya) > W — 27 @a,
which can be written a8 — 2Aa — w + 2(w — pL)ea > 0, which holds becausgy < 1/, and
w < 7 < 1. Thus, the weak ruler unequivocally benefits from the citizens beliewrig btrong. m

Proof of Proposition 4.In an equilibrium, neither type wants to mimic the strategy of the other:

1+ A2 —2(1 — puga)ra > 1 + A3 — 21p (26)
14+ A3 —2Ap > 1 + A2 —2(1 — pLga)Aa. (27)

Sinceky < A(kL; pu) by assumption, (26) holds with strict inequality, and the strong regime has no
incentive to deviate. Rewriting (27) as specified in the proposition yieldsahditton that prevents

the weak regime from deviating as well. The off-the-path beliefs are immatéiial strong regime

is at the highest possible survival probability in equilibrium already. Ifvleak regime deviates to
anyk € [k*(pn), A(kL; pL)), the payoff will be the same irrespective of the beliefs abo(ltecause

the despotic equilibrium prevails). If it deviates to dng (k.. k*(pn)), then the most it can expect

is that the citizens infer that the regime is strong, which would induce the aimenquilibrium. But

then choosing. maximizes the survival probability, so the only relevant deviation ik _towhich

the condition makes unprofitable. n
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