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ABSTRACT

Authoritarian learning has received scant attention in academic literature. This analysis
emphasises how authoritarian regimes in the former-Soviet Union (FSU) learn from one
another to consolidate authoritarianism. The argument is that regimes use similar tactics
and institutions to consolidate authoritarianism. The study uses the cases of Belarus,
Kazakhstan, Russia and Ukraine to offer comprehensive analysis of authoritarian
consolidation. Using a methodology of case studies, longitudinal analysis and discourse
analysis, | show that these regimes have become more authoritarian, using similar tactics
and building comparable institutions. The research suggests that the cases share similar
characteristics that seem unlikely to have appeared in each state by themselves. Learning is
the most applicable explanation for this. The investigation uses hypotheses that make a
strong case for authoritarian learning. The thesis argues that existing authoritarian
typologies should explain a few cases which share similarities. Currently, literature uses a
chosen rubric universally to explain many cases. This weakens typologies, exhausting

effectiveness in explaining different authoritarian regimes.
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION

In 2003 a new type of phenomenon occurred in the Former Soviet Union (FSU). Its
apogee arose a year later in 2004. The ‘colour revolutions’ that transpired in Georgia (2003)
and Ukraine (2004) brought significant numbers of protestors onto the streets of Thilisi and
Kiev, demonstrating against alleged electoral fraud after a presidential election. The Kiev
demonstrations (especially) snowballed into massive protests with demonstrators in Kiev
setting-up a tent city on the central Maidan Square. Protests in both states escalated to such
an extent that they precipitated regime collapse in Georgia and the Ukrainian election’s
being reheld. The new electoral results in Ukraine ousted Leonid Kuchma and his chosen
successor (Viktor Yanukovych) from power in favour of the ‘Orange coalition’ leader Viktor

Yushchenko.

Authoritarian regimes across the FSU saw the ‘colour revolutions’ as a call to arms to
defeat democratisation and consolidate authoritarianism to maintain power. Having
witnessed the collapse of the Georgian and Ukrainian regimes, they set about finding ways
to undermine and stop potential domestic ‘colour revolutions’. The most prominent
examples of how authoritarian regimes overcame demonstrations and potential ‘colour
revolutions’” were Belarus (2006 and 2010) and Armenia (2008). | am concerned here with
authoritarian learning and how these regimes use learning to consolidate authoritarianism.
The Belarusian regime learnt that by using force, police charges, tear gas and corralling
demonstrators (in 2006) would save it from the same fate as the Ukrainian regime in 2004.
This investigation is concerned with how authoritarian regimes learn from one another to

use the same tactics, institutions and ways for consolidation.
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In the second decade of the 21" century authoritarian regimes in the FSU have
consolidated (Silitski, 2010b: 341; Cameron and Ornstein, 2011a: 3). They have usurped any
democratic institutions that existed in the region, turning them into authoritarian
institutions that help regime consolidation. This authoritarian increase is part of a larger
world development towards authoritarianism, which is aided by two of the world’s great
powers being non-democracies (China and Russia). Both have espoused an alternative to
democracy (Ambrosio, 2009: 3), through the promotion of authoritarian models, mixed (in
China’s case, especially) with rapid economic growth. Having these alternative authoritarian
models to the liberal-democratic paradigm, allows other regimes to copy them, making
current prevalent democratic standards less certain (Gat, 2007: 59). These models have
strengthened the possibility for authoritarian states to emerge and grow (Ambrosio, 2009:
3). Russia, as the designated successor state to the Soviet Union, has tried to incorporate its
‘near-abroad’ (the other FSU states), into its sphere of influence through promotion of
regional organisations, like the Eurasian Economic Community (EurAsEC) (Cameron and

Ornstein, 2011a: 5).

Existing academic literature on Russian foreign policy contends that Russia uses
foreign policy to manipulate (Allison, 2004: 464) and maintain a sphere-of-influence (Stent,
2008: 1102; Averre, 2009: 1703). To protect its stability and preserve regional interests,
Russia attempts to keep ‘“friendly’ FSU regimes in power (Stent, 2008: 1100). By having a
sphere of influence, Russia promotes its claims to be a world power (Trenin, 2009: 4-5).
Other states in turn seek support from Russia for regime preservation and for ways of
curbing democratic concepts from gaining a foothold in their own states (Averre, 2008: 36).

| will assess the contestation as to whether Russia is promoting authoritarianism in the FSU.
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| do not include the Baltic States within the FSU region. Whilst, the Baltic States were
Soviet republics, they had previously been independent and so democratic recollection still
existed (Pettai and Kreuzer, 1998: 149-150). Now they are considered democratic, through
their membership of the European Union (EU) and the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation
(NATO). They share a cultural and political affinity with Central European states, making
them distinct from other FSU states (Onken, 2007: 24). Map one (below), shows the states
to be assessed in the longitudinal analysis section. These are: Armenia, Azerbaijan, Belarus,

Georgia, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Moldova, Russia, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan and Uzbekistan.

Map One: The FSU States

Commonwealth of Independent States

Arctic Dcean

Source: Koyzis, 2009
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The collapse of the Soviet Union drastically affected the newly emerging FSU states.
The disintegration of the political institutions and the economies of the successor states in
the early 1990s, brought demands for a return to strong leadership (reminiscent of the
Brezhnev era in the Soviet Union). The public in the successor states hoped this would
protect them from further economic shocks and political instability. Strong-man leadership
resonated across the region, quickly becoming an integral aspect of most of the regions
political systems (Pei, 1994: 2). In Central Asia, for instance, most incumbent presidents
have remained in power since the collapse of the Soviet Union. | do not contend that Russia
coerces other FSU states into becoming authoritarian, but, since the ‘colour revolutions’ it
has tried to curb democracy in the region (Brudny and Finkel, 2011: 813; Recknagel, 2010).
Nor do | confuse Russia’s natural influence in it’s ‘near abroad’ with authoritarian learning.
Russia, as the regional hegemon, will naturally promote its interests in neighbouring states.
This is not the same as authoritarian diffusion. However, Russia does promote itself as a

model for others (Lukyanov, 2010).

Political learning is how politicians and the public learn from decisions. During the
‘Arab Spring’ (the people protest that occurred in North Africa and the Levante leading to
the overthrow of governments in Egypt and Tunisia), protestors learnt tactics and means of
participating to find effective ways to overcome authoritarian regimes (Heydemann and
Leenders, 2011: 648: 651). Governments faced with mass-protest, followed examples other
regimes in learning ways of regime preservation (Volpi, 2012: 3). The King of Morocco
(Mohammad V1), seeing the conflagration in Egypt and Tunisia, reformed the constitution to
placate protestors (El Amrani, 2012). Learning is a process where ideas are disseminated

from various areas. Learning is understood here to be how people overcome authoritarian
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regimes and how authoritarian regimes can overcome protests and consolidate power

(Heydemann and Leenders, 2011: 649).

| state that the FSU regimes are authoritarian. Linz (1964: 297) defines
authoritarianism as a regime limiting pluralism by not allowing citizens to compete for
office, or participate in electing representatives. Levitsky and Way (2002: 52) argue that the
FSU regimes cannot be classified as democracies, or truly dictatorial. If democracies are
where government is chosen through open elections, nearly all adults can vote, political and
civil liberties are preserved and those elected govern, then the FSU regimes cannot be
classified as democratic (Levitsky and Way, 2002: 53). By referring to FSU states as
authoritarian, the analysis means a restrained authoritarianism, rather than the
totalitarianism of the Soviet Union. | stipulate that totalitarian regimes engage in mass
ceremonies, with ranks of civilians (or the army) waving flags and holding torches “chanting
combative slogans and sentimental hymns, cheering to the words of their fatherly leaders”
(Schedler, 2013: 48). A prime example is North Korea, where the authorities stage massive
shows of ‘support’. Authoritarian regimes, by contrast are less ideologically driven. These
regimes (like, Russia) use youth groups and ‘staged’ protest movements to control the

streets and curb potential opposition demonstrations (Robertson, 2010: 180).

Current literature on authoritarian learning in the FSU has only assessed Russia. The
magnum opus is Ambrosio’s work (2009). He concentrated on Russia to
“understand...political dynamics and future implications of this...authoritarian resurgence”
(Ambrosio, 2009: 4). The current Russian regime has created a political system of limited

competition, with state control of the economy and the media (White, 2011: 657;
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Mikhelidze, 2011). The Kremlin insulates the political system from democratic
encroachment (Ambrosio, 2009: 4). It has engaged in bolstering, subversion, insulation,
coordination and redefinition (Ambrosio, 2009: 19-24), to protect the regime and other
regional authoritarian regimes from democratic infringement (Ambrosio, 2009: 4-5).
However, Ambrosio’s work displays certain limitations. It does not look past Russia which
serves as the sole case study (Ambrosio, 2009: 6). | will emphasise that an authoritarian
trend occurs across the FSU and will expand the number of cases ascertaining whether

learning occurs.

METHODOLOGY

To comprehend how authoritarian regimes learn from one another, | will find
applicable research methods to emphasise the concept of learning. The analysis will be
qualitative. | agree with Bunce and Wolchik (2010a: 44-45) and Ambrosio (2009: 13) that it is
difficult to measure learning quantitatively. However, | will use statistics for part of the
analysis. Though difficult to quantify learning, it is possible to highlight authoritarian trends
guantitatively. If whole regions become authoritarian, then quantitative data can draw
inferences. A longitudinal analysis will illustrate potential assumptions. But, to sketch firm

conclusions, a qualitative methodology needs to be central to the study.

| will provide a literature review to comprehend authoritarian learning. This will
provide clarity to the researcher and reader and promotes thinking and aids the collection
of data (Pain, 2012: 304; Smythe and Spence, 2012: 14). Similarly, it also highlights why the
topic needs further expansion (Aveyard, 2007: 2). It is the most appropriate way to

comprehend the intricacies of “qualitative analysis” and “explore...narratives” (Wiles et al,
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2011: 590). A literature review provides the basis for formulating an argument, allowing the

researcher to stipulate salient issues (Smythe and Spence, 2012: 14).

Discourse analysis primarily is the study of language. But, it allows the researcher to
understand a social context, thus making inferences on an issue (Schiffrin, 2001: 56; de Melo
Resende, 2012: 3). It allows scholars to comprehend why a particular set of language
interpretations are being used, allowing interpretation of an issue through the language
utilised. By doing various discourse analytical comparisons, researchers can track similarities
in language and interpret a topic’s meaning and discern whether the cases use comparable
language (Brinton, 2001: 139). To interpret the discourse emanating from the chosen cases,
| need to provide variables to track trends (Myhill, 2001: 162). | will take a critical discourse
analysis approach. This allows the researcher to interpret language under analysis, making
inferences from it that fit preconceived hypotheses (Van Dijk, 2001: 352). As | am concerned
with understanding political institutions one needs to understand elite power relations and
that politicians are highly adept at using language for purposes other than what they mean
(Van Dijk, 2001: 356; Wilson, 2001: 400). Critical discourse analysis provides this. The
discourse analysis chapter will show how | devised various variables to spot authoritarian
trends and will emphasise similarities in language. The process of authoritarian learning in
the four case studies (Belarus, Kazkhstan, Russia and Ukraine), will be assessed through elite
speeches and government affiliated newspapers (Rossiskaya Gazeta, Izvestiya, Sovetskaya
Belorussia, Panorama, Vremya and Uryadovy Kurier). By analysing language found in

government discourse and these newspapers, | will infer that authoritarian learning occurs.
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Case studies will be used to accentuate the learning process through the use of the
multiple-case study approach (Flyvbjerg, 2006: 235). According to Yin (2003: 13) “a case
study is an empirical inquiry” exploring “a phenomenon within its real life context”. Eckstein
(2002: 123) argues that the case study is a technique “for gathering evidence”. According to
Gerring (2004: 341) it is an “intensive study of a single unit...where the scholar’s aim is to
elucidate features of a larger class of similar phenomenon”. The case study method can run
the risk of selection-bias, particularly in small-N studies, where researchers select cases

pertinent to conclusions they wish to draw (Collier and Mahoney, 1996: 57).

However, the case studies chosen here do not draw preconceived conclusions and
could plausibly provide different conclusions than the ones | wish to infer. Yet, a small-N
study helps the researcher build conjectural models from which to construct viable
conclusions (Esping-Andersen and Prezworski, 2000). As Ragin (1987: 225) contends, small-
N studies can be selective because they are in-depth and conclusive, allowing the researcher
to find a wealth of evidence. | argue that incorporating examples from other FSU states
(map one), in a longitudinal analysis will help ascertain trends in the four selected case
studies. This will allow the research to follow the multiple-case study method. Likewise,
having in-depth case studies draws tangible conclusions (Collier and Mahoney, 1996: 57). By
treating variables as similar, | overcome selection-bias and counterfactual issues (Bergh,
2005). To understand authoritarian learning and provide answers to the research and sub-
research questions it does not necessarily matter which cases are chosen. To ascertain a
concept, the choice of case studies is not necessarily an issue. Yet, | am doing a small-N
study, so it is not possible to be completely random (Seawright and Gerring, 2008: 295). The

investigation has chosen four case studies (Belarus, Kazakhstan, Russia and Ukraine) that are
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different and do not suffer from selection-bias, providing adequate understanding of

authoritarian learning.

Russia has become an opponent of Western democracy. It engages in strengthening
relationships with other authoritarian regimes, acting as a ‘guardian’ state and constraining
democracy in the region (Ambrosio, 2009: 5). Belarus is included, as will be shown it is an
outlier in the study and provides a different authoritarian typology to other FSU regimes
(Wilson, 2011a: 177). Kazakhstan is chosen because its authoritarianism is dissimilar to
Russia and Belarus. The regime has become entrenched whilst maintaining a facade of
openness (Schatz, 2009: 208; Isaacs, 2010b: 17). Lastly, Ukraine provides an interesting
comparison to the other three cases. It is not as authoritarian as the other cases but is in

danger of becoming as authoritarian (Wilson, 2011b)".

Whilst, Ukraine offers some differentiation, | will use a most similar systems design
(MSSD). The four case studies are similar on the dependent variable (process of learning),
but differ on the independent variable (what affects the learning) (Meckstroth, 1975: 137).
The independent variables are: corruption, institutions, government policies, freedom of the
press, and the strength of civil society and homogenisation of elites. | will utilise cases that
are similar, but the phenomenon has different consequences for each case. Whilst, each
case study has a distinctive political system, they have many similarities on the independent
variables. | will use a loose application of MSSD, accounting for similarities in “background

characteristics” between states (Anckar, 2008: 390). | am not using a most different systems

| wrote this paper in 2012 and 2013 and could not predict such a sequence of events occurring in Ukraine.
However, | still argue that this corroborates the concept (as shown later) in the paper that Ukraine fits into the
competitive authoritarian model as its institutions remain weak. | will refer to this later in the paper.
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design (MDSD) as | will employ a small-N analysis and the cases have similarities. | am
interested in understanding the dependent variable, which is applicable for MSSD, whereas
MDSD focuses on the independent variable (Anckar, 2008: 390, 394). In choosing Belarus,
Kazakhstan, Russia and Ukraine, the analysis controls certain variables, by providing similar

case studies.

The quantitative section of this investigation uses longitudinal analysis. Longitudinal
analysis uses a regression model to create time-series data over a designated period. By
using this research method | can pin-point specific issues and chart processes (Frees, 2004:
2). I will use data from Freedom House based on Freedom in the World (FitW), Nations in
Transit (NiT) and Freedom of the Press (FotP). Freedom House has been accused of
compiling data arbitarily, grouping states together under a single label heading, rather than
explaining differences between regimes (Giannone, 2010: 69). Ideologically, Freedom House
has an agenda. Scores for regimes that do not espouse Western values (for instance,
democracy and human rights) are discriminated against and in the past it has served as
judge and jury, giving states preferential scores if they are allies of America (Giannone,
2010: 69, 70, 73-75). Consquently their data can be construed as tainted and this should be

considered.

Yet, despite its failings the data is extensive and remains popular among social
scientists for its broad analysis (Giannone, 2010: 69). Armstrong (2011: 661) contends that
although Freedom House data has some statistical issues and can be ideologically driven, its
data is rigorous. It may group disparate and distinctive states together, but in terms of

statistical analysis, the data is succinct and viable (Armstrong, 2011: 662). In regards the
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ideological implications of Freedom Houses data, Steiner (2012) contends that academics
assess Freedom House’s relationship with the American government and so infer that the
data is somehow tainted. However, evidence for this is at best anecdotal. An analysis of
Freedom House data over a time period shows that available data often criticises states that
are considered American allies (Steiner, 2012). In using Freedom House data, | took the
decision that its comprehensibility and extensive research outweighed the negative issues.
It remains the most used and inclusive data-set for what | wish to do. | felt that possible

methodological issues were outweighed by the inclusive data provided.

THE ARGUMENT FOR AUTHORITARIAN LEARNING AND CONSOLDATION

How authoritarian regimes consolidate is integral for our understanding of an increasing
number of political regimes. With alarming alacrity regimes are moving away from Western
tenets of democracy towards political systems that possess democratic facades, but operate on
very different political footings to what is considered democratic in existing academic literature.
By analysing concepts of learning, diffusion and linkage and leverage, | will show how these
regimes combine learning through dialogue and the use of shared tactics and institution
building to consolidate authoritarianism. | contend that authoritarian learning is elite driven
resting on elite dialogue. Ultimately, institutions are built by people and shaped by people’s
perceptions of society and daily events, but are elite instigated as these groups control the
state. This is especially pertinent in the FSU where institutions were created in the successor
states to the Soviet Union. Whilst (as | argue later) these institutions have a democratic facade
they have been co-opted by regimes to consolidate authoritarianism. Even if a regime were to

collapse | envisage that existing institutions would hamper any evolution by new elites towards
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state reform?. Dialogue between elites provides the greatest understanding to authoritarian
learning. Their interaction allows regimes to share ideas on tactics, institution building, the
copying of legislation and authoritarian consolidation. This is the study’s perception of the

concept of authoritarian learning.

The thesis’s argument is that authoritarian regimes learn from one another. Through
dialogue these regimes share (and learn) ideas, tactics and institutions for the consolidation
of authoritarianism. | will show through a discourse analysis that these regimes do use
similar tactics and institutions for consolidation. From there the study can make the
argument that if regimes use comparable tactics and institutions then learning must occur.
It is difficult to prove this, but if enough examples of the same ideas or ways of overcoming
democratic values are shown then | can infer that learning does transpire. It is unlikely that
there is any other explanation to describe such events. Dialogue is integral to how these
regimes consolidate. A similar regime discourse would also illustrate that it is likely they

learn from one another.

I will ask a number of research questions. The main being ‘how do authoritarian
regimes learn to consolidate and if so, do they learn from other examples in their region’?
This will allow the study to track processes that authoritarian regimes employ to consolidate
and whether learning techniques are due to diffusion or the linkage and leverage of other
states. There is increasing literature on the topic, but it is currently fractured and limited in

scope. | will provide a comprehensive analysis to increase understanding on this subject.

2 As mentioned | wrote this paper before events in Ukraine. However, | still maintain Kiev will struggle to
reform. Institutions and elites remain weak and existing institutions will shape the new regime. What will occur
is a continuation of weak authoritarianism and Kiev maintaining equidistance between Moscow and Brussels.
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Two sub-research questions provide further contribution to the study and the wider
literature. The first is ‘why, when and to what extent do regimes learn from one another?’
This allows the study to analyse the processes of why regimes take ideas from others and
when they do this and how far they take examples. The second asks ‘does the regional
hegemon instigate learning techniques, or is the process multi-linear?’ This analyses
whether it is the regional hegemon instigating learning techniques leading to learning, or

whether the regional hegemon learns from others.

PLAN OF THE THESIS

In chapter two | will define the meaning of authoritarianism, before analysing
authoritarian literature and the different typologies within it. This will allow the study to
highlight that current literature is flawed by placing all authoritarian regimes into a single
typology of their choice. | will also analyse the wider literature on authoritarianism looking
at the institutions that exist in authoritarian regimes. | contend that whilst these regimes
use institutions that appear to be representative and democratic they serve as a
‘democratic’ facade and provide the regime with a vehicle to provide rents for supporters. |

argue these institutions are used for this reason.

Having in chapter two provided an analysis of authoritarianism and the derivatives of
it, chapter three looks at the concept of authoritarian learning, diffusion, soft power and
linkage and leverage. | argue that linkage and leverage best explains the concept of
authoritarian learning. | also provide hypotheses to the longitudinal analysis and discourse

analysis chapters.
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Chapter four will analyse a longitudinal analysis of data from Freedom House. This
will indicate that it is not just this study that argues that the FSU is becoming increasingly
authoritarian. It is hoped the data will emphasise that existing authoritarian typologies can
be used, but only to explain a few cases. The FSU states are too dissimilar to be lumped

together under one typology.

Chapter five is the core of the thesis and uses discourse analysis. As argued in the
methodology section, | will use a critical discourse analysis of affiliated newspapers for the
four cases. The papers being investigated (Sovetskaya Belorusia, Panorama, Vremiya,
Rossiskaya Gazeta, Izvestiya and Uraydoviy Kurier) will allow the study to ascertain whether
these regimes have a similar discourse. These newspapers print ministerial speeches and
government documents so the newspapers echo the ‘voice’ of the regime. To corroborate
this government websites (Kremlin.ru, president.gov.by, akorda.kz and president.gov.ua)
will be used to emphasise the discourse of the cases and whether they have a similar
language. If they use a comparable language then they follow the same precepts, use
analogous tactics and engage in the same institution building. As this process cannot happen

without dialogue and some form of learning, | can infer that learning occurs.

Chapter six is the thesis’s conclusion. It allows the investigation to discuss
implications of arguments made and indicates potential future studies and analysis. There
remain gaps in the literature which require additional analysis. Chapter six will also provide
a synopsis of why the concept of authoritarian learning is relevant and important for

academic comprehension and why it needs further investigation.
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CHAPTER TWO: UNDERSTANDING AUTHORITARIANISM AND ITS VARIANTS

AUTHORITARIAN ADJECTIVES

Throughout the analysis on authoritarianism | will show similarities and differences
between the cases. Belarus, Russia and Kazakhstan share many comparisons with one
another but there are fundamental differences, particularly with Belarus. Thus, they cannot
be considered under the same rubric. There have been various attempts to classify
authoritarian regimes. Academic literature has debated what an authoritarian regime is and
whether the authoritarian label can only be given to regimes that share similar
characteristics. | agree with Svolik’s (2012: 16) conjecture that it is difficult to place all
regimes under one rubric, which conceptually stretches authoritarianism. Hadenius and
Teorell (2007: 147) have differentiated between monarchical, personalist and military
regimes. Yet these categorisations do not adequately explain Belarus, Kazakhstan, Russia, or
Ukraine. Other scholars use typologies, like competitive, electoral and hegemonic
authoritarianism to try to explain authoritarian regimes, without relying (like Hadenius and
Teorell) on the form of government in each regime. What exists, whilst not perfect
(Bogaards, 2009: 400; Pleines, 2012: 126; Snyder, 2006: 220), is vague enough to
accommodate many cases and sufficiently diverse to emphasise stringent differences
between cases. Existing categorisations allow the study to show differences, aiding
understanding of authoritarian learning and consolidation. Until new categories are created
which better explain the pseudo-democratic characteristics of FSU states (Birch, 2011: 704;

Reuter and Remington, 2009: 508; Gel’'man, 2004: 1022), existing categories are applicable.
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Competitive Authoritarianism

Competitive authoritarianism analyses the competitiveness of elections. It
investigates the growing number of regimes that acquiesce in democracy, but control the

III

system to “ensure...political survival” (Howard and Roessler, 2006: 365). Elections are not
truly democratic, but act as a regime facade to maintain power and for the regime to gain
legitimacy (Easter, 2008: 210). The competitiveness of elections is the pertinent factor that
distinguishes these regimes from other authoritarian regimes. Elections allow the possibility
for change, as the regime is less certain of maintaining power as it has not entrenched itself
(Way, 2004: 143). Whilst elections are held, the regime creates an “uneven playing field”
allowing it to manipulate democratic principles to keep power and thus consolidate the
regime (Levitsky and Way, 2012: 30). Such “uneven playing fields” exist in regimes
transitioning from one-party rule to a new authoritarian form (such as, from the Soviet
Union, to its successor states) (Levitsky and Way, 2012: 37). Competitive authoritarian
regimes face the dichotomy of allowing opposition factions room to manoeuvre, whilst
limiting them to create the stability needed for regime consolidation (Levitsky and Way,
2005a: 26). | argue that competitive authoritarian regimes have weak political institutions.

They are unable to control elections, which are competitive enough for the regime to

plausibly lose control.

What constitutes a competitive authoritarian regime? It is a government using
competitive elections, but violating them and the state’s political institutions (Levitsky and
Way, 2002: 52). The opposition operates and contests elections with the possibility of

winning, but the regime skews the playing-field to its advantage (Levitsky and Way, 2010: 5).
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As Levitsky and Way (2002: 53) contend, competitive authoritarian regimes “abuse state
resources, deny...opposition media coverage, harass opposition...and manipulate...results.
Journalists, opposition politicians may be spied on, threatened, harassed, or arrested”. The
major difference between competitive and electoral authoritarian regimes is that
governments in competitive authoritarian states do not engage in overt electoral fraud, but

rather manipulate existing institutions (Levitsky and Way, 2002: 53).

Competitive authoritarianism does not explain many FSU states. For instance,
Kazakhstan has a more durable authoritarianism (Isaacs, 2010b: 1), making it distinctive
from existing competitive authoritarian literature. Belarus and Azerbaijan, like Kazakhstan
are consolidated authoritarian regimes, thus not fitting competitive authoritarian literature
(Guliyev, 2005: 397). The past two Russian elections (parliamentary and presidential) have
been marred by electoral fraud and manipulation (Adomanis, 2012), which again does not
fit into the concept of competitive authoritarianism. Rather this study argues that
competitive authoritarianism best explains the Georgian, Moldovan and Ukrainian regimes.
These have elections that are competitive, but where state institutions remain weak enough
for incumbents to lose power (Way, 2005: 192; Way, 2004: 143-144; Levitsky and Way,

2005a: 30-31 Bunce and Wolchik, 2010: 44).

Electoral Authoritarianism

Electoral authoritarianism incorporates aspects of democracy with authoritarianism,
contending that authoritarian regimes are not necessarily “less democratic than
democracies, but plainly undemocratic” (Schedler, 2002: 37). The basis of electoral

authoritarianism is that the regime holds regular elections, but “they violate the liberal-
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democratic principles of freedom and fairness...profoundly and systematically...to render
elections instruments of authoritarian rule rather than “instruments of democracy”
(Schedler, 2006: 3). Electoral authoritarian regimes claim to follow democratic world trends
(McElhenny, 2004), but they “are minimally pluralist...minimally competitive...and minimally
open” (Schedler, 2006: 3) and they engage in “manipulation so severe, widespread, and
systematic that they do not qualify as democratic” (Schedler, 2006: 3). These regimes use
manipulation, change electoral rules, exclude opposition, infringe rights, restrict media
access, limit people’s right to vote and redistribute votes (Schedler, 2006: 3). This allows
elites to maintain power and provide the facade of openness, whilst not allowing elections
to be competitive. The regime creates institutions to protect incumbency, whilst
maintaining a facade for “legitimating cover” decreasing “the high costs of repression and

the grave risks of openness” (Case, 2009: 312).

Rather than classifying regimes as democratic if they hold elections, it is better to
monitor those elections, determine how they operate and from there decide whether they
fit democratic criteria. This will determine whether the state is electorally authoritarian
according to Morse (2012: 162). Electoral authoritarian regimes imitate democratic
institutions (constitutions, constitutional courts, legislatures, judiciaries, an independent
media and civil society) (Schedler, 2010: 70). Electoral authoritarianism not only stops the
opposition from gaining power, but allows the executive to control the state (Golosov, 2011:
623). One difficulty with electoral authoritarianism is that some academics include a wide
range of states, where elections are so constrained they are non-competitive (Morse, 2012:
165), leading to charges that electoral authoritarianism is a catch-all term. | wish to address

this issue, by limiting the number of states that can be analysed under electoral
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authoritarianism. Indeed, scholars of electoral authoritarianism have established
distinctions between facade elections and elections that allow some competition (Morse,
2012: 165). | view an electoral authoritarian regime as one with competitive but heavily
manipulated elections. In the FSU, | argue that Armenia, Kyrgyzstan and Russia are electoral
authoritarian regimes. Elections are marginally competitive, but the regime uses

manipulation to maintain power.

Hegemonic Authoritarianism

The basic understanding of a hegemonic authoritarian regime is that it is stable and
there is little competition. Elections are a formality (Un, 2011: 546). The basis of what
constitutes a democracy “have been severely curtailed while periodic elections have been
maintained” (Un, 2011: 547). As hegemonic authoritarian regimes do not use elections for
legitimacy, the state finds other ways for gaining legitimacy. The regime keeps civil society
and NGOs weak, curbing possibilities for the populace to unite and protest against it (Sim,
2006: 148, 150-151). Azerbaijan and Kazakhstan have created parties of power that aid in
the consolidation of a hegemonic authoritarian regime (Bader, 2011: 189). Nur Otan
(Kazakhstan) with its coalition (the Civic Party and the Agrarian Party) holds 88% of the 98
seats in parliament (Ziegler, 2010: 808). YAP dominates Azerbaijani politics (Reuter and
Remington, 2009: 504). In contrast, the Kremlin party of power (United Russia) is not a
hegemonic party. It does not unite competing elites and resolve conflicts (Robinson, 2012:
306). Even though the Kremlin created a party to win elections (Roberts, 2012: 228) it was
unable to dominate at the last parliamentary elections (2011) (March, 2012: 242). It is

possible that United Russia could become a hegemonic party (Reuter, 2010: 293-294), but
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with the possible rise of the All-Russia People’s Front, United Russia’s days may be
numbered (Tsoi et al, 2013: 1). The All-Russia People’s Front is a Kremlin inspired proto-
political party attempting “to unite people across the ideological spectrum” (Nechepurenko,
2013). As Putin stated "the People's Front is to give everyone a way to create...a great
country, a great Russia...we are ready to work with everybody who shares our goals"
(Nechepurenko, 2013). Howard and Roessler (2006: 368) argue that a hegemonic regime
should receive over 70% of the vote in a presidential election. By analysing electoral data
from the last FSU presidential elections, | determine that Azerbaijan (Aliyev-88.8%), Belarus
(Lukaschenka-80%), Kazakhstan (Nazarbayev-95.6%) and Turkmenistan
(Berdymukhammedov-89.2%) all in a hegemonic authoritarian rubric (Azerbaijan Elections
Website, 2008; State Electoral Commission of Belarus, 2010; Kazakhstan Election
Commission Website, 2011; Turkmenistan Government Website, 2007). Uzbekistan and
Tajikistan have been placed in this category too; neither has had an election of any meaning

(Carr, 2013a; 2013b).

To provide clarity to the research question ‘how do authoritarian regimes learn to
consolidate and if so, do they learn from other examples in their region’ and the sub-
research questions ‘why, when and to what extent do regimes learn from one another’ and
‘does the regional hegemon instigate learning techniques, or is the process multi-linear’ |
will use a literature review. Having assessed the derivatives of electoral, competitive and
hegemonic authoritarianism | wish to provide a synopsis of wider authoritarian literature
and institutions that exist in these regimes. This will allow the reader to comprehend

differences among FSU authoritarian regimes.
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AUTHORITARIANISM

A literature review will provide a better comprehension of authoritarianism and how
these regimes use democratic institutions to create democratic facades, which will aid in
comprehension of how regimes consolidate and learn from other regimes. However, | argue
that authoritarian regimes use these institutions, partially as a democratic facade but mostly
to give supporters access to resources thus helping regime consolidation. Literature on
authoritarianism has started to gain notoriety not only on the FSU, but also in other regions.
Yet, it remains an understudied topic. Existing literature will provide understanding on
authoritarianism, letting the study show how the four cases use their political systems and
institutions to maintain power. To really provide a comprehensive analysis of how
authoritarian regimes operate, | will analyse: political parties, elections, parliament, media,
civil society, the economy, coercion and the personalisation of power. | feel these will
provide a comprehensive analysis of authoritarianism. Understanding how authoritarian
regimes operate and where the four cases fit inside the wider literature on authoritarianism
is important. These sections will help form the basis for the variables used in the discourse

analysis in chapter four.

In defining authoritarianism, | use Linz’s (1964: 297) definition that authoritarian
regimes “are...systems with limited...political pluralism...without intensive or extensive
political mobilisation...and in which a leader exercises power within formally ill-defined
limits but actually quite predictable ones”. This is in contrast to the definition provided by
Svolik (2012: 16), that authoritarian regimes are not democracies. Svolik (2012: 16) argues

that any regime is authoritarian if it ceases “to be a democracy the moment a few key
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mechanisms - especially electoral rules and the respect of certain liberties — are
circumvented, even non-violently”. This definition runs into three conceptual problems.
Firstly, saying that authoritarian regimes are those that are undemocratic, pits states as
diverse as North Korea and Moldova together under the same rubric. Secondly, saying what
something is does not help conceptualise what it is not. Thirdly, as McFaul (2010: 4)
contends, scholars are still unsure about what constitutes democracy. Using democracy,
which is also hard to define as a classification of authoritarianism is not adequate. Linz
(1964: 297) provides a sufficient understanding for authoritarianism. Authoritarian regimes
are different to ideological totalitarian regimes like North Korea, China, Laos, Cuba and
Vietnam (Dimitrov, 2013: 3). As remarked on in chapter one, | argue that totalitarian
regimes espouse an ideology (Schedler, 2013: 48), whereas authoritarian regimes are not

ideologically driven.

I am not concerned with grouping disparate authoritarian regimes together, to
ascertain which type (monarchical, military, or personal) they fit within, or where
authoritarian regimes spring from (Geddes, 1999a; 1999b; Hadenius and Teorell, 2007).
Rather, | wish to ascertain institutions in authoritarian regimes to explain how the
Belarusian, Kazakh, Russian and Ukrainian regimes manage to share tactics, learn from one
another and in three cases (Belarus, Kazakhstan and Russia) consolidate. | am interested in
analysing the concept of authoritarian regime type and its different manifestations (as

mentioned previously).

As all FSU regimes hold elections | will classify them like Hadenius and Teorell (2007:

147) under the rubric of “electoral regimes”. Within this variable there is the classification of
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“limited multiparty regimes”. | contend that this explains three cases, with the exception of
Belarus (referred to later). This classification fits into the debate on typologies of
authoritarianism. However, the literature contends that authoritarian “electoral regimes”
are more susceptible to collapse. The institutions of parliament and elections can lead to
democratisation so these authoritarian regimes are considered to be weak (Hadenius and
Teorell, 2007: 150; Levitsky and Way, 2002: 59). | make the contention that; whilst
authoritarian institutions appear democratic (to fit the democratic paradigm) the real use of
these institutions (elections, political parties and legislatures) is for the regime to bestow
patronage on regime supporters tying them to its success. Thus, the regime creates them
for this purpose. In the FSU, the regimes copy (to an extent) Soviet institutions which
claimed to be democratic, but rather consolidated authoritarianism and provided benefits

for supporters (Gel’'man, 2012: 298).

If authoritarian regimes that use democratic institutions are weak then why have the
FSU states not collapsed in over twenty years? Increasingly as Hadenius and Teorell (2007)
note, more authoritarian regimes espouse democratic norms. Kratsev (2011: 10) rightly
contends that, although authoritarian regimes use democratic language and institutions,
they are not becoming weaker. The creation of a political party in an authoritarian regime
bestows legitimacy on the regime from the publics perspective, tying elites to regime
survival through patron-client ties (Gandhi and Przeworski, 2007: 1283; Brownlee, 2007: 3). |
have already referred to the concepts | will investigate to provide an intricate understanding

of authoritarianism and comprehension on FSU authoritarianism.
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Political Parties

Authoritarian regimes when creating a political party, or multi-party system, allow
the regime to provide supporters with access to resources and power, thus entrenching
support. In authoritarian regimes political parties serve as vehicles of regime patronage, co-
opting other factions and curbing the possibility for other elites to usurp power (Bader,
2009: 110). FSU political parties serve as voices for their leaders, in what Wilson and Birch
(2008: 54) term “small-scale political vanity, fanaticism, and whimsy, which have generated
a penumbra of tiny ‘divan’ or ‘taxi’ parties”. This is particularly prevalent in Kazakhstan
where existing parties are centred on elites, rather than on ideology (Isaacs, 2008: 382). In
Ukraine, political parties exist to promote oligarch interests. Deputies have little loyalty to
their party. If parties do not provide them with power they abandon them for others that do
offer benefits (Kuzio, 2012b: 433). The creation of political parties by authoritarian regimes
bestows legitimacy on the incumbent and allows regimes to co-opt other political parties,
offering them the choice of some benefits, or shutting them out of the system (Gandhi and
Przeworski, 2007: 1283). It is a further way to rut the already uneven playing field. FSU
regimes have created clone parties, copying symbols and policies of existing opposition

parties (Wilson, 2002: 91-98; Birch, 2003: 526). This has been particularly so in Ukraine.

Alternatively, regimes create parties to fill the ideological spectrum and to drain
votes from existing parties. The Kremlin uses this method against the Communist and
Yabloko parties (Torochesnikova, 2007). United Russia serves as a vast patronage system,
providing clients with access to huge resources. As the Kremlin does not espouse an

ideology, it uses United Russia to accommodate ideologically disparate factions (Way, 2010:



34

246-247). United Russia allows the Kremlin to control the federal (and regional) legislatures
and has party branches throughout Russia, serving as the mechanism for ‘get out the vote’
campaigns (Gill, 2012: 461). Political parties exist to enable the regime to mobilise different
areas of the electorate. By creating political parties to represent society, the regime can
both control society and parliament (White and Kryshtanovskaya, 2011: 574). The creation
of a multi-party political system is just one means that authoritarian regimes use to
maintain power. The outlier is Belarus; Lukashenka does not have party affiliation or a party
serving as a vehicle to get supporters into power (Pospieszna, 2014: 3-4). The authorities
deregister or close down opposition parties on spurious charges, such as changing the law
on party membership, allowing insufficient time to change to new legislation and then
banning all parties who fail to adjust (Silitski, 2008). There are six pro-regime political
parties, but these play a negligible role in the political system, unlike the systemic

opposition in Russia (Pospieszna, 2014: 4).

Elections

To comprehend further aspects of the uneven playing field, | will analyse electoral
systems in authoritarian regimes. Authoritarian regimes use elections to legitimate the
regime among the populace. Elections also allow the opposition a vehicle for some
competition, but within the regime’s control, rather than outside as a non-systemic
opposition. Whilst, it gives the opposition a voice, the regime stops “short of rotating power

or allowing fair elections that would risk their secure tenure in office” (Brownlee, 2007: 6).

In the FSU, elections, like parliaments and political parties exist as Potemkin

institutions (Fisun, 2012: 93). Silitski (2010a: 278) posits that FSU regimes have turned
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elections into a “carnival” to make the process appealing for the public. Nazarbayev calls the
ballot a “colour coded” electoral campaign. Elections are used by authoritarian regimes to
gain legitimacy and co-opt other political parties (Gandhi and Przeworski, 2007: 1283, 1291;
Brownlee, 2007: 9). The Kremlin has created an electoral system, allowing the regime to
maintain control through electoral fraud, stuffing ballot boxes, miscalculating votes and
providing United Russia and Putin, (or Medvedev) near total media coverage (Krastev and
Holmes, 2012: 34). Yet, the Kremlin allows some competition and indecision in the results to
show that elections were, at least, nominally competitive (White, 2011b: 537). This is the
case in Belarus. But, the Belarusian authorities often turn off communication access for the
populace (Silitski, 2010a: 285). Elections help divide state resources among the regime’s

supporters, keeping the regime competitive (Krastev and Holmes, 2012: 36).

Elections are important ways to test new tactics to uneven the electoral playing field
further. If regimes do not use elections to learn new tactics, then they may not be able to
placate demonstrators in the future. Elections allow the regime to ascertain how effective
regional elites are. If they cannot return victory for the ruling party then they are ineffectual
and need replacing (Kratsev and Holmes, 2012: 36-38). Even in Ukraine, the 2006 and 2007
elections under the ‘Orange coalition’ still returned many examples of electoral malpractice
(Lukinova et al, 2011: 42). Different political factions compete for prominence across the
FSU. During the Belarusian presidential election (2006), most opposition factions suffered
the arrest of prominent leaders (Marples, 2006: 352). The Belarusian regime controls media
access using it to get its message across and limiting opposition voices (Marples, 2006: 358;
Forbrig et al, 2006: 11). It has made elections highly uncompetitive (Silitski, 2006b: 21).

Manipulation means authoritarian regimes do not to need to worry about election night, as
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elections are a foregone conclusion (Silitski, 2009a: 42). Electoral fraud and malpractice
occur throughout the FSU, but have been perfected in Russia, Kazakhstan and Belarus
(Bader, 2013: 525). Regimes make sure that the uneven playing field is not just uneven, but
as Krastev and Holmes (2012: 35) contend about the Kremlin, it has “gone further and

cordoned off the stadium’s entrances and exits”.

Parliaments

As mentioned previously, most authoritarian regimes use democratic institutions to
maintain the facade that their state is democratic, or transitioning to democracy (Wahman
et al, 2013: 21; Kollner and Kailitz, 2013: 6). Authoritarian regimes manipulate the political
and electoral systems to maintain regime pre-eminence through electoral fraud, creating
political parties to counter opposition. The construction of these institutions allows the
regime to distribute patronage to supporters. Parliament is another institution that has
been usurped of its democratic meaning and exists in authoritarian regimes for supporters
to voice some form of dissent. However, this is largely controlled by the regime through
rents. As the example of Kazakhstan emphasises, parliament has become a rubber stamp

institution (Starr, 2006: 6).

As mentioned, authoritarian regimes manipulate elections so that the party of power
consistently wins. Legislatures exist to pass required legislation, allowing regimes to co-opt
opposition, bribing them with a modicum of power and access to resources. Legislatures
allow the regime to dispense rents and promote supporters. Like elections and political
parties, parliaments serve as another form of regime legitimation. Yet, the most important

aspect of creating a parliament is the opportunity to distribute patronage (Blaydes, 2008).
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Ukraine’s parliament, although not perfect, allows the opposition to debate and bring the
government to account. This is the opposite of the Belarusian parliament, which has no
leverage over Lukashenka (Astapenia, 2013; Rontoyanni and Korosteleva, 2005: 210). The
creation of an upper house of presidential appointees significantly weakened the Belarusian
legislature, but the reduction of the number of seats in the lower house and an opposition
boycott made parliamentary deputies regime place-men, making it a rubber stamp
institution (Rontoyanni and Korosteleva, 2005: 211; Silitski, 2010a: 282-283). In contrast
after the Ukrainian parliamentary elections (2012), Party of Regions consistently faced

opposition protests and was unable to pass legislation (Haran, 2013: 2).

Compared with Ukraine’s (relatively) competitive legislature and its moribund
equivalent in Belarus, the Russian State Duma appears similar to Ukraine, but in reality is
closer to Belarus’s legislature. This is because at first glance the State Duma has four
political parties. However, United Russia dominates the lower house and two of the three
other parties (A Just Russia and the Liberal Democratic Party of Russia) tend to vote with
United Russia (Stoner-Weiss, 2010: 264), making Russia’s parliament effectively obsolete.
United Russia has enough seats to pass legislation without needing to rely on other parties,
but the regime controls United Russia to effectively reduce the State Duma to a rubber
stamp institution (Roberts, 2012: 228). As United Russia is the dominant party in the State
Duma it has control of most committees and leadership positions, allowing it to control the
parliament and dispense patronage to supporters (Roberts, 2012: 229). As it dominates
regional parliaments too United Russia allows the Kremlin to effectively control both the
national parliament and its regional equivalents (Roberts, 2012: 231). A Just Russia and the

Liberal-Democratic Party of Russia have a discourse of regime rhetoric failing to
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counterbalance United Russia. Both act as a “quasi-opposition at best” (White, 2011: 658).
As remarked on, the Russian and Ukrainian regimes have divided the opposition in various
ways by creating clone parties in Ukraine and filling the ideological field leeching votes from
non-systemic parties in Russia (Bader, 2009: 101). As advocated here, parliaments are not
created to give legitimacy (although it helps). Rather, FSU parliaments bind elites through
patron-client ties (Fisun, 2012: 92). Parliaments allow opposition to voice concerns in a
carefully contrived environment. For these reasons Putin will maintain the State Duma,

elections and a (relatively) free media (Gill, 2012: 467).

Media

With regards to the Belarusian regime, Minsk controls access to media, affecting
how the opposition operates (Marples, 2006: 358; Forbrig et al, 2006: 11). However, it is not
just an issue that affects the Belarusian regime. Authoritarian regimes routinely attempt to
control the domestic media. Dissenting voices appearing in the public domain could erode
the regime as the only source of information and affect its legitimacy (Stockman and
Gallagher, 2011: 437). Authoritarian regimes control media outlets, either through the state,
or through affiliates, directing information and preventing elite defection and alternative
sources of information (Walker and Ortung, 2014: 71). Throughout the FSU, most editors
and journalists are aware that if they write or speak out against the regime they will face
sanctions. So they engage in self-censorship (Oates, 2007: 1286). By controlling the media,
authoritarian regimes control the narrative and use media for regime promotion. This

occurs predominately in Belarus, Kazakhstan and Russia, but also in Ukraine (Walker and
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Ortung, 2014: 71-72). Media control allows authoritarian regimes to promote their ideology

and quashes alternative values before they become relevant (Walker and Ortung, 2014: 72).

During the 2011-2012 protests, Russian media used three strategies to regulate
alternative messages. Firstly, the media praised governors who arrested demonstrators.
Secondly, opposition groups were portrayed as intent on destabilising the state and thirdly,
the media aired entertainment shows (such as, Dom-2), reducing the likelihood of mass
protests. The regime hoped people would rather watch television than protest (Walker and
Ortung, 2014: 75). Russian media covers news about Putin, Medvedev and to a lesser extent
United Russia (Stockman and Gallagher, 2011: 437-438). This is also the case in Kazakhstan,
where the media lauds the achievements of Nazarbayev (Kenny and Gross, 2008: 518). The
Kremlin, fearing the internet allows Russians to access uncontrolled information, has limited
access to various alternative news websites (Gerber, 2013: 1-2). It prefers to air scripted
shows, such as the Presidential phone-in, which does not allow for unscripted questions
(Orttung and Walker, 2012). The Belarusian situation is similar. Most media is controlled by
the state or regime associates and recent laws have further stifled the media. Publications
with a distribution of over 300 copies need to register with the authorities and those with
less must send five copies to the Ministry of Information for approval, before distribution
(Aliaksandrau and Bastunets, 2014b). This is in contrast to Ukraine where media is split
between state and privately owned groups. This means that disparate political factions get

their voice heard (Ryabinska, 2011: 6).

The Belarusian authorities have placed websites deemed by the regime to

undermine the state on black lists. They force internet providers to have Belarusian domain
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names. Internet providers must monitor what is viewed by each client and set-up systems
for operative investigative actions (SORM). This data provides information on websites
which can be viewed by the security services (Aliaksandrau and Bastunets, 2014b). Like the
Kremlin, which controls most television media as most Russian’s get news from television
(Gehlbach, 2010: 78), the Belarusian authorities do the same for the same reason. Minsk
makes life difficult for independent newspaper media. By controlling printing access it keeps
printing costs artificially high for these outlets (Aliaksandrau and Bastunets, 2014a). The
Kremlin forced resignations of journalists at lenta.ru, after pressuring them for adverse
reporting over the broadcasting of the Ukrainian protests. It constrained cable providers to
terminate the airing of Dozhd (rain) TV (an opposition channel) (Krainova, 2014; Ryzhkov,
2014). Russian state control of the media correlates with the regime’s attempts to control

other sectors of society (Orttung and Walker, 2013: 2).

Opposition

Throughout this section, | have shown that authoritarian regimes are averse to losing
power. So they create an uneven playing field when contesting elections, by using
democratic institutions to limit opportunities for the opposition. Authoritarian regimes (as
in the FSU) create systemic opposition parties to support the regime, acting as an
opposition-lite. Regimes try to split the opposition. A united opposition makes it exceedingly
difficult for a regime to maintain power, even through violence (Howard, 2006: 371).
Authoritarian regimes harass opposition groups, abuse state resources, use the media for
propagandistic purposes and engage in electoral fraud, to limit the functionality of the non-

systemic opposition. As Levitsky and Way (2002: 53) contest “members of the opposition
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may be jailed, exiled, or—less frequently—even assaulted or murdered”. Authoritarian
regimes expend great effort curbing the opposition’s ability to get its messages across
(Geddes and Zaller, 1989: 344). In the FSU the media has become a mouthpiece for regimes.
Political parties, parliaments and the media help regimes keep the systemic opposition in
check. By using the media to emphasise that opposition does exist and denying media time
to the non-systemic opposition, regimes can confuse the populace about alternatives (Lai
and Slater, 2006: 115). If need be the regime can outlaw the opposition, claiming they want
to overthrow the state. Consequently, the regime claims they exist to protect the populace
(Geddes, 2006: 7). Authoritarian regimes often claim the opposition is a fifth column, or an
‘other’ (Lai and Slater, 2006: 117). Another option is to ban political parties’ outright,
stopping opposition from coalescing around common issues (Schedler, 2002: 43). To an
extent this occurs in Belarus. The opposition have political parties, but elections are so
contrived that members of the Belarusian parliament, (technically), are independents. Yet,
most regimes co-opt opposition, dangling opportunities of resource access whilst

demanding regime support (Svolik, 2009: 493; Gandhi and Przeworski, 2007: 1280).

In Kazakhstan there is the systemic, semi-systemic and non-systemic opposition. The
Kazakh regime co-opts opposition activists by denying their political party access to the
political field (through the high 7% parliamentary threshold), but allowing them access to
resources for regime support (Bowyer, 2008: 14). The Russian State Duma also uses this high
threshold to prohibit opposition parties from accessing resources (Stoner-Weiss, 2010: 265;
White 2011: 673). The Russian Communist party is a semi-opposition trying to change
Kremlin policy on certain issues, without opposing the system (March, 2002: 232-234). Yet,

the Kremlin’s creation of parties (for instance, A Just Russia) to split the communist vote has
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limited it to a lone voice surrounded by pro-Kremlin influences (Gel’man, 2005: 235). A Just
Russia operates as another vehicle for the Kremlin to control parliament and help limit
opposition voices, whilst serving as a state controlled opposition (White, 2011: 673). Unlike
the Kazakh regime, the Kremlin does not (with the exception of splitting the communist
vote) use political parties to dupe the electorate. Rather, Kremlin-created parties tend to
channel opposition into controllable sources; serving as alternatives should United Russia
fail as a political vehicle (March, 2009: 505, 513-515). Within the Russian State Duma the
opposition represents different levels of closeness to the regime (Bacon, 2012: 106). Regime
legislation has made it difficult for smaller parties to operate, thus stabilising the political
system (White, 2012: 211). Like March (2012: 242), | argue that Russia has an ‘opposition’,
rather than an opposition. Routinely the Belarusian and Russian authorities starve
opposition parties of funds, making their ability to function difficult (Way, 2010: 237). The
Belarusian authorities have limited “political space” pressurising the opposition and
“discouraging citizen participation in...political life” leading to a weak opposition (Borowska,
2013a). In contrast to Ukraine, Russia has become a non-democratic system, as party
competition has declined (Gel’man, 2008: 914-915). However, the Ukrainian opposition

suffers, like its Russian and Belarusian counterparts, from factionalism (Kedelia, 2012).

Civil Society

The analysis so far has inferred that the FSU regimes do not countenance loss of
state control. Thus, they do not allow the operation of an independent civil society. | will
now assess civil society in the FSU and how these regimes counter, or co-opt, these factions.

Since the 1990s regimes have been adept at playing on people’s apathy. Lukashenka, for
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instance, has been particularly skilful in this, claiming that the state should be the primary
source for making people’s lives better (Howard, 2002: 164). This discourse plays on a larger
fear among authoritarian regimes that should civil society be allowed to fully operate, it will

become a strenuous independent voice (Howard, 2002: 165).

Throughout the FSU, authoritarian regimes have tightened controls through
legislation on the remit of NGOs. Belarus, Kazakhstan and Russia have drafted recently more
prohibitive legislation (Maher, 2013). Since the ‘colour revolutions’, which the FSU regimes
perceived as (partially) led by NGOs, they have restricted the remit of independent NGOs by
limiting their functionality (Silitski, 2010c: 342). In Belarus, Lukashenka has set about
eradicating the small civil society that existed prior to his taking power (Silitski, 2010a: 286;
Marples, 2007: 65). Under Putin the regime has clamped down on civil society, equating
these organisations with vehicles to precipitate demonstrations (Kramer and Shevtsova,
2012). Putin has stated that NGOs should be involved in society but they should not be
involved in politics. The regime determines what is political, limiting the remit of NGOs
(Makarychev, 2008a: 63). Both Belarusian and Russian regimes use Government Organised
Non-Governmental Organisations (GONGOs). These imitate civil society organisations but
are regime controlled (Richter, 2013: 2; Marin, 2012: 20). Javeline and Lindemann-
Komarova (2008: 1-5) have argued that the Kremlin does provide support for NGOs and
funds an array of organisations. Like Richter (2008: 4-5; 2013: 1-5) | contend that Putin has
created NGOs for his own purposes. New legislation allows NGOs to be accused of treason
for working with, or receiving funding from foreign states, or international organisations

(Richter, 2013: 3).
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The Economy

I am less concerned about understanding how the economy operates in
authoritarian regimes here, but rather whether it is controlled to the benefit of the regime.
Way (2010: 230) argues that if a regime has well funded security forces, a hegemonic
political party and control over its economy, its survival is practically assured. By controlling
the economy and relying on state companies, authoritarian regimes can fire workers for
infringements, such as, demonstrating against the regime (Gandhi and Lust-Okar, 2009:
412). By managing welfare access and the economy, authoritarian regimes extract rents
distributing these to supporters. Liberalisation is not considered viable. It would mean the
loss of regime control over the economy and welfare systems (Gandhi and Lust-Okar, 2009:
415). A large public sector enables the regime to dole out positions to supporters. This is the
case with Belarus, where Lukashenka’s control of the economy provides him with legitimacy
in the public’s view, allowing him to garner support by providing positions for supporters
(Way, 2010: 249). If businesses wish to function in Belarus then the regime can claim rents

from them to ensure survival (Greene, 2009: 813).

Some authoritarian regimes (mostly hegemonic) are able to control the economy
and survive most economic crises through providing supporters with rents. They will
preserve the regime to maintain their control (Gandhi and Reuter, 2007: 8). The Belarusian
regime has survived crises by selling state assets and forcing elites to stop rent seeking (for a
time), to alleviate economic problems (Dudko, 2012; Tsikhanovich, 2012). Nazarbayev has
devalued the Tenge (Kazakhstan’s currency) on occasions, but has remained popular

(Boulegue, 2014; Isaacs, 2010a: 20). Wright (2008: 322) argues that authoritarian regimes
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rely on the economy to shore up control. Yet, if the state controls the economy, then surely
it has the resources to buy off supporters? The Belarusian and Russian regimes control their
respectives economies and so do not rely on marginal supporters of the regime. Unlike
Ukraine they have not suffered from competitive institutions (Way, 2010: 237). Lukashenka,
claims that the Belarusian economy is a collective farm “Belarus is a small country and
should be managed from a single centre like a good production collective” (Feduta, 2005:
109). Through the creation of a presidential fund, Lukashenka has bought off opposition,
giving resources to supporters (Way, 2010: 250). The regime has created a state-run
economy and thus controls employee jobs. If employees of state-run enterprises are caught
demonstrating they face unemployment, or in most cases demotion and wage freezes
(Silitski, 2005b: 92; Frear, 2012: 23). As Gandhi and Przeworski (2006: 18) state,
authoritarian regimes with large mineral deposits are less prone to compromise with other
elites. The Kremlin’s support is largely homogenous. A relatively small cadre of elites have

been able to monopolise the economy (Stoner-Weiss, 2010: 254).

Coercion

Academic literature mostly argues that authoritarian regimes rely on violent
coercion (Nathan, 2003: 6). Leaders in authoritarian regimes are never certain that they are
secure, thus they are forced “to continually prevent, detect, and contain threats to their
hold on power” (Schedler, 2013: 21). To paraphrase Hobbes and as the ‘Arab Spring’ has

represented, the life of a dictator is nasty, brutish and (often) short.

As | have shown here, authoritarian regimes have other means to maintain and

consolidate power. Contrary to the view advocated by George (2005: 3), | do not assert that
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coercion is anything the regime uses to maintain power. Of course changing the political
system, parliament, the media, dominating civil society and opposition and controlling the
economy are means of coercion, but | will only analyse violent coercion. Coercion is very
much an important aspect of the apparatus of an authoritarian regime. As Way (2010: 230)
claimed in the previous section, an integral aspect of an authoritarian regime’s chances of
survival depends on a well equipped and funded security service. Nevertheless, coercion
remains a very expensive means to keep the populace down. Authorities naturally prefer
less costly means to keep the peace (Gobel, 2010: 177). | argue that authoritarian regimes
do not like using coercion to remain in power. Vladislav Surkov (Kremlin aide) states that
Russia is “shifting from coercion to persuasion, from repression to cooperation, and from
hierarchies to horizontal links” and the regime will use “persuasion technologies” and

refrain from coercion (Surkov, 2006a; 2006b; Oreshkin, 2012: 5).

If an authoritarian regime does not have effective security services then it is open to
potential protests (Bellin, 2004: 43). Authoritarian regimes need to have the perceived
ability (by their populace) of having effective coercive capabilities (Bellin, 2004: 145). In
Russia the regime has limited the ccurrence of protest rallies to occur and has used media to
praise the regime, thus lowering the need for state coercion. People are too apathetic and
risk averse for the regime to need significant coercive tools to deal with protest (Lyall, 2006:
388). Violent coercion is used more by military or monarchical regimes, which are
susceptible to viewing the world with a zero-sum remit and will more willlingly use violence
to maintain power (Fjelde, 2010: 196; Lai and Slater, 2006: 118). Of course violent coercion
is used across the FSU. However, excessive coercion leads to international consternation.

Understandably authoritarian regimes are loath to use it (Lachapelle et al, 2012: 5).
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Whilst FSU regimes are wary of using too much overt repression, if the regime feels
threatened it will coerce opposition factions (Gel’'man, 2013: 6). Having said this, the
coercive apparatus that the Kremlin has at its disposal is limited. The Kremlin has found it
difficult to maintain coercion throughout Russia. Security services are close to Moscow and
St. Petersburg, as the regime feels these are the most likely cities for mass protest (Hanson,
2007: 72). The Belarusian regime follows a similar line to the Kremlin that coercion would
inflame an issue. Whilst the Belarusian regime makes life challenging for the opposition on
occassion, it does not use overt coercion to maintain legitimacy (Korosteleva, 2012: 43, 47).
This is largely true, but after 2010, it cracked down on opposition (White, 2011a: 800).
Although FSU regimes do not like to use overt repression they have done so previously.
Violence like in Armenia, Uzbekistan and to a lesser extent Kazakhstan has occurred

(Mkrtchyan, 2011; Levitsky and Way, 2010: 45; Aimbetova, 2012c).

Leader Popularity

The perceived legitimacy of a leader helps the public observe the regime as
legitimate, than they are more willing to support it. An authoritarian leader can alternatively
manipulate institutions (like the media) to portray a sense of legitimacy and support among
the populace (Egorov and Sonin, 2012: 2). Yet, an incumbent’s loss of legitimacy does more
damage to a regime than anything else (Brownlee, 2007: 48). So if regimes lose authority,

consolidation becomes impossible. It is, therefore, important to preserve legitimacy.

® Events in Ukraine have shown that regimes willingly use coercion when faced with mass protest (Traynor and
Walker, 2014), but this is outside this paper’s remit.
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There is certainly some sense to this, but the leaders of FSU regimes appear to have
a large legitimacy pool among their populaces. Lukashenka and Nazarbayev as ‘father’s’ of
their nations need to have overwhelming support. Electoral fraud serves to inflate the
conceived mirage of popularity (Egorov and Sonin, 2012: 2) even though Lukashenka is
popular among Belarusians for stability and economic development (Liuhto et al, 2009: 65).
The economic crisis has affected Lukashenka’s reputation, but Belarusians consider the
opposition worse, so Lukashenka’s popularity is high (Frear, 2012: 23). Though Nazarbayev
has been accused of corruption, stealing elections and human rights abuses, he remains
popular with Kazakhs for improving their lives (Koch, 2013b: 27; Koch, 2013a: 112). The
popularity of Putin is nearly as high as Lukashenka and Nazarbayev, bestowing legitimacy on
the Kremlin (Treisman, 2008: 1). Like Lukashenka and Nazarbayev, Putin’s popularity is
based on creating stability and wealth (Aron, 2007: 2). The economic upswing occuring in
Putin’s first term is seen by Russians as Putin’s doing. This helps explain his continued
popularity (White and McAllister, 2008: 622). Ukrainian governments have found it difficult
to maintain legitimacy amongst disparate groups, limiting how the state functions.
Ukrainian politicians tend to represent different groups and there has been no ‘father of the
nation’ (with the possible exception of Kravchuk), so Ukrainian governments have lacked

legitimacy across all sectors of society (Haran, 2010: 4).

Conclusion

In this chapter | have attempted to explain the intricacies of authoritarianism,
contending that there are three authoritarian adjectives: competitive, electoral and

hegemonic. | then assessed in-depth the minutae of authoritarianism, using the examples of
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the four case studies (Belarus, Kazakhstan, Russia and Ukraine), to emphasise how these fit
into the literature on authoritarianism. | used certain variables: elections, political parties,
the media, opposition, coercion, leadership capabilities, civil society, the executive and the
legislature which | feel help explain authoritarianism. These also link with the variables that
will be used with the discourse analysis in chapter five. Chapter two provided an
understanding of authoritarianism helping offer the argument that the different FSU
authoritarian regimes do not fit into one rubric, but rather each authoritarian adjective
explains only a few cases. This is the basis of the argument that | make in chapter four on
longitudinal analysis. On top of this it allows the reader to understand the basic
underpinnings of authoritarian institutions and where the case studies fit in the wider
literature. | was able to make the contention that authoritarian regimes use
democraticesque institutions not so much to portray a facade of democracy, but to allow

supporters access to rents thus preserving the legitimacy and support of the regime.
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CHAPTER THREE: AUTHORITARIAN LEARNING

This chapter provides additional analysis of authoritarian learning to further
understanding on this key topic. | will assess literatures on diffusion, linkage and leverage
and soft power. | advocate that linkage and leverage and soft power explain authoritarian
learning. Diffusion has certain failings in adequately analysing authoritarian learning. Its
main deficiency is its short-termism in comprehending events. | feel linkage and leverage is
a more adequate theoretical concept for understanding authoritarian learning. Soft power
also helps comprehension of authoritarian learning. If other states perceive that a state has
a viable model they will likely copy legislation, ideas, tactics, concepts, values and
institutions from it. If that state is authoritarian then through soft power it can ‘coerce’
others into adhering to an authoritarian model. | will provide the theoretical comprehension

of what | consider authoritarian learning.

This leads into the sub-research question ‘does the regional hegemon instigate
learning techniques, or is the process multi-linear?’ To asess whether the regional hegemon
instigates authoritarian learning and coerces other states to authoritarianism, | will assess
Russia’s linkage and leverage and soft power with other FSU states. Russia as the successor
state to the Soviet Union is commonly considered the regional hegemon. However, to
understand the sub-research question ‘does the regional hegemon instigate learning
techniques, or is the process multi-linear’ | will analyse the counter revolution that has been
instigated across the FSU. This was prompted by FSU regimes against the ‘colour
revolutions’ in Georgia (2003) and Ukraine (2004) and against future ‘revolutions’ from

occurring. The preventative counter revolution is important to understanding the intricacies
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of the tactics, institutions and legislation that regimes share and for grasping the details of
these regime’s learning processes. | will investigate the linkage and leverage Russia has with
the other cases to analyse whether the regional hegemon instigates authoritarian learning
and authoritarianism. At the end of the chapter | will provide hypotheses for chapters four

and five which will further comprehend the study’s research questions.

DIFFUSION

There are two types of diffusion. Norm diffusion is a process by which values are
conceptualised as important. These concepts percolate into individual states, or across
regions (Hyde, 2011: 361). Political elites follow trends set internationally, copying these in
the hope of being considered as aspiring to western values (Acharya, 2004: 269). Regimes
espouse pseudo-democracy to placate and endear themselves to international
organisations, eager that their authoritarian traits are over-looked (Hyde, 2011: 361). Policy
diffusion allows different groups to learn from policies existing in domestic regions or
abroad (Gilardi, 2010a). Using the example of America, Karch (2007: 30) found that popular
policies came from the state-level, percolating to the federal-level after being implemented
across many states. Once one state’s politicians had a debate and the media provoked

further debate, other states would implement policies depending on the furore caused.

Diffusion has become synonymous with democratic spread (Di Palma, 1990: 14).
Academic literature in the 1990s argued that the ‘democratic third wave’, would spread
democratic ideas across the globe (Kraxberger, 2007: 1055). It is important to understand
how people learn, as it allows one to track the process of ideas throughout regions (Di

Palma, 1990: 14). Scholars of democratisation contend that diffusion has transported
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democratic ideas across borders, shaping values and tactics (Di Palma, 1990: 24). Since the
success of democratic diffusion in the 1980s, Western states have analysed ways to diffuse
democratic ideas to other regions (Kegley and Hermann, 2002: 15). Starr (1991: 356-357)
contends that diffusion creates a domino effect. When democratic ideas cause a revolution
in one authoritarian state, it leads to the collapse of other authoritarian regimes in the
region. The literature on democratic diffusion expanded with the 1989 revolutions in Central
and Eastern Europe (Kopstein and Reilly, 2000). However, its most recent apogee was during
the late 1990s and early 2000s when revolutions occurred across Eastern Europe and the
FSU, following ideas of democratic mobilisation from previous examples (Bunce and
Wolchik, 2007: 96). These revolutions were the so-called ‘colour revolutions’ in Serbia,
Georgia, Ukraine and Kyrgyzstan (Beissinger, 2007: 259) and groups from previous

‘revolutions’, dispensed ideas and tools to beat dictatorships (Colin, 2007: 68-69).

It is argued that diffusion is limited to states in proximity to one another
geographically (Schmitter, 2001: 38; Whitehead, 2001: 5). However, technological progress
has allowed information to spread further, influencing states in disparate regions
(Schmitter, 2001: 38). Diffusion allows a person to pinpoint the importance of an idea,
showing how learning operates and the importance of mobilisation (Beissinger, 2009: 75).
By grouping disparate states together, diffusion runs the risk of incorporating too many
dissimilar cases. Kyrgyzstan is one such example (Bunce and Wolchik, 2009: 70). Diffusion
scholars see Kyrgyzstan as different to other cases and acknowledge that mass protests and
the model of other ‘colour revolutions’ were not prevalent. Ortmann (2008: 363) contends
that Kyrgyzstan is too different to be placed in diffusion literature and should be viewed as

an outlier, rather than part of the diffusion phenomenon. The Kyrgyz ‘revolution” was
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backed by the Kremlin, who claimed to be exporting ‘stable democracy’ and not a ‘colour
revolution’ (Ortmann, 2008: 363-364). The ‘revolution’ did not produce democratic minded
elites, but competing factions (Chadova-Devlen, 2011: 52). Even so diffusion scholars
include it as a viable case. This is one of diffusion’s weaknesses, as diffusion scholars admit

disparate and tenuous cases.

| argue that diffusion has certain failings, the main being its short-term view of
events. | agree with Way (2008a: 91) that linkage and leverage’s longer term inferences,
resonate more than diffusion in explaining regime collapse as a wave like effect. This does
not adequately explain why some regimes are impervious to it (Silitski, 2009b: 87). Politcal
diffusion literature focuses almost exclusively on democratisation. But, there is nothing to
say that authoritarian regimes do not learn. Like democratic protestors, authoritarian
regimes have access to technology (Silitski, 2010a: 275). Regimes in Belarus, Kazakhstan and
Russia had time to learn from the protests (Silitski, 2009b: 88). Diffusion charts interesting
phenomenon, but does not explain the wider repercussions behind the phenomenon and
societal issues. Diffusion cannot clarify how a process starts or ends. It is left to scholars to
draw conclusions from circumstances. Better means, such as understanding the state are
available, rather than explaining processes through diffusion (Whitehead, 2001: 6).
Supporters of diffusion do not provide a comprehensible synopsis of authoritarian failure
(Way, 2008b: 55) and are unable to adequately allow for negotiation and changes in the
political arena, without providing adequate interpretation of negotiation and dialogue
problems (Walsh-Russo, 2004). The FSU revolutions have more to do with weakening

incumbent regimes than diffusion allows for (Way, 2008b: 57; Way, 2009: 90-91). Yet, the
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reader must remember that policy and learning can diffuse and should be considered, even

if the theory is unable to explain wider phenomenon.

LINKAGE AND LEVERAGE

A states interaction with the world explains how it operates in the international
order and how other states react to it (Hurrell, 2001: 159). For instance, the Greek Junta’s
linkage with other governments allowed them to have leverage over Greece, making it
easier for Greece to democratise (Tsingos, 2001: 346). As authoritarian regimes (to an
extent) wish others to consider them as democratic, they hold elections, whilst ensuring
maintenance of the regime (Levitsky and Way, 2006a: 206). The likelihood that an
authoritarian state will hold regular elections depends on the linkage that that state has
with democratic states and international organisations (Levitsky and Way, 2006a: 207-210;

Levitsky and Way, 2005b: 520).

Leverage is the influence that a state has over others. States that rely on
international aid and Diaspora remittances are susceptible to leverage, allowing democratic
states to compel change. Western leverage is effective on autocratic regimes reliant on
western trade. If autocratic regimes do not follow Western norms and values, then the West
can threaten “punitive action” (Levitsky and Way, 2010: 40-42). Yet, a state does not need
leverage to democratise others. Linkage can scare authoritarian regimes into democratising,
“linkage has raised the cost of autocratic abuses by increasing...external response” (Levitsky
and Way, 2006b: 379). The extent of linkage leaves regions either with a few authoritarian

regimes or a propensity of them (Levitsky and Way, 2005a: 23, 26). Linkage and leverage is
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like conditionality, as democratic states engage in a cost-benefit analysis as to whether

democracy promotion is cheaper than maintaining authoritarianism (Ambrosio, 2009: 13).

Proponents of linkage and leverage recognise that democratic states may not exert
pressure on authoritarian regimes if they do not have links with them (Levitsky and Way,
2006a: 209-212). Regions where the West has few regional experts’ have maintained
authoritarian regimes. The massacre in Andijan (Uzbekistan), did not receive Western
condemnation for months, as Western governments were unsure what had occurred. Lack
of western condemnation has allowed Lukashenka to ignore judicial censure on 16
constitutional violations allowing him to consolidate the regime (Levitsky and Way, 2010:
45, 79). In Central Asia the West’s ability to influence states is weak, so authoritarian
regimes have consolidated. By seeing authoritarianism as entrenched, the West makes little
attempt to encourage change (Way and Levitsky, 2007: 48). Due to a shared Soviet past, FSU
states have linkage with each other and so together blunt “Western pressure” (Levitsky and

Way, 2010: 50).

Russia, as the regional hegemon, exerts influence on the other FSU states through a
shared past and common culture (Cameron and Ornstein, 2012: 2). Russia influences “the
forms of political authority and processes of political change in those states” (Cameron and
Ornstein, 2012: 2). Scholars of democratic linkage and leverage have recognised that
democratic regimes can change authoritarian regimes “through political, diplomatic,
economic, moral, or cultural means” (Ambrosio, 2009: 13). Yet, Russia through cultural,
economic and political leverage can shape institutions of other FSU states (Cameron and

Ornstein, 2012: 5). Russia’s growing authoritarianism provides legitimacy for FSU regimes to
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increase their authoritarianism (particularly, Belarus and Ukraine) (Cameron and Ornstein,
2012: 24). This study contends that Russia exerts influence on other FSU states, to aid
authoritarian consolidation in the region, whilst learning from others how to consolidate
authoritarianism. | argue that linkage and leverage are pertinent in comprehending
authoritarian learning. States that share a common culture, historical and economic traits
are more likely to copy one anothers ideas (Vanderhill, 2013: 28-29; Bunce and Wolchik,
2006: 297). If one state is economically dependent on another it is more susceptible to the
wishes of that state (Vanderhill, 2013: 29). This has relevance in explaining Russia’s

relationship with Belarus and Ukraine (and to a lesser extent Kazakhstan).

SOFT POWER

Soft power incorporates an array of concepts for a state to show its cultural values to
the world. Unlike hard power, soft power does not rely on the use of military force to
achieve its purposes (Nye, 2006: 26). Soft power is the ability to make someone do what is
wanted without them realising they are doing it (Zahran and Ramos, 2010: 13; Lock, 2010:
33). America for instance, uses culture for seduction purposes by endorsing the promotion
of democracy, individual opportunities and human rights (Nye, 2006: 26). It assesses the
culture of a state and how attractive it is to others. Others will view those values as
beneficial and applicable to how they wish to live and thus view the state’s policies as
inclusive “and legitimate” (Nye, 2010: 4). Soft power incorporates public diplomacy,
broadcasting, exchange programmes, development assistance, disaster relief, the economy
and military to military assistance (Nye, 2010: 7). It relies on civil society to promote values.

Governments do not control transnational organisations, like, (using the example of
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America), Hollywood, CNN or Harvard. Yet, these institutions promote cultural values that
endorse American principles in the eyes of others (Nye, 2010: 7; Zahran and Ramos, 2010:
13). However, the state is not a person, so how is it possible for a state to be influenced
through soft power (Laybe, 2010: 53)? States may follow international doctrines to promote
their own legitimacy, but does this constitute shared mutual values, or a need to appear to
accept international norms (Laybe, 2010: 54)? Can Russia (for example), use soft power in
the region? It has become important in Russian foreign policy. Increasingly, Russia tries to
influence its neighbours through the promotion of cultural values (Tsygankov, 2006: 1079).
Since Russia used hard power in the Russo-Georgia war (2008), the Kremlin noticed that its
neighbours espoused a marked coolness towards it (Wieclawski, 2011: 12). Russia perceived
that soft power with the promotion of cultural values was the best means to assert itself
(Tsygankov, 2006: 1080).* Many states contemplate the advancement of interests through

soft power, such as China (Suzuki, 2010: 200).

THE THEORY OF AUTHORITARIAN LEARNING

If democratic ideas can spread and people can learn tactics to overcome
authoritarian regimes, then why cannot authoritarian regimes reciprocate and learn how to
overcome democratic protests? Diffusion allows authoritarian regimes to view what is
occurring in other states, through policy ideas, the building of institutions for authoritarian
consolidation and learning from demonstration effects. Correspondingly, authoritarian

regimes are just as susceptible to learning and ideas as their democratic antagonists

* As referred to earlier this study was written before events in Ukraine occurred. However, | feel that the
Kremlin still believes in the use of soft power and its value to the promotion of Russian cultural values.
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(Vanderhill, 2013: 14-15; Ambrosio, 2010: 378). The linkage and leverage that authoritarian
states have with one another is also significant in comprehending authoritarian learning. As
| argued in chapter one, | believe that authoritarian learning is elite driven. It relies on
dialogue between different elites in various authoritarian regimes. These elites talk about
the best tactics and methods to overcome protest, opposition and alternative media
through creating legislation, curbing independent sources of power and creating institutions
to maintain power. Authoritarian learning is based on elite dialogue and taking examples

from other states for use or re-shaping domestically.

Learning is a challenging concept to measure. It is open to interpretation (Zito and
Schout, 2009: 1104). At times it is difficult to differentiate between competition, imitation
and coercion, which may seem to be learning (Shipan and Volden, 2008: 840). However, |
contend that one can, through the study of linkage and leverage and analysis of state
discourse, at least infer that learning exists. It is difficult to prove learning conclusively. But if
states use similar institutions, comparable discourse and pass parallel legislation, it is
unlikely this is done from the ether. One can then make strong deductions that learning
occurs. There are different concepts in the learning literature. Policy transfer analyses how
regimes transfer existing policy or institutions between them (Stone, 2001: 1; Stone, 2004:
546, 548). Policy-makers are in constant dialogue, so it is understandable that groups share
ideas and learning on policy implementation and applicable institutions (Dolowitz and
Marsh, 2000: 6). Policy transfer explains external influences on domestic policies and
institutions (James and Lodge, 2003: 182). Political learning is an important concept,
allowing states to follow ideas, rather than copy or modify existing policy or legislation

(Gilardi, 2010b: 651). By analysing relationships between states, one can understand the
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importance of learning and account for why states share similar policies and institutions

(Volden and Ting, 2006: 2).

Authoritarian learning has become increasingly pertinent in the FSU since the ‘colour
revolutions’. These events led to the collapse of regimes in Georgia and Ukraine, which
directly affected how the FSU regimes dealt with protests and potential democratic
encroachments in the region. As will be shown, Russia saw the ‘colour revolutions’ as a
western inspired means to destabilise and end authoritarian regimes. The Kremlin learnt
from the ‘colour revolutions’ that activists and ideas permeated states (Ambrosio, 2007:
232-233). Other FSU regimes have been successful in stopping ‘colour revolutions’.
Lukashenka overcame protests in 2006 and 2010 and has continued to manipulate
elections. In Central Asia, only Kyrgyzstan became moderately democratic, although since
the ‘Tulip revolution’ it has slid backwards, becoming increasingly authoritarian (Beissinger,
2006). Authoritarian regimes are in dialogue on the best tactics to use to maintain power
(Ambrosio, 2009: 3). These regimes saw the importance of civil society in the ‘colour
revolutions’ and implemented “attacks on independent civil society and...opposition, limits
on electoral competition” and made “efforts to...delegitimize colour revolution ideas...as
subversive and alien” (Finkel and Brudny, 2012a: 2). Russia used ‘colour revolution’ tactics
for authoritarian purposes, restricting civil society and the media, whilst changing electoral
practices and limiting opportunities for independent election monitoring (Finkel and Brudny,
2012b: 15-16). Russia provides regimes with “political, diplomatic and practical support”
(Burnell, 2006). FSU regimes have learnt what Ambrosio terms (2010b: 137-138)

“authoritarian resistance” to potential democratic encroachment.
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AUTHORITARIAN LINKAGE AND LEVERAGE IN THE FSU

To comprehend the main research question ‘how do authoritarian regimes learn to
consolidate and if so, do they learn from other examples in their region’ and the two sub-
research questions ‘why, when and to what extent do regimes learn from one another?’ and
‘does the regional hegemon instigate learning techniques, or is the process multi-linear?’ |
will assess the importance of linkage and leverage in the FSU. The linkage and leverage that
states have with one another helps explain associations, making learning likely to occur. |
will investigate Russia’s linkage and leverage with other FSU states. This will emphasise
regional authoritarian growth, its consolidation and the sharing of tactics. | contend as
Vanderhil (2014: 6) does that China may have linkage and leverage with other states, but it’s
not concerned with authoritarian promotion in the same way Russia is. The Russian example
will show how authoritarian regimes learn from one another and will emphasise why, when
and to what extent regimes learn from one another, whilst highlighting if regional

hegemons impose techniques on others.

RUSSIA’S FOREIGN POLICY

The ideology behind Russian Foreign Policy

Russia’s foreign policy promotes ideas of stability, protecting other states
against Western ‘colonisers’ and creating a ““democratic’ political order that” eliminates
“independent opposition parties from competition for public office” (Horvarth, 2013: 6-
7). The Kremlin uses political technology to control elections and gives affiliated states

access to political technologies and technologists. As Wilson (2005: 86) contends, “the
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job of the technologist is one of direction, shaping and even creating governing parties

III

and politicians, trying to do the same for the opposition, as well”. Political technology
serves to counter instability. It is integral to Russia’s counter revolution programme
(Horvarth, 2013: 87), which has been diffused to other FSU states. Sovereign democracy,
whilst no longer existing as a concept underpins Russia’s foreign policy initiatives and
has been followed in other FSU states. Belarus adheres solely to sovereign democratic
values. Azerbaijan has adapted it to ‘responsible democracy’. Armenia has modelled its
political system on the Putin-Medvedev tandem (Gvosdev, 2011) with Robert Kocharian
passing the mantle to Serzh Sargsyan. Georgia and Ukraine developed tactics from
Russia, curbing media freedoms, human rights whilst using administrative resources to
close courts and build “artificial party projects” (Popescu and Wilson, 2009: 35-36).

Russia’s values are used by other FSU states in their political systems to maintain power.

This further highlights the trend towards authoritarianism in the FSU.

Russian Foreign Policy in Understanding Authoritarian Learning

Under Yeltsin, Russian foreign policy was divided between different elite factions
who competed for prominence, but, with the emergence of a more solidified authoritarian
regime, Russia’s foreign policy has consolidated (Dawisha, 2011: 331-332). The Russian
regime promotes “a strong, unified, centralized, and respected Russian state as the best
guarantor against disintegration and dismemberment” (Dawisha, 2011: 346). Putin,
according to Piontkovsky (2009: 52-53) “has only distaste for Western-style democracy”.
External threats to the regime need to be met “by all means”. The regime promotes the

West as a threat to legitimise itself. Although the ‘Primakov Doctrine’ originated in the
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Yeltsin era, it has remained the guiding principle of Russian foreign policy. This dogma
affirms Russian pre-eminence in the FSU, attesting that Russia will defend its interests there
(Ambrosio, 2005: 4-5). Russia has fallen back on Czarist and Soviet rationales as a beacon to
others (Ambrosio, 2005: 22-23). Although the growth of FSU authoritarianism is largely due
to domestic factors, Russia’s authoritarian ‘model’ serves to consolidate and reinforce
authoritarianism in other FSU states (Cameron and Ornstein, 2011b: 20). The linkage
between Russia and other FSU states remains high. Twenty years after the collapse of the
Soviet Union, its history marks the region, Russian remains the regional language and the
FSU economies remain inter-linked (Cameron and Ornstein, 2011b: 24-25). If Russia has an

authoritarian model, linkage and leverage will be even closer.

Russia has tried to promote its role of serving as a ‘model’ for other states.
With the weakening of America, other states are competing for prominence (Park,
2012). Russia hopes its ‘model’ will be considered another option from integration with
the West, or an alliance with China. It has “the clout...economic might and...centre of
attraction for adjacent republics and quite a few other countries” (Nixey, 2012: 2).
Liberal democracy remains the dominant world mantra, but with China’s rise,
democracy is being reinterpreted (Park, 2012). Russia envisages a role for itself as a key
player, with a model for other states. However, can Russia do this? Does it have the
ability? Russia’s aptitude to serve as a model should be tested. To understand how
Russia exerts influence in the FSU, it is important to comprehend its ideology and
political model. The concept of sovereign democracy was devised by Vladislav Surkov.
According to Hudson (2009: 193) it “outlines a mission to secure Russia’s

sovereignty...the discourse takes a proactive tone...its logic rests upon a reaction to
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perceived internal and external threats”. Whilst the term sovereign democracy is no
longer advocated, the values behind it permeate Russian thinking in domestic and
foreign policy circles (Hudson, 2009: 193). Promotion of former sovereign democractic
ideas allows other authoritarian regimes to justify their political systems. Russia’s
foreign policy under Medvedev became smarter, incorporating soft power (Mironov,
2013). It is a concept that remains an aspect of Russian foreign policy under Putin and so

needs to be investigated.

RUSSIAN SOFT POWER IN THE FSU

Soft power is the promotion of cultural values. As | am assessing authoritarian
learning, it is pertinent to analyse soft power and how states promote authoritarianism. | do
not include Chinese soft power or its linkage and leverage with other states here. | make the
inference that China does not promote authoritarianism. Its soft power and linkage and
leverage are benign. Whilst future studies will assess China’s authoritarian promotion and
its influence on others, | feel it is more pertinent to investigate the Russian regimes
promotion of authoritarianism. The Russian regime engages in authoritarian promotion,
looking to bolster other authoritarian regimes, whilst subverting democratic norms
(Vanderhill, 2014: 6). An analysis of Russia’s soft power and linkage and leverage will
provide answers to the main research question ‘how do authoritarian regimes learn to
consolidate and if so, do they learn from other examples in their region’ and the two sub-
research questions ‘why, when and to what extent do regimes learn from one another?’ and

‘does the regional hegemon instigate learning techniques, or is the process multi-linear?’
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The Kremlin had ignored soft power, but now urges “greater efforts by
Russian media and business to consolidate and promulgate the country’s position in
global affairs” (Monaghan, 2013: 6). The regime believes it has created a model
promoting its cultural values and norms that other states will follow (Blank, 2012: 4;
Makarychev, 2012). Its international English language news television channel (Russia
Today) has become highly popular abroad (Kondrat’ev, 2013: 4). It has promoted new
institutions and groupings, such as the BRICs and the Eurasian Union (EaU). The Kremlin
wants to exert influence through culture, language, media, the economy and Diaspora’s,
opening other states to its influence and protecting Russia from Western
encroachments (Monaghan, 2013: 6). Since its mishandling of support for Yanukovych
during the 2004 ‘Orange revolution’ in Ukraine, Moscow uses different tactics to
maintain leverage in the FSU. It promotes civil society, culture, language, post-Soviet
nostalgia and the Orthodox Church. A direct influence of the ‘Orange revolution’ has

”n

been promotion of “it’s” NGOs, using “it’s” web technologies, and exporting its own
brand of political and economic influence” (Popescu and Wilson, 2009: 29). Putin
classified the ‘Orange revolution’ as a dark period, warning that “if we embark on the

path of permanent revolution...we will submerge the entire post-Soviet space in a series

of endless conflicts, which will lead to...serious consequences” (Horvarth, 2013: 43).

Moscow offers an authoritarian political system as a model it hopes others will
emulate (Rukavishnikov, 2010: 76-77). It has the financial resources and political
acumen to branch out of the FSU into world politics promoting its model (Monaghan,
2008: 726; 2013: 6; Makarychev, 2008b: 4). In recent years, it has chaired the following

organisations: the Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation (APEC), Organisation of the Black
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Sea Economic Co-operation (BSEC), Council of the Baltic Sea States (CBSS) and the
Barents Euro-Arctic Council. These coupled with the G8, G20 and its promotion of
Kazakhstan to the Organisation of Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE)
chairmanship, have emphasised Russia’s increasing international role (Makarychev,
2013: 1-3). Soft power is a foreign policy concept the Kremlin has adopted to improve its

image abroad.

RUSSIAN LINKAGE AND LEVERAGE IN THE FSU

In order to assess Russia’s linkage and leverage in the FSU and its promotion
of authoritarianism and whether the regional hegemon instigates learning techniques, |
will analyse a number of examples of potential authoritarian promotion in the region. |
will investigate regional institutions arguing that these serve as potential vehicles for
authoritarian promotion and for learning tactics, institution building and appropriate
legislation for authoritarian consolidation. From this | will analyse the relationship
between Russia and the other case studies (Belarus, Kazakhstan and Ukraine) to assess

whether it is Russia that instigates learning techniques or learns from others.

FSU Regional Organisations: The Eurasian Union (EaU), the Eurasian Economic

Community (EurAsEC) and the Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS)

I include these regional institutions because they allow FSU states to engage in
dialogue and learning. There is a lack of literature on these institutions authoritarian
tendencies, but | contend that they allow Russia to promote its model to other states

and thus promote authoritarianism. An analysis of these institutions fits within the main
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research question ‘how do authoritarian regimes learn to consolidate and if so, do they
learn from other examples in their region’. Understanding these institutions provides
analysis of how FSU states deal with issues together. If the majority of FSU states have
authoritarian tendencies this espousal of authoritarian discourse will influence other

states in the region and promote authoritarianism.

The EaU is the most important institution because of its integration potential.
It has latent possibilities to invigorate the FSU economies (Emerson, 2012: 2). Although
its does not formally exist until 1°' January 2015 its current members are Belarus,
Kazakhstan and Russia. Armenia has signed the ascension treaty and Kyrgyzstan is likely
to join. Tajikistan and Uzbekistan have requested observer status (Hoffman, 2012: 4).
The discourse emphasises democracy, freedom and human rights. This attempts to
make the EaU attractive to European focused states, like Ukraine and Georgia.
Lukashenka and Nazarbayev have spoken of the need for economic integration, because
the FSU states share a common heritage (Hoffmann, 2012: 2). The existing Common
Economic Space (CES), which is the precursor to the EaU, includes Armenia, Belarus,
Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Moldova, Russia, Tajikistan and Uzbekistan (Chufrin, 2012: 7).
Moscow has linkage and leverage over the economies of the other FSU states. Even
though the Soviet Union ended over twenty years ago, the FSU state’s economies are
still centred towards Moscow and, (mostly), reliant on it for oil and gas (Laurelle and

Peyrouse, 2012: 9-10).

Russia has developed the EurAsEc and the EaU to rival the EU in integrating

FSU states, to provide a large market for Russian goods. Another creation, (the Eurasian
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Development Bank), allows Russia to give friendly states loans (Aris, 2010: 3). The
Kremlin hopes to bring other FSU states into its regional concept (Wisniewska et al,
2010: 3). The establishment of EurAseC means, according to Dragneva and Wolczuk

nm

(2012: 2) that the EU is no longer “the ‘only game in town’”. Moscow perceives EurAseC
“as a vehicle for reintegrating the FSU, including...countries that fall within the sphere of
the EU’s eastern neighbourhood”. The Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS)
exists for FSU states to engage in areas like: “foreign policy, the creation of a ‘common
economic space’, transport and communication systems, environmental protection,
migration policy and the suppression of organised crime” (Sakwa and Weber, 2009:
381). The CIS allows authoritarian states to fend off democratic protest and promote
authoritarian principles (Kubicek, 2009: 240). Although | can only make suppositions
here on the main research question ‘how do authoritarian regimes learn to consolidate

and if so, do they learn from other examples in their region’ these institutions allow

dialogue between regimes. It is plausible that they provide opportunities for learning.

Russia and Kazakhstan

Russia has worked with these regimes to stop any possible ‘colour revolution’
from occurring in the region. As Russia’s relationship with Kazakhstan is the most
prominent affiliation in Central Asia (Laruelle, 2009: 5) | will analyse this relationship.
Being a case study it is important to analyse how Russia uses linkage and leverage with
Kazakhstan. Russia uses the carrot more than the stick in its relationship with
Kazakhstan. It fears Kazakhstan could find other allies, thus reducing Russia’s appeal. So

the Kremlin has embarked on heavy promotion of its culture and model in Kazakhstan
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(Brill Olcott, 2007: 14). Both states have similar economic and political views. On the one
hand Putin’s concentration of power is viewed by Astana as something to emulate and
protect the regime from ‘colour revolutions’. On the other Kazakhstan has provided the
Kremlin with ways to ‘improve’ the Russian political system. Most notably the Kazakh
party of power (Nur Otan) is a direct influence on United Russia (Brill Olcott, 2007: 16).
From this, one can infer that both states learn and are testing grounds for the

consolidation of authoritarianism.

The ‘colour revolutions’ affected Kazakhstan in many ways. The regime
perceived economic modernisation and wealth creation as insufficient to maintain
stability, support and legitimacy. In order to preserve power and remain united, Astana
limited any opposition. Nazarbayeyv, like Putin, has created a ‘power vertical’ (Schatz and
Maltseva, 2012: 49, 51-52). Opposition candidates have been co-opted into prominent,
but “strategically unimportant positions” (Schatz and Maltseva, 2012: 57).
Acknowledging that the ‘colour revolutions’ used youth groups extensively, the Kazakh
regime has made entering university more accessible to young people and offered them
free tuition making them beholden to the regime. If they protest the regime can
withdraw funding (Ostrowski, 2009: 351, 355). The ‘colour revolutions’ unified the

regime, making it difficult for opposition to operate effectively (Ostrowski, 2009: 362).

Astana sees threats in every eventuality and saw the Zhanozen (Western
Kazakhstan) protests as dangerous. Striking oil workers were violently dispersed in
events reminiscient of how the Uzbek regime dealt with demonstrators in Andijan.

Kazakh police opened fire indiscriminately, killing sixteen and injuring sixty four. Many
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striking workers were tortured and their lawyers arrested (Salmon, 2012: 73; Salmon,
2011: 507; Shishkin, 2012: 9). The authorities used the crisis to emasculate civil society,
by further controlling the media. This provided Astana with the opportunity to round-up
opposition activists (Sindelar and Toiken, 2012: 2). The Zhanaozen riots were seen by
Astana as the start of a revolution. Whilst, there is no direct connotation that
Kazakhstan followed Russia’s counter revolution, there are certain similarities: arresting
opposition activists, controlling media and claims of western influence for the
demonstrators. As the authorities used violence in Zhanaozen there are correlations

between this, the Andijan incident and the 2008 Armenian protests (Nurmakov, 2011).

Russia and Ukraine®

The Kremlin views Ukraine as an integral part of its sphere of influence
determined to keep it within its geopolitical sphere (Vanderhill, 2013: 56). Putin is
alleged to have told President Bush that he did not consider Ukraine a state (Bohm,
2013). Until 2011 Russia believed that Ukrainian membership of the EU was impossible.
However, with the possible signing of an association agreement between Ukraine and
the EU, Russia tried to draw Ukraine closer to it. The Kremlin offered Kiev better trade
conditions should it join the CU, promising reductions in oil and gas costs. It also used
the mantra that Ukraine would become a vassal of Brussels if it joined the EU

(Kononczuk and Matuszak, 2011).

> As remarked on earlier, this thesis was written before the 2012 demonstrations precipitated the demise of
the Yanukovych regime and led to the current impasse in south-eastern Ukraine. However, | would contend
that in the short-term, if not the medium and long terms too, the new government of Petro Poroshenko will be
in dialogue with Moscow. This could weaken Ukraine’s institutions and force a reversion to a weak
authoritarian regime.
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The energy question underpins the relationship between Moscow and Kiev
(Matuszak, 2010a: 1). Ukraine is reliant on Russian oil and gas and cannot afford to
import oil and gas at market rates. Kiev negotiates from a position of weakness, allowing
the Kremlin privileges, like the renewal of the Russian Black Sea fleet (Matuszak, 2010a:
1-2). As the Ukrainian government has not reformed the economy, loans from the
International Monetary Fund (IMF) have dried-up. Consequently Kiev has asked Moscow
for help. The Ukrainian oil company Naftohaz solicited Gazprombank (a subsidiary of
Gazprom) for a loan to pay Gazprom (Matuszak, 2012). Ukraine pays an inflated price
(5252 per 1,000 cubic metres compared to Belarus’s price of $194) (Matuszak, 2010a: 3-
4). Yanukovych has spoken about Ukraine joining the CES, if and when Russia joins the
WTO. With Russia’s ascension to the WTO, Yanukovych’s bluff has been called. Russia is
the main destination for the majority of Ukrainian trade, so it is a matter of time before
Ukraine joins the CES. The Russian and Ukrainian economic relationship is large,

although Ukraine is fearful of too much Russian reliance (Matuszak, 2010b: 7).

During the ‘Orange’ coalition, Russia portrayed Ukraine as unstable. The
Kremlin contrasted this to its political system of stability and predictability (Kramer,
2010: 2). Yanukovych with his electoral victory in 2010 began capturing the state,
treating “electoral victory as a licence to appropriate and distribute state assets for the
private benefit of its leadership and supporters”. In prolonging the Black Sea fleet’s
tenure in Crimea, Yanukovych got concessions for allies (Emerson, 2010: 1-2). Party of
Regions and United Russia have collaborated since 2005 (Hartel, 2010: 3). Kiev has
limited independent media by not renewing media licenses if newspapers and television

channels do not portray the government in a positive light (Iwanski, 2012: 1; Haran,
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2010: 3). The National Commission for Freedom of Speech, Media Development, the
National Commission for Strengthening Democracy and the Rule of Law, and the
Department of Human Rights have all been dissolved (Haran, 2010: 3). Intimidation of
opposition politicians and media has indicated that Ukraine’s political system has not
overcome the mantra of “managed democracy” (Moshes, 2010: 3). The 2012 Ukrainian
parliamentary elections saw changes to the electoral code. Legislation introduced a
mixed member electoral system (similar to Russia), banning political blocs and raising
the electoral threshold from 3% to 5%. All this is similar to what exists in Russia. Kiev
also uses facade parties to fragment opposition votes (similar again to Russia).
Yanukovych often circumvents parliament, passing laws by presidential fiat. In 2013 at
an EU-Ukraine summit, the EU set out conditions for Ukraine to meet, such as “judicial
reform and resolution...of political prisoners; reform of the electoral system...real
implementation of reforms...for approximating EU rules”. However, Yanukovych has
ignored these appraisals (Haran, 2013: 1, 4). Russia waits with the CU, should Kiev break
with the EU (Kudelia, 2013: 1). In 2013 Ukraine signed a memorandum with the Eurasian
economic commission, perceived by some as a step to membership (Haran, 2013: 3).
Yanukovych’s government often passes legislation “behind closed doors and without

discussion” and lacking a quorum (Haran, 2013: 5).

As Yanukovych holds a majority in parliament it is plausible he will create, like
Putin, a power vertical and construct a hegemonic party using Party of Regions as a base
to control parliament, whilst buttressing his rule with administrative-bureaucratic
resources (Fisun, 2010: 4-5). With the CU exhibiting “impressive growth” this may be

the only valid alternative for Ukraine (Moshes, 2013: 3). Yanukovych’s growing
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authoritarianism and negation of liberal reforms needed for the EU, makes it unlikely
Ukraine will join the EU soon (Moshes, 2013: 5). Kremlin political aide, Sergei Glazyev,
contends that if Ukraine joins the EaU, it would have lower gas prices, no export duties
and the elimination of other trade barriers. This will save Ukraine about $11 billion,

whereas the EU will bring only cost (Visloguzov, 2013: 2).

Russia and Belarus

There are many aspects to Russia’s relationship with Belarus. The Kremlin
hopes that states with EU pretensions (Georgia, Moldova and Ukraine) will see the
benefits of integration with Russia, rather than cling to their EU dream. It uses its
relationship with Belarus and regional organisations, like the EaU, as an alternative to
the EU. Moscow promotes the Belarusian economy making its regional integration plans
attractive for other states (Wierzbowska-Miaga, 2013: 5). Belarus is strategically
important to Russia, as it is close to Kaliningrad and allows Russian forces to dominate

the Baltic States and Eastern Europe if necessary (Rinna, 2013).

Both regimes are allied politically, economically and militarily. Russia has an
interest in maintaining Belarusian economic stability. Belarus is a ‘pipeline’ for Russian
oil and gas, accounting for 25% of all Russian gas exports and 21% of Russian oil exports
in 2012. 2.8 billion kilowatt/hours of Russian electricity passed through Belarus in 2012.
30% of Russia’s trade goes through Belarus (Wierzbowska-Miaga, 2013: 10-12). Russian
companies have exclusive rights “for the supply of natural gas to Belarus”. They
dominate “the transit and distribution of gas” (Wierzbowska-Miaga, 2013: 16). Russia

accounts for 35% of all Belarusian exports. It keeps Belarusian enterprises operational,
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providing them with favourable trading terms. If Minsk were to frustrate the Kremlin,
Moscow could raise oil and gas prices forcing policy change in Minsk (Wierzbowska-
Miaga, 2013: 22-23). Russian companies’ control 25% of Belarus’s banking sector. It is
the main provider of foreign currency loans for Belarusian companies. Lukashenka has
spoken of integrating the Belarusian economy further with Russia, allegedly benefiting

Belarusian society (Ambrosio, 2006).

Politically Minsk and Moscow have joint interests, most notably the Russian-
Belarusian Union State. If the Union State is successful it may lead to further integration
with other FSU states (Wierzbowska-Miaga, 2013: 10). The Kremlin uses political
lobbyists to promote Russian companies and investment. It has created pro-Russian
political parties and opposition candidates, allowing it to exert pressure on Lukashenka,
whilst ensuring Russia’s interests should Lukashenka unexpectedly lose power
(Wierzbowska-Miaga, 2013: 26-27). Moscow has also placed pro-Russian forces in the
presidential administration, military and security services (Bugajski, 2004: 102) and has
protected Minsk from external pressures to democratise. The Belarusian regime, having
overcome democratic protests in 2006 and 2010 emphasises for the Kremlin that the
‘colour revolutions’ are over (Ambrosio, 2006; Tarkowski et al, 2011: 7; Padhol and
Marples, 2011: 3). After the 2010 demonstrations Minsk restricted internet access and
blogging websites, searching independent media outlets and suppressing the Union of
Poles, seeing it as a Polish ‘fifth column’ (Gaidelyte, 2010: 73). The Russian-Belarusian
Union State insulates Minsk “from...democratic trends in Europe”. The Union State
“allows the Belarusian regime to resist specific pressures from the West by supporting

regime survival (conditionality); and provides it with an alternative to EU membership
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(integration)” (Ambrosio, 2006). Moscow views Belarus, along with Ukraine, as a
historical part of old Russia (Ambrosio, 2006). It protects “Belarusian authoritarianism”,
through trade, military security and cultural identity (Ambrosio, 2006). Regular meetings
between leaders confer recognition on Minsk. The Kremlin organises election
monitoring for Belarusian elections, halting Western claims that Belarusian elections are
undemocratic. Moscow defends Minsk from Western sanctions (Moshes, 2011: 3) and
fears that if Lukashenka fell Belarus would become pro-European, distancing itself from
Moscow (Ambrosio, 2009: 114). The failure of the ‘colour revolution’ inspired ‘Denim
revolution’ in Belarus, allowed Minsk to learn and teach Russia ways to overcome a

‘colour revolution’ (Wilson, 2011: 211).

Culturally, Russia exerts huge influence. 90% of Belarusians use Russian as
their first language. Since 1995, Russian has been a co-official language with Belarusian
(Ambrosio, 2006). Most Belarusians identify “with the Russian cultural area”. Russian
media dominates Belarus as Channel One, Rossiya and NTV, are the three most popular
channels, shaping Belarusian’s world view, towards the Kremlin (Wierzbowska-Miaga,
2013: 28). Minsk believes that with Russia it “belongs to a separate civilisation that is
Slavic and Orthodox. Eastern values...are fundamentally different than...the West”
(Ambosio, 2006). Western concepts of democracy and human rights are alien to Belarus.
Lukashenka speaks of the immorality of Western culture and himself as a preserver of a
Slavic-Eastern heritage. The former Orthodox Patriarch (Aleksii the Second) “honoured
Lukashenka with the first ever “Christian Orthodox Unity” award” (Ambrosio, 2006). The
Russian Orthodox Church promotes Russia’s foreign policy. The current Patriarch (Kirill)

has stated that “faith, morality, sacred places, and homeland” are as important as
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human rights (Satter, 2012). Kirill argues that Russians, Ukrainians and Belarusians hold
spiritual unity, with affinity to ‘holy-Rus' (Cwiek-Karpowicz, 2010: 336-337). Kirill views
himself as Patriarch not only of Russia, but also of Ukraine and Belarus. He is the “good
shepherd” integrating the Russkiy Mir (Russian world) (Curanovic, 2012: 21-22). Moscow
has leverage over Belarus economically and strategically. Politically it supports the

regime, even learning from it to build authoritarianism.

MINSK’S PREVENTATIVE COUNTER REVOLUTION. TEACHING MOSCOW?

To answer the sub-research question ‘does the regional hegemon instigate
learning techniques, or is the process multi-linear’ | will assess how Minsk reacted to
possible ‘colour revolutions’. How it dealt with protests and whether tactics, legislation
and institutions used have given impetus for the Kremlin to copy techniques. From this |
can infer both that learning occurs and that it is not the regional hegemon that diffuses
authoritarian learning techniques to others. Russia also learns from others. During the
2006 ‘Denim revolution’ Belarusian students created a youth organisation Zubr. Taking
ideas from previous ‘colour revolutions’, they proclaimed the ‘Denim revolution’ in line
with the other ‘colour revolutions’ (‘Bulldozer’, ‘Orange’, ‘Rose’ and ‘Tulip’). Belarusians
took to the streets in an “extraordinary mobilisation” (Ambrosio, 2009: 21). But,
opposition parties were disunited and poorly coordinated. In contrast, the pro-
government organisation Belaya Rus was united. Competing opposition groups
espoused different ideologies, emphasising division, lack of leadership and basic
organisational skills (Korosteleva, 2009: 328). The pro-regime Belarusian Republican

Youth Union (BRYU) exerted pressure on the opposition mobilising “school-leavers and
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university students using...mechanisms of sticks and carrots” (Korosteleva, 2009: 329).
Although the Belarusian opposition was divided, for a short period it seemed a ‘colour

revolution’ could topple the regime (Korosteleva, 2009: 329).

The ‘Denim revolution’ scared and fascinated the Kremlin. Once assured that
the Belarusian regime would survive Russian authorities learned how Minsk overcame
the protests (Ambrosio, 2009: 68). The demonstrations failure highlighted that youth
organisations have large porous memberships, allowing for state infiltration. The
Belarusian effectively rendered many regional Zubr branches “ineffective” (Wilson,
2011: 221). After 2006, Lukashenka set-up NGOs “the facade of a genuine indigenous
civil society, but one that...provided further evidence of a managed pluralism in Belarus”
(Frear, 2011: 183). The Belarusian Republican Youth Union (BRYU) performed tasks
similar to its Russian equivalent (Nashi) (Astapenia, 2012). The media issued regime
propaganda, portraying it in a positive light, whilst using kompromat (compromising
material) against the opposition (Frear, 2011: 187). The Belarusian regime uses (like
Russia), fake candidates to disperse and confuse opposition voters (Wilson, 2011: 211-
212). In the aftermath of the attempted Belarusian ‘colour revolution’, Russian
authorities found five areas they could use to overturn possible future ‘revolutions’:
political repression, obstruction of independent media, weakening of the opposition,

limiting opposition publications and maintaining regime support (Markus, 2010: 118).

The Belarusian regime, like the Kremlin learnt from the ‘Orange revolution’. It used
the security services to forcibly end demonstrations. Minsk limited the chances for NGOs to

register, restricted the ability for international NGOs to operate and closed independent
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polling organisations (Silitski, 2010a: 289-290). Lukashenka has routinely changed the
constitution and political system to maintain power. If opposition leaders become too
significant they are jailed or exiled (Silitski, 2005a). Although the notion of pre-empting
democratic infringements started in Russia it was developed and honed by Minsk.
Lukashenka refined manipulation and repression to an art form (Silitski, 2010b: 2). He
curbed internet and media access, whilst strengthening his position. It is true that the
Kremlin acts as a “black knight” providing Minsk with economic resources, but Minsk

provides Moscow with examples of authoritarian consolidation (Potocki, 2011: 51-53).

Minsk has tried continually to bring the media under control. After a 1996
referendum Lukashenka gained powers to control the judiciary and legislature, whilst
making presidential decrees law. This has centred all political institutions on the presidency.
Lukashenka saw the defeat of Milosevic (in Serbia) as a lesson that elections should not be
competitive. The regime should get the electoral result out quickly to neuter opposition
mobilisation. The ‘Orange revolution’ was seen as threatening and security forces were
trained to “resist the export of democracy” (Silitski, 2006a). During the ‘Orange revolution’
KGB operatives were in Kiev taking notes on stopping a ‘revolution’ and gathering
information on potential democracy exporters. The KGB devised new tactics to stop
demonstrations. The media “shared countless reports, documentaries, propaganda
broadcasts, and newspaper articles” explaining to the populace the official discourse on the
revolutions (Silitski, 2006a). Belarus and Russia have created an “authoritarian
international” to pre-empt democracy by reinforcing authoritarianism. Putin has taken ideas
and concepts from Belarus to consolidate authoritarianism in Russia (Silitski, 2006a). The

failed Belarusian ‘colour revolution’ gave Russia ideas to overturn democratic movements.
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The inability of the opposition to challenge Lukashenka has led to regime
consolidation. All deputies to the Belarusian parliament are “elected through first past
the post, single mandate constituencies, loyally supporting the Belarusian authorities”. A
liberal party is allowed “to provide the semblance of competition”. Often ‘opposition’
candidates are withdrawn at the last moment, allowing regime candidates to contest
unopposed, which confuses voters. The Belarusian parliament is a rubber-stamp
institution “which almost never initiates...legislation” (Tucker and Frear, 2012). As
Tucker and Frear (2012) claim “elections provide a veneer of electoral legitimacy...and
demonstrate that the opposition has been comprehensively beaten. Electing deputies to

represent the collective will of voters is not a priority”.

RUSSIA’S PREVENTATIVE COUNTER REVOLUTION

Whilst the Kremlin only began substantial counter measures to curb
democratic infringements in the FSU after the collapse of the Kuchma regime in the
‘Orange revolution’ there were precursors towards preventative counter revolution
before winter 2004. For example after the Serbian ‘Bulldozer revolution’, the Belarusian
regime had started to analyse events that caused the Milosevic regime’s collapse
(Silitski, 2005a; 2006a). The ‘Rose revolution’ which precipitated Shevernadze’s downfall
in Georgia precipitated other FSU regimes ascertaining how to overcome potential
‘revolutions’. These tactics reached their apogee in Russia. The Kremlin set aside
resources to undermine protests, the opposition, the independent media and civil

society to curb possibile ‘colour revolutions’ occurring in Russia.
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The Kremlin set about creating policies to reduce potential opposition and
demoralised it through propaganda. It views democratic regimes in the FSU as
detrimental to its interests and willingly undermines them (Vanderhill, 2013: 4). The
regime creates an uneven playing field by removing opposition “physically from the
scene” through “jail, exile, or even murder” (Silitski, 2009a: 42-46). Russian media does
not mention electoral fraud and follows regime discourse (as will be seen) that elections
are free and fair (Wilson, 2010: 147-148). The Kremlin controls the “commanding
heights” of the media industry, knowing that most Russians get news from television, so
making it easier for the regime to control news (Gehlbach, 2010: 78). Moscow nominally
follows the constitution, but in practice undermines its tenants, creating democratic
institutions on paper, but creating opposing structures “that transcend the rules and
constraints of the constitutional state” (Sakwa, 2014: 62). This aids regime
consolidation, allowing it to deal with opposition protests without adhering to

constitutional niceties (Bacon, 2012: 106; Shevtsova, 2009: 62).

Whilst the Kremlin (and Minsk) instigated a preventative counter revolution
before the ‘Orange revolution’ its intricacies and development reached a pinnacle at this
event. In the winter of 2004-2005, Yanukovych was defeated in the Ukrainian
presidential election after outgoing President Leonid Kuchma tried to manipulate the
vote in favour of Yanukovych. However, dissatisfaction at voter manipulation led to
mass protests resulting in the ‘Orange revolution’ (Wilson, 2005: 1-6). Yanukovych’s
defeat caused embarrassment for the Kremlin, which had backed him. The Kremlin
believed that a ‘colour revolution’ could occur in Moscow. The ‘Orange revolution’

directly influenced Kremlin policy to counteract instability (Petrov, 2010: 1-2). Moscow’s
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rationale for counter revolution against the “Orange plague”, started with the argument
that there is “a revolutionary situation in Russia, not a political, but a social revolution
(Maksimov et al, 2005). The Kremlin saw that NGOs played a prominent role in coalition
building and organising opposition factions and youth groups. It had to counteract them.
Some NGOs were likened to “communists, American agents and nationalists” and Al-
Qaeda (Horvarth, 2013: 123). Protagonists of counter revolution argued that the Kremlin
should “create their own NGO network and provide them with ideological, personnel,
financial, and...political technological support” (Petrov, 2010: 2). The failure of ‘colour
revolutions’ in Belarus, Azerbaijan and Armenia accentuated ways demonstrators could
be beaten. The instability from the ‘Tulip’ and ‘Orange revolutions’ in Kyrgyzstan and

Ukraine (respectively) were widely publicised in the Russian media (Juraev, 2010: 2).

The Kremlin saw that it was important to limit how NGOs operated in Russia,
fearing they could organise a ‘colour revolution’. Since 2006, NGO laws have been
restrictive. Russian NGOs must register as a ‘foreign agent’ if they receive funding from
abroad. NGOs must submit annual financial expenditure reports, disclose sources of
funding and issue reports on personnel activities. Between 2006 and 2007, 2,900 NGOs
were disbanded lacking funds, or were closed by authorities (Petrov, 2010: 2). This
neutralised most civil society organisations. The regime has created GONGOs like the
‘Institute for democracy and cooperation’, “to monitor democratic freedoms in the US
and Western Europe” (Horvarth, 2013: 124). It has created a systemic opposition to

support the regime, but act in opposition to one another, thus curbing effective

opposition (Bashlykova, 2013: 1). This is another tactic of the counter revolution.
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After the Beslan school massacre, Putin created a public chamber “billed as an
arena for dialogue and...scrutiny of state decisions and legislation” (Horvarth, 2013:
124). It allows the Kremlin to build its own “loyal civil society”, whilst monitoring
potential adversaries. The public chamber consists of “pawns of the Kremlin” and
“leading security officials” (Horvarth, 2013: 124). It is an institution constructed
vertically from the president downwards. Although the public chamber was meant to
represent NGOs to promote favorable legislation, it has “devoted little attention to
legislation”. Putin has urged it to stop operating with NGOs as their “recommendations
have been taken into account...now it is essential that the implantation of the law is
monitored by the public”. It serves “as a buffer between civil society and state
authorities”. The public chamber sets the tone and agenda of state-civilian dialogue

pushing aside those deemed “inconvenient” (Petrov, 2010: 3; Richter, 2009: 40, 41).

Another aspect of the ‘colour revolutions’ was that the various
‘democratic movements’ created youth organisations, suh as in Serbia (Otpor), in
Georgia (Kmara), in Ukraine (Pora) and the failed Belarusian ‘colour-revolution’ (2006)
(Zubr) (Horvath, 2013: 4, 14, 28). The Russian authorities watched these youth
organisations spawn and diffuse ideas (Horvarth, 2013: 14). The creation of a Russian
version of Pora by democratic activists (Nash Vybor-Our Choice), highlighted to the
Kremlin that a ‘revolution’ could occur in Russia (Horvarth, 2013: 37, 65). The regime
realised that legislation restricting NGOs, creating spoiler parties and “loyal opposition”
was not enough. Nor, could Moscow rely just on the coercion of the security services to
maintain control. The Kremlin created a youth organisation mirroring youth groups in

the ‘colour revolutions’, but this youth group was created to eradicate alternative youth
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group, helping limit possible future protests (Horvarth, 2013: 7). The regime considered
them to be shock troops, or a “Putinjegund” (Petrov, 2010: 3). The youth organisation
Nashi (ours) existed “to overwhelm...adversaries by mass mobilisation of the popular
will”. It could organise pro-regime demonstrations and rountinely get young people
onto Moscow’s streets to counter possible opposition protests. Its anti-fascist ideology

portrayed all anti-regime groups as fascists (Petrov, 2010: 3). This mantra of preventing

a revolution became pertinent to Russia’s influence in the FSU.

HYPOTHESES FOR FURTHER RESEARCH IN THE PROCEEDING CHAPTERS

The analysis of linkage and leverage emphasised the second sub-research question
‘does the regional hegemon instigate learning techniques, or is the process multi-linear?’ |
contended that the regional hegemon (Russia) did in fact learn authoritarian tactics to
overcome demonstrators from other states (particularly Belarus). However, by providing
models, regional hegemons create representations that other states can copy. To an extent
the other research questions have also been assessed. The main research question ‘how do
authoritarian regimes learn to consolidate and if so, do they learn from other examples in
their region’ was partially shown. Russia has created regional institutions and a foreign
policy that affects regional learning. This is seen in the tactics, legislation and institutions
adopted to overcome demonstrations, after the ‘colour revolutions’. Yet, the first part of
the main research question ‘how do authoritarian regimes learn to consolidate’ still requires
clarity. The other sub-research question ‘why, when and to what extent do regimes learn
from one another’ was also partially analysed, emphasising that after the ‘colour

revolutions’ Belarus, Kazakhstan and Russia learnt counter revolutionary techniques against
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democratic ideas. However, Ukraine remains different. The regime has not consolidated

against democracy. To understand why, further analysis will be made.

Having assessed various important literatures in comprehending authoritarian
learning and consolidation | will provide possible hypotheses for the proceeding chapters on
longitudinal and discourse analysis. | believe the longitudinal analysis will show that FSU
regimes are increasingly authoritarian. | will emphasise that existing typologies should not
be used as universal rubrics for all authoritarian regimes, but to explain only a few cases.
Longitudinal analysis will clearly emphasise that there are different authoritarian
categorisations between FSU states. The hypotheses in the longitudinal analysis section are
‘authoritarianism is increasing in the FSU’ and ‘there are differences in authoritarian levels
between the FSU regimes’. These will explain the ‘why’ and ‘when’ aspects of the sub-
research question ‘why, when and to what extent do regimes learn from one another’. If all
the regimes are becoming authoritarian it will point to why it is occurring as regimes copy
one another and the ‘when’ question will track movement over time showing that FSU
regimes are becoming more authoritarian. The longitudinal analysis will point to the

inference of different authoritarian levels in the FSU.

The discourse analysis chapter will provide analysis of the first section of the main
research question ‘how do authoritarian regimes learn to consolidate’ and the second part
of the sub-research question ‘why, when and to what extent do regimes learn from one
another’. By analysing the language of the case studies through regime affiliated
newspapers, government speeches and laws, | will show a similar discourse. Therefore, the

first hypothesis is, ‘the case studies speak a similar language’. This leads to the second



84

hypothesis ‘there is a learning process’. As Ukraine is less authoritarian than the others, it
fits the ‘to what extent’ of the sub-research question ‘why, when and to what extent do
regimes learn from one another?’ Therefore, the third hypothesis is, ‘there is a difference in
language and tactics used by the Ukrainian regime’. These are the hypotheses | will use in

the next two chapters to answer the research questions.

CONCLUSION

Through analysing the theoretical literature on diffusion and linkage and leverage |
argued that diffusion is not a viable concept to explain authoritarian learning. It is too
focused on the short-term and cannot provide adequate explanations for why an event
occurred. It is why | prefer linkage and leverage. Whilst, | do not deny that learning can
diffuse across borders and people learn from events, | feel that linkage and leverage states

have with one another is more conducive to learning.

Through extensive analysis of soft power, linkage and leverage and the Russian
relationship with both, | started to answer parts of the research questions. First, | provided a
comprehensive answer to the sub-research question ‘does the regional hegemon instigate
learning techniques, or is the process multi-linear?’ | have shown that Russia, as the FSU’s
regional hegemon, does not impose authoritarianism on others. Rather it has learnt from
others (for example, the failed 2006 ‘Denim revolution’). Whilst, it provides a model for
other states and promotes its culture, it does not impose learning techniques, but learns
tactics and ways to consolidate from other regimes. | showed with regards to the main
research question ‘how do authoritarian regimes learn to consolidate and if so, do they

learn from other examples in their region’ that the cases do learn from other regional
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examples. However, further analysis in the following chapters needs to assess the first part
of the question ‘how do authoritarian regimes learn to consolidate’. In regards to the
research question ‘why, when and to what extent do regimes learn from one another’, |
showed that the ‘why’ was due to the ‘colour revolutions’. Regimes began concerted efforts
to overcome democratic openings in the region after this event. Yet, | have only partially
analysed two of three research questions. So the hypotheses investigated in the subsequent

two chapters will provide answers to these research questions.
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CHAPTER FOUR: AUTHORITARIAN LEARNING IN THE FSU

Chapter two provided an investigation of existing literature on different typologies
of authoritarian regimes. | state that existing authoritarian rubrics are satisfactory, but these
typologies place all authoritarian regimes under a chosen formula making them unwieldy.
One purpose of this chapter is to show that the FSU regimes are not equally authoritarian
and consequently should not be put in a single rubric. Another purpose here is to emphasise
that the FSU has become increasingly authoritarian over time. Statistical data will emphasise
this. This investigation is not alone in arguing that the FSU is becoming more authoritarian.
Freedom House (and other comparative democratic bodies) show the same contention.
Data from Freedom House will not show that learning occurs, but does emphasise a trend of
increasing authoritarianism. | argue that what is pioneering is the use of models to explain
only a few cases, rather than using one typology (for instance, competitive authoritarianism)
to explain all authoritarian cases. The data will show that all FSU states are progressing
towards hegemonic authoritarianism. This became particularly pertinent after 2004, with
events in Ukraine. FSU authoritarian regimes, fearing domestic ‘colour revolutions’, began
consolidation to counter this threat. The subsequent graphs will show, however that there

are differences among FSU regimes in their authoritarian levels.

To aid the argument that models should be used to describe only a few cases, |
offered hypotheses for this chapter (in chapter three), which elucidate the ‘why’ and ‘when’
of the sub-research question ‘why, when and to what extent do regimes learn from one
another?’ The two hypotheses are: ‘authoritarianism is increasing in the FSU’ and ‘there are

differences in authoritarian levels between the FSU regimes’. Both hypotheses help explain
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differences in FSU authoritarian levels. | analysed in chapter two different authoritarian
categorisations: competitive, electoral and hegemonic authoritarianism. Whilst, | agree that
these classifications are hazy, they allow researchers to classify regimes simply if used
correctly. Without these classifications one is left as Gilbert and Mohseni (2011: 271)
advocate, with having to create new means to classify authoritarian regime types. Creating
new rubrics for regimes that do not fit existing typologies does not provide more clarity and
often blurs lines further (Bogaards, 2009: 400). | argue that competitive, electoral and
hegemonic authoritarianism are diverse enough to highlight the various FSU authoritarian

regimes, helping comprehend the differences between these regimes.

DATA ANALYSIS: AN AUTHORITARIAN TREND?

| agree with the argument made by Bunce and Wolchik (2010a: 44-45) and Ambrosio
(2009: 13) that learning cannot be adequately measured quantitatively. If the data
accentuates authoritarian evolution over time, then conclusions can be drawn that these
regimes are becoming authoritarian. It will point to the notion that learning occurs, infering
that regimes copy institutions, tactics and maintain dialogue with one another, leading the

study to argue that learning occurs.

In chapter one’s methodology section, | discussed the issue of using Freedom House
data. Firstly, there is the matter of arbitrability. There is little explanation for why Freedom
House groups different states together and what their overall chosen typologies mean. It
does not treat states as independent entities, but groups them homogenously together
under undefined arbitrary criteria (Giannone, 2010: 69). Secondly, scholars contend that

Freedom House has neo-liberal values, so it ranks states according to free market principles,
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democracy and closeness (in foreign policy) to America (Bollen, 1993: 1212, 1215; Bollen
and Paxton, 2000: 59; Mainwaring et al, 2000: 19). But, according to Gastil (1990: 26)
criticism of Freedom House data on ideological grounds is based on “opinions...rather than
detailed examination of survey ratings”. A third issue is that Freedom House often changes
variables, which affects data gathering and results. As the data operates over a time period,
changes in collating statistics are not accounted for. Previous data collection is not changed
to accommodate a variables evolution (Munck, 2001: 10; Munck and Verkuilen, 2002: 16).

Scholars should be aware of this. | will take this issue into account.

Despite all the issues with using Freedom House data there are significant benefits to
utilising this data when looking at typologies and analysing levels of authoritarianism. The
same problems concerning Freedom House data occur for all other democracy monitoring
organisations and each organisation’s scores are not dissimilar (Pemstein et al, 2010: 7, 12).
Freedom House provides comprehensive analysis of democracy measurement (Giannone,
2010: 69). Bowman et al (2008: 943) found that even though variables changed there was
little variation adversely affecting data collection and analysis. Whilst not ideal, Freedom
House provides viable information for measuring democracy and charting trends. The claim
of ideological taint does have some tenancy, but is at best ambiguous. For instance, the
graphs will show from 2010 to 2012 that the Ukrainian regime got progressively more
authoritarian. This could be due to Yanukovych’s closer alliance with Moscow (Wilson,
2010), resulting in a higher score for Kiev, which the reader should consider as a possible
ideological stance. Yet, it is not only Freedom House that claims that the Yanukovych regime
has become more authoritarian since coming to power (Haran, 2013). The study will take a

mildly critical view of Freedom House data.
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By using information from Freedom of the Press (FotP), Freedom in the World (FitW)
and Nations in Transit (NiT) between 1994 and 2012, | will ascertain that FSU states are
becoming more authoritarian. This study provides nine graphs analysing each Freedom
House criteria, to establish whether an FSU authoritarian trend is apparent. Before 1993,
there was the possibility the Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS) could become
more than a loose regional conglomeration (Sakwa and Webber, 1999: 379-381). So the

study uses data from 1994 because it is the first year FSU states were truly independent.
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Graph One: Freedom of the Press in the FSU states from 1994-2012
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Graph Two: Freedom in the World 1999-2013
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Graph Three: Nations in Transit: Democracy Scores of FSU states from 2003-2012
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Graph Four: Nations in Transit: Electoral Process Scores of FSU states from 2003-2012
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Graph Five: Nations in Transit: Civil Society Scores of FSU states from 2003-2012
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Graph Six: Nations in Transit: Independent Media Scores of FSU states from 2003-2012
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Graph Seven: Nations in Transit: Judicial Independence Scores of FSU states from 2003-2012

8

7
- Armenia

6 -~ Azerbaijan
e Belarus

5 Georgia
- Kazakhstan

4 —@—Kyrgyzstan
- Moldova

3 —RUSSIA
e Tajikistan

2 - Turkmenistan
i Ukraine

i e Uzbekistan

O T T T T T T

2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012

Source: Freedom House.



97

Graph Eight: Nations in Transit: Corruption Scores of FSU states from 2003-2012
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Graph Nine: Nations in Transit: Governance Scores of the FSU states from 2003-2012
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Freedom of the Press (FotP)

The FotP data will show how FSU states have usurped media freedom, instigating state
control of media. The methodology, gives each state a score from zero to a hundred. Zero
denotes total press freedom and a hundred denotes total state media control (Freedom
House, 2012a). Each state is categorised under labels ‘Free’, ‘Partly Free’ and ‘Not Free’,
with 0-30 denoting ‘Free’, 31-60 marked ‘Partly Free’ and 61+ ‘Not Free’ (Freedom House,
2012a). The criteria are reliant on survey data and a coding system from zero to six. There
are three categories that are amalgamated to give each state a score, these are: ‘Legal
Environment’, ‘Political Environment’ and ‘Economic Environment’ (Freedom House, 2012a).
One must take into account that ‘Free’, ‘Partly Free’ and ‘Not Free’ are arbitrary categories.
It is difficult to statistically show these variables. They do not help explain individual states.
For instance, data from the new 2013 report (Freedom House, 2013a) emphasises a
continual issue. There is no explanation as to why Ukraine has a ‘Partly free’ media with 60,
but Armenia’s media is ‘Not free’ with 61. Whilst, data provides good representation of
declining FSU media freedom, the reader must remember that rankings are subjective. Is
Armenia’s media any less free than Ukraine’s? | use data provided by Freedom House
because it is comprehensive. | have not tried to produce a variable for ‘Free’, ‘Partly Free’
and ‘Not Free’, due to difficulties in turning qualitative data into feasible quantitative
variables. The reader must be aware that Freedom House's data is skewed, grouping states

together, rather than differentiating between cases.
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Graph One: FotP in FSU states 1994-2012

The graph highlights that press freedom is worsening across the FSU, Belarus, for
instance, is wedded in the high scores. Russia has risen to the same level as Azerbaijan,
Kazakhstan and Tajikistan. After 2004 Ukraine’s press freedom was considered relatively
open, but has weakened since 2010. This could be due to the change from the pro-western
‘Orange coalition’, to Yanukovych’s pro-Russian stance (Kuzio, 2012a). One should consider
this. However, graph one highlight’s that Armenia and Kyrgyzstan’s scores fell. Both
governments are close to Moscow (Hartley and Walker, 2013; Minasyants, 2014). There may
be ideological issues with data, but if so it would be more pronounced. This graph show’s
that Georgia, Moldova and Ukraine are all close. Interestingly, Russia started below Ukraine
(1994), but has since risen to join Azerbaijan, Kazakhstan and Tajikistan. Belarus with
Turkmenistan and Uzbekistan is at the top, although Belarus started at a lower level. This
point’s to my contention that there are differences in classifying FSU regimes. Graph one
shows that different states are grouped together, indicating similarities between them.
Placing Kyrgystan and Armenia jointly in one authoritarian typology makes little sense as
they share few characteristics in regime composition. This graph emphasises the contention
of chapter two that we cannot classify all authoritarian regimes under one rubric, but should

group like states together.

Freedom in the World (FitW)

The FitW is scored from 1-7 (Freedom House, 2013b). The FitW survey is split into
two categories ‘political liberties’ and ‘civil liberties’ (Freedom House, 2013b). In ‘political

liberties’ there are ten questions, with scores assigned to each state (Freedom House,
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2013b). The ‘civil liberties’ category has fifteen questions (Freedom House, 2013b). The
ratings 1-7 denote the typologies of ‘Free’, ‘Partly Free’ and ‘Not Free’. States with a score
of 1.0-2.5 are deemed ‘Free’, 3-5 denotes ‘Partly Free’ and 5.5-7 are ‘Not Free’ (Freedom
House, 2013b). In the Freedom House (2014) report, the published data claims Ukraine’s
trend has gone towards authoritarianism, scoring 3.5. However, as graph two will
emphasise, the trend has stayed identical since 2012. This perhaps points to a perceived

ideological bias.

Graph Two: FitW 1999-2013

The analysis is unable to include scores for 2000, due to missing data. The graph
shows that only Kazakhstan had significantly different scores between 1999 and 2000, with
a considerable downward spike. | feel apart from Kazakhstan there were no noteworthy
changes. Belarus rose to Turkmenistan’s level, this rise was rapid from 1999-2003. Between
1999 and 2005 Russia rose to join Azerbaijan and Tajikistan. Kazakhstan started at the same
level as Kyrgyzstan, before dropping to Moldova’s level and then rising to join Azerbaijan
and Russia. Ukraine started below Georgia, but was erratic and between 2006 and 2010
Ukraine was the most ‘open’ FSU state, but has since receded. The FiTW data follows the
FotP data, showing that the FSU is becoming authoritarian. Georgia, Moldova and Ukraine
are close together. Kazakhstan and Russia are more authoritarian. Russia is just below the
more authoritarian group of Belarus, Turkmenistan and Uzbekistan. Graph two emphasises
(like graph one) that all the FSU regimes cannot be placed in one homogenous category.
However, some states share similarities with one another (Georgia, Moldova and Ukraine)

and so can be placed in a common typology.
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Nations in Transit (NiT)

There were issues with assessing the NiT’s methodology. Freedom House included a
‘democracy score’, but, changed this variable in 2004 (Freedom House, 2012b). Before 2004,
the democracy score was a calculation of two scores (democratisation and rule of law).
These were calculated by the averages of all variables, adding them together and dividing by
two (Freedom House, 2012b). Since 2004, the democracy score has been determined by
adding all variables and dividing the total by the number of categories (Freedom House,
2012b). This affects the scores to an extent. However, | feel that the democracy score is
viable as it explains “conditions of democratic institutions” (Freedom House, 2012b). Since
2005, new categorisations included ‘Local Democratic Governance’. In keeping with

continuity, | excluded it as the FSU states are highly centralised.

The NiT methodology relies on specialists rating each state on a 1-7 scale, (Freedom
House, 2012b). The six categories are: ‘National Democratic Governance’, ‘Electoral
Process’, Civil Society’, ‘Independent Media’, ‘Judicial Framework and Independence’ and
‘Corruption’ (Freedom House, 2012b). Each variable uses questions helping researchers,
give comprehensive scores (Freedom House, 2012b). The ‘National Democratic Governance’
variable analyses the “democratic character, stability, independence, effectiveness and
accountability” of a state (Freedom House, 2012b). ‘Electoral Process’ analyses elections,
electoral processes, a political system’s development and how the electorate participates in
voting. ‘Civil Society’ analyses NGO growth, their financial sustainability and the legislation
allowing them to operate (Freedom House, 2012b). The variable ‘Independent Media’

assesses press freedom, viability of a private press and internet access (Freedom House,
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2012b). The category ‘Judicial Framework and Independence’ emphasises judicial reform,
judicial independence, treatment of prisoners and “compliance with judicial decisions”
(Freedom House, 2012b). The last variable ‘Corruption’ investigates anti-corruption
initiatives, public perceptions and legislation (Freedom House 2012b). Ranking issues do
occur in the dataset, however, NiT data and methodology provides a broad comprehensive

analysis (Habdank-Kolaczkowska, 2013: 23).

Graph Three: NiT, FSU Democracy Scores (2003-2012)

Graph three shows that FSU democracy scores have (except Kyrgyzstan, Moldova
and Georgia) become more authoritarian. Belarus started below Turkmenistan before rising
in 2010. Kazakhstan started below Belarus. Before 2006 its score rose, but between 2006
and 2009 it levelled out. Since 2009 it rose to reach Belarus. Russia started at the same level
as Armenia (2003), but has since risen to draw level as Tajikistan. Ukraine’s score is rising.
Graph three emphasises that democracy scores are becoming similar. Nine out of twelve
states have high trends and are becoming more authoritarian. What is worrying is that
Russia’s score rose exponentially. This could predispose other FSU states to
authoritarianism. Russia is the regional hegemon (Merkel, 2010: 21). Although the majority
of regimes are close to one another (with the possible exception of Armenia) again Georgia,
Moldova and Ukraine are grouped together away from others. This further corroborates the

contention that different classifications are needed, rather than one universal one.
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Graph Four: NiT, FSU Electoral Process Scores (2003-2012)

Belarus rose to the same level as Azerbaijan, Turkmenistan and Uzbekistan, but has
fluctuated often. Kazakhstan’s score was stable before rising in 2008, to below Azerbaijan,
Belarus, Turkmenistan and Uzbekistan. Russia by 2012 was at the same level as Kazakhstan.
Again the three lowest states are Georgia, Moldova and Ukraine. Only Ukraine shifted
between 2007 and 2008, before rising again. In graph four Moldova and Ukraine are closely
aligned again, with Georgia as an outlier between them and the other FSU states. Armenia
and Kyrgystan, like Moldova and Ukraine are on their own, although Kyrgystan’s electoral
process is improving. Azerbaijan, Belarus, Kazakhstan, Russia, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan and
Uzbekistan show that their electoral process is more authoritarian. This points to the

argument that a reduced number of states can only be included in each categorisation.

Graph Five: NiT, FSU Civil Society Scores (2003-2012)

Belarus became more authoritarian between 2003 and 2006. The regime limited civil
society group’s ability to function. Kazakhstan’s score rose with a slight decrease from 2007-
2008. Similarly, Russia’s score rose, but since 2010 its score has decreased. Ukraine’s score
rose in 2004, before falling in 2006. Since then its score has levelled out. As shown only one
state (Russia) has dropped. But, it still remains relatively high. Graph five shows Armenia
joining Georgia, Moldova and Ukraine with an improving civil society. Kyrgyzstan and Russia
are more authoritarian. Azerbaijan, Kazakhstan and Tajikistan cluster together. Belarus has
improved its civil society score. Turkmenistan and Uzbekistan are at the top. The graph
points to something slightly different. Those states that remain consistently authoritarian

and remain at the top of other graphs are spread out in graph five. Yet, there are similarities
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between states. Kyrgystan and Russia are close together as are Armenia, Georgia, Moldova
and Ukraine near one another. A universal category like electoral authoritarianism could not

explain all these states. It should be used to describe a few similar cases.

Graph Six: NiT, FSU Independent Media Scores (2003-2012)

According to graph six (independent media scores), Belarus started at the same level
as Uzbekistan and has remained constant except for one dip in 2010. Russia’s trend was
upwards from 2007. Kazakhstan by 2006 was at the same level as Belarus, except for a slight
decrease in 2009. Ukraine emphasises drastic changes. Georgia and Ukraine remain close
with a more independent media than other FSU states. Moldova is an outlier. The other FSU
states are close together within two distinctive factions on independent media scores.
Armenia, Kyrgyzstan, Russia and Tajikistan are in one group with a marginally freer media
than Azerbaijan, Belarus, Kazakhstan, Turkmenistan and Uzbekistan. This again points to

treating states with similar scores in one category rather than one homogenous typology.

Graph Seven: NiT, FSU Judicial Independence Scores (2003-2012)

Graph seven emphasises variance among FSU states. Belarus remained relatively
constant. Kazakhstan was mostly consistent too. Russia’s score increased. In 2005 it levelled
out, before rising again in 2008 and then somewhat precipitously until 2011, before
decreasing in 2012. Like graph six Ukraine has the most dramatic score. In 2005 Ukraine was
relatively low, but by 2012 it had risen dramatically. Georgia and Moldova are close.
Armenia is an outlier. Ukraine with regards to judicial independence is close to Azerbaijan,

Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Russia and Tajikistan. Belarus, Turkmenistan and Uzbekistan have
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the least independent judiciary. This further substantiates the contention that regimes with
similar characteristics should be placed in one typology, rather than in wider

categorisations.

Graph Eight: NiT, FSU Corruption Scores (2003-2012)

Kazakhstan has been consistent remaining close to the authoritarian end of the
spectrum pointing to a high level of regime corruption. Belarus’s corruption level rose to the
same level as Kyrgyzstan and Kazakhstan. Russia, Ukraine, Azerbaijan and Armenia started in
the same place in 2003, but since then there is variance. Russia has consistently risen.
Ukraine remained the same until 2012, when it rose. This graph shows corruption is
prevalent. Armenia and Georgia are outliers, although Armenia is closer to other FSU states.
Graph eight, like graph five, does not necessarily corroborate the argument for using

different typologies. The majority of FSU states are close to one another.

Graph Nine: NiT, FSU Governance Scores (2003-2012)

By 2006 Belarus reached the same level as Turkmenistan and Uzbekistan. Yet, in
2008 its score fell below the other two. Kazakhstan started in the same position as
Uzbekistan, but increased gradually. It has since levelled out. Russia had an upward trend
throughout the period. Ukraine fluctuated between 2003 and 2006, before climbing.
Governance scores remain high (meaning a lack of democratic governance and thus
increased authoritarianism), but Armenia, Georgia, Moldova and Ukraine have better scores
than other states. This again points to putting similar states in one rubric rather than placing

all states in a single typology.
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SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

This chapter set out a number of hypotheses that | attempted to answer. The two
hypotheses were: ‘authoritarianism is increasing in the FSU’ and ‘there are differences
between the FSU regimes in their authoritarian levels’. These hypotheses helped explain the
‘why’ and ‘when’ of the sub-research question ‘why, when and to what extent do regimes
learn from one another?’ Taking the first hypothesis the graphs clearly show increasing
authoritarianism. All the FSU states are in the authoritarian spectrum. The graphs
emphasise that these regimes are progressing to hegemonic authoritarianism. However,

there are different levels of authoritarianism, which are clearly illustrated in the graph:s.

The graphs emphasise that from 2003, authoritarianism increased. Hegemonic
regimes mostly stabilised. Using evidence from chapter three on preventative counter
revolution, | infer that this is a significant reason for the increase of FSU authoritarianism.
Regimes fearing possible ‘colour revolutions’ became more authoritarian or maintained a
high level of control. There has been a rapid authoritarian trend since 2004. It is slightly
different for Georgia, Moldova and Ukraine. These regimes espouse European values, but
domestic institutions remain weak. Thus, these three states have become more
authoritarian over time. The data suggests that after 2004 many FSU regimes started
authoritarian consolidation. This answers (to an extent) the ‘why’ and ‘when’ of ‘why, when
and to what extent do regimes learn from one another?’ It answers ‘to what extent’ too, as
there are clear delineations between authoritarian regimes pointing to different
authoritarian levels. Although statistics cannot offer qualitative explanation to why, they

point to an explanation for ‘to what extent’. This will be examined more in chapter five.
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| wanted to investigate whether existing typologies used currently to explain all
authoritarian regimes, could be used to describe only a few cases with shared similarities.
The graphs show differences in each regimes authoritarian nature. Generally Georgia,
Moldova and Ukraine can be categorised together as many graphs show similar scores for
them. This is also true of Armenia and Kyrgyzstan. Russia is an outlier. In a few graphs Russia
is close to Armenia and Kyrgyzstan (civil society); whilst in others it is much higher
(governance). | contend that Russia is starting to leave Armenia and Kyrgyzstan and join
other states like Kazakhstan and Tajikistan. This is worrying as Russia’s political trend affects
the FSU as a whole (Merkel, 2010: 21). Although | contend that Russia is not as authoritarian

as the hegemonic authoritarian regimes it is progressing to this categorisation.

The graphs emphasise the problem with existing typologies and lack of individuality.
When it comes to categorising regimes | have to engage in somewhat arbitrary placements.
Existing typologies are unwieldy. However, | feel that when used with only a few cases they
become better as classifications. There are issues with categorisations. But | feel | have
shown significant differences in regime type. Existing categorisations can explain a few
cases. | wanted to show that the FSU regimes cannot all be classified as, say electoral
authoritarian. There are nuances between them, meaning only a few can be placed in each
category. | argue that hegemonic authoritarian regimes are those where the incumbent
receives over 70% of the vote. Azerbaijan, Belarus, Kazakhstan, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan and
Uzbekistan fall into this category. As the graphs show this is largely correct, although
Kazakhstan is somewhat of an outlier. Electoral authoritarian regimes hold elections, but
there is very little competition in them. This would account for Armenia, Kyrgyzstan and

Russia. The graphs show this to be true. But, Russia is (to an extent) an outlier, moving
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closer to hegemonic authoritarianism. Whilst it is leaving the electoral authoritarian rubric,
it has not become hegemonic authoritarian. Clearly Russia is not as authoritarian as
Uzbekistan so it should not be excluded as electoral authoritarian here. The last
authoritarian typology is competitive authoritarianism. In these regimes elections are
competitive enough for the regime to plausibly lose control. | contend these are the
weakest, most ‘liberal’ authoritarian regimes. As the graphs highlight Georgia, Moldova and
Ukraine fit this rubric, although Ukraine is breaking away. Whilst, the typologies are not
perfect and at times arbitrary, there are clear differences between FSU regimes.

Classification of fewer regimes is a viable option for future studies.

Chapter four provided a longitudinal analysis of FSU authoritarianism between 1994
and 2012. Using Freedom House data | tracked authoritarian growth and different regional
authoritarian levels. The study accounted for existing methodological issues with Freedom
House data though | argue that the data provides an excellent longitudinal analysis. After all
it is not just Freedom House that claims these states are authoritarian. The graphs aided the
study in analysing two hypotheses, the first ‘authoritarianism is increasing in the FSU’ was
shown to be the case, particularly after 2003 when regimes worked to overcome possible
‘colour revolutions’. This corroborated evidence in chapters two and three for the sub-
research question of ‘why, when and to what extent do regimes learn from one another’
providing answers to ‘why’ and ‘when’. The second hypothesis ‘there are differences
between the FSU regimes in their authoritarian levels’ analysed different FSU regimes
attempting innovatively to categorise them. The graphs showed that FSU regimes have

different authoritarian levels and so should be treated as such.
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CHAPTER FIVE: THE LANGUAGE OF AUTHORITRIANISM

As mentioned in chapter three, | set out several hypotheses for chapter five. These
will aid understanding to the main research question’s first section ‘how do authoritarian
regimes learn to consolidate’ and the second part of the first sub-research question ‘to what
extent do regimes learn from one another’. This will further emphasise why | am using
discourse analysis and corroborate chapter three and four’s argument that there are
different types of FSU authoritarian regimes. The hypotheses are: ‘the case studies have a
similar discourse to one another’, ‘there is a learning process’ and ‘there are differences in
language and tactics used by the Ukrainian regime’. Ukraine is a competitive authoritarian
regime, so it is less authoritarian than the other cases. It would be interesting to ascertain
the extent of the Ukrainian regimes discourse compared to the others. These hypotheses
will provide greater comprehension of the discourse of the four case studies. | will offer
further analysis of discourse analysis methodology, before providing a rationale for its use

and why the chosen variables were selected.

DISCOURSE ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY

In chapter one, | provided a brief comprehension of discourse analysis to understand
the social context of a society and how it operates, allowing the researcher to make
inferences (Schiffrin, 2001: 56; de Melo Resende, 2012: 3). Discourse analysis is the base for
a comparative approach to comprehend different societies (Philips and Hardy, 2002: 3).
Taking a comparative approach discourse analysis allows an issue to be interpretated and
draws potential parallels between cases (Brinton, 2001: 139). Discourse analysis provides

comprehension of how institutions operate and their affect on how a society functions.



111

Institutions are created by people, thus their language provides the researcher with clear
comprehension of the analysed society being analysed (Heller, 2001: 254; Linde, 2001: 518).
Nearly all discourse is elite driven. Elite use of discourse and relevant institutions, (the
media and schools) shape how society thinks and thus makes sure that ‘chosen’ ideas are
followed (Van Dijk, 2001: 355-356). | stated in chapter one that | would take a critical
discourse analysis approach. This allows comprehension of processes elites use to shape
society through disseminating ‘chosen’ ideas (Van Dijk, 2001: 356). Politicians are adept at
using language to reinterpret an event in their favour (Orwell, 1969: 225), so critical
discourse analysis allows researchers to take analytical approaches to studying discourse
and reinterpreti the meaning (Van Dijk, 2001: 356; 1996: 84; Wilson, 2001: 400). It allows
researchers to use ‘framing’ devices to produce analytical variables that offer an overall
synopsis of an issue (Myhill, 2001: 162; Gumperz, 2001: 217). To expain why | am use

discourse analysis and to justify the variables | need to rationalise it as a research method.

JUSTIFICATION OF DISCOURSE ANALYSIS

As mentioned, discourse analysis serves as a viable research method for
comprehending institutions, how they affect society whilst being shaped to the elites
chosen ends. If the cases have comparable discourse, talking about similar tactics and
means of consolidation, as well as referring to examples and incidences from other cases, or
previous events, one can determine that learning occurs. An analysis of language will bring
this to the fore, allowing the study to categorically state that learning occurs. It would
provide answers to parts of the research questions under investigation here: ‘how do

authoritarian regimes learn to consolidate’ and ‘to what extent do regimes learn from one
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another’ and further corroborate differences between FSU regimes in their level of
authoritarianism. If the cases have comparable discourse, they will use similar tactics to
maintain authoritarian stability. This would point to learning. The cases will not have taken
ideas out of the blue. Discourse analysis will make greater inferences than the graphs in
chapter three and help fuel the contention that learning occurs. Newspapers from the four
case studies will be assessed to discern government discourse. | will use Sovetskaya
Belorusia from Belarus, Panorama and Vremiya from Kazakhstan, Rossiskaya Gazeta and
Izvestiya from Russia and Uraydoviy Kurier from Ukraine. These newspapers are close to the
respective governments and will further understanding of authoritarian learning. These

newspapers will use similar language to their respective regimes.

JUSTIFICATION OF VARIABLES

2010 was chosen as the start year. This is when all four of the present regime leaders
came to power®. The study could have started in 1991, 1994 or 2000 when the other
presidents gained power, but Yankovych only assumed power in 2010, so this year was the
most pertinent to commence a discourse analysis. Whilst, Putin was not (constitutionally at
least) president between 2008 and 2012, many contend that the Russian prime minister was
the main authority in the Medvedev interregnum (Barry, 2011). To justify the variables used
for authoritarian learning | employed a “framing device” (Gumperz, 2001: 217). In chapter
two | analysed authoritarianism through various categories. These form the basis of the

variables here. | chose eight variables: democracy, electoral system, civil society, opposition,

® As mentioned previously, this study was written before Yanukovych fled and Ukraine began its months of
protest and (possible partition) before a new regime was elected (under Petro Porshenko).
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non-governmental organisations (NGOs), media, parliament and corruption. These fit
existing literature. The variables follow work by Linz and Stepan (1996: 7-11) on the five
arenas of democracy. Four of the five arenas are parralleled in variables here. These are:
political society, civil society, rule of law and effective bureaucracy. Civil society refers to
“self-organising groups, movements, and individuals...autonomous from the state”. It
includes “social movements”, “civil associations” and citizens willing to demonstrate (Linz
and Stepan, 1996: 7-8). Political society refers to people being able to contest elections. The

third variable is rule of law and the fourth guarantees rights and freedoms (Linz and Stepan,

1996: 10-11).

Presidents as a variable have not been included as everything in the four case studies
emanates from the president (Khazanov, 2011: 20). Often the incumbent has been in the
elite since the Soviet Union’s collapse (Schmitter, 2010: 20). Nazarabayev was republican
head of Kazakhstan during the Soviet Union. Lukashenka gained power soon after and Putin
was anointed by Yeltsin. FSU presidents were, or became, the primary institution deciding
policies (Blondel, 2012: 8). If a ‘president’ variable were included, it would not elevate the
analysis. The other variables analysed allow the four presidents to express their views and
for the reader to adequately comprehend the regimes (and by extension the president’s)
discourse. Nor would a presidential variable aid analyse of authoritarianism, as these
regimes are highly president-centric | use presidential speeches on variables that fit the five

arenas of democracy. A presidential variable would analyse a range of irrelevant subjects.
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DISCOURSE ANALYSIS OF THE FOUR CASES

Democracy

Belarus

The Belarusian regime has a different discourse to that espoused by the Russian and
Kazakh regimes. The Russian and Kazakh regimes talk of being democratic, but the
Belarusian regime does not. Minsk’s discourse is that the political system is not democratic.
Lukashenka claims that Belarusians have had “so much so-called democracy that it has
made Belarusians nauseated”. He drew the conclusion that Belarus had “over-
democratised” providing too many freedoms, resulting in the Minsk terrorist attacks (11th
April, 2011) (Lukashenka, 2011b). During his 2005 National Assembly address, Lukashenka
stated that the ‘colour revolutions’ were open banditary under the guise of democracy.
Belarusians are (according to Lukashenka) “too intelligent to follow these “charlatans”.
Western money, according to Minsk, cannot destabilise the regime. The security services
know how the money is being brought to Belarus and are tracking the perpetrators (the
American embassy). The regime will stop this imposition of so-called ‘democracy’
(Lukashenka, 2005). Minsk has a different conceptualisation of democracy from other states
and international organisations. For Lukashenka, the western democratic concept is
“bourgeois”. As western states have a different conceptualisation of democracy their
criticism is unjustified. For instance, Belarus has many referendums (Lyul’ko, 2012).
Lukashenka takes a similar line to Russia, that stability is mandatory. The current path
should be maintained (Lukashenka, 2012a). According to Lukashenka, Belarus has the

resources to build its own democratic political system, but the regime must be intolerant of
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anarchy (Lukashenka, 2011b). He argues that the system modernises the state. It is a
conservative system, with modernisation maintaining a Soviet style system, which benefits
the Belarusian people (Shimov, 2012). Liliya Yermoshina (head of the central electoral
commission) states that the political system is a “primary democracy”. Society is based on
democratic lines (Romanova, 2012). Lukashenka has built a well managed society with
people living in prosperity. People do not require democracy when they have wealth and
peace. This is the official line. Russia has learnt from this model (Rostikov, 2010: 3). For
Lukashenka (2005), only Belarusians can force the regime to concede power, but they

support “the course of the county”.

Kazakhstan

Presidential adviser, Ermukhamet Ertysbaev, stipulates that Kazakhstan is
democratic because it is written in the constitution. The kremlin has a similar discourse to
this. Like in Kazakhstan, the Russian constitution says Russia is a democracy, so according to
official regime discourse Russia is a democracy. In Kazakhstan the people elect
representatives, except for governors and senators (Ghani, 2012). Nazarbayev speaks like
Lukashenka and Putin, contending that stability is mandatory before reforms can occur,
"stability and national security - these are the key terms" (Kononenko, 2013b). Stability
permeates the Kazakh regime’s discourse. Nazarbayev stated that nothing occurs unless the
state remains stable (Kononenko, 2013). The battle against lawlessness, voiced by
Lukashenka, is part of NazarbayeV’s articulation too. Nazarbayev reiterated the need to

maintain evolutionary change when faced with potential revolution (Nazarbayev, 2012a). He
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argues that Kazakhstan is moving to democracy, “we believe that democracy and

freedom...is the ultimate goal for us, not the beginning” (Sevost’yanova, 2013c).

Russia

The regime uses extensive administrative resources to control elections to ensure its
representatives maintain power (Tret’iakov, 2010: 6). Kremlin political technologists, by-
pass courts and organise mass demonstrations, with supporters being bussed in from
outside Moscow. The regime coerces students and state workers to demonstrate and vote
for the regime, or face losing university places, funding and jobs (Pavlikova, 2013: 6). The
same tactic is used in Belarus and Kazakhstan. Democracy is the mantra used by each
regime to mean unity, stability and regime preservation. The official line is similar to the
Kazakh regimes. The Russian regime argues that as the constitution speaks of democracy
and the rule of law and democratic institutions, Russia is a democracy (Petrov, 2012: 3).
Dmitry Medvedev states that democracy is less stable than other forms of government. Only
regime controlled institutions bring stability (Kuz’min, 2010: 2). A strong state can protect
people from threats. This is the Kremlin’s message. It is similar discourse to the Belarusian,
Kazakh and even Ukrainian regimes that a strong state is paramount. The discourse of
Belarus, Kazakhstan and Russia is centred on the notion that their political systems are
different. Sergei Lavrov (Russian foreign minister) contends that “every state has its own
civilisation...to choose their own path to establish their own institutions based on their
civilisation, without other states or institutions telling them what to do” (Shkel’, 2012: 2).

Vladislav Surkov (presidential aide) states, no country has ever truly been democratic. It is
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up to Russia to forge its own path in achieving its own democracy (Chesnakov, 2012: 3). This

is the official line and is similar to language in Belarus and Kazakhstan.

The wealthier a society, the likelier it will be democratic. Lipset’s modernisation
theory emphasises that economic development drives democratisation. States use market
freedoms to develop democracy, not corral it (Lipset, 1959: 49-50). Przeworski et al (1996:
41) argue that when people attain an average wage of $6,000 per annum, the state
becomes stable and democratic. It is important to construct institutions to maintain
democracy (Acemoglu and Robinson, 2006). As Kuvshinova (2011: 7) states, modernisation
cannot create democracy alone. Yet, the Russian regime argues that modernisation will
democratise the state, but until this occurs the state should maintain control of society and
the political system (Medvedev, 2010: 11). This is the official regime line. Medvedev states
he wants modernisation to consolidate democracy. Rapid modernisation will be unstable,
which the regime considers bad. Consequently, it appears from the discourse that the
regime is in a catch-22 situation (Sadchikov, 2010: 2). It cannot modernise for fear of
instability, but without modernising it cannot become democratic. The Kremlin’s type of
‘democracy’ is based on stability, which in turn preserves the regime. Russia will not follow
other states and have a system where political parties change power. A political system that
has opposition and where that opposition can win limits state power and increases elite
disunity. Russia according to Putin will not follow this process. For Putin, Russia has not had
a stable transition for over a century with the Bolsheviks coming to power in a revolution,
the civil war and the collapse of the Soviet Union and the anarchy of the 1990s. It is up to
the regime to bring gradual modernisation with democratisation (Tverdov and Samarina

2013: 1). Russia due to the Medvedev and Putin presidencies has two synopses of
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democracy. Medvedev advocates that Russia is beginning a democratic transition
(Medvedev, 2010: 11). Putin, like Lukashenka and Nazarbayev, contends that Russia is
already democratic (Petrov, 2012b: 3). This created confusion, disappointing those who felt
Medvedev was liberal (Litvinovich, 2011). With Putin as president the mantra that Russia is a

democracy will become prominent again.

Ukraine

Ukraine’s official discourse is European orientated. Yanukovych states Ukraine is a
European civilisation doing everything for EU integration. Political reforms are taken from
European examples (Nagrebets’ka, 2011b). Yet, for all its talk of Europe, the regime
mentions stability constantly. It has created a constituent assembly to draft a new
constitution, with no opposition input (Nagrebets’ka, 2011c). Belarus, Russia and Ukraine all
equate bureaucratic growth with a lack of democratisation. Kiev will work towards
democratisation by tackling bureaucracy (Tugluk, 2011). In contrast Russia and Belarus will
overcome bureaucracy before democratising (Pilgin, 2010; Lukashenka, 2013a). But,
according to Linz and Stepan (1996: 11) democracy needs effective bureaucracy. Only Kiev
(Newsroom, 2013b) allows western representatives and international organisations, like the
Organisation for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE), to monitor elections
(Alexanderov, 2012b; Sevost’yanova, 2012). Kiev wants to be a democratic society,
according to official discourse (Yanukovych, 2013). The discourse from Belarus, Kazakhstan
and Russia is that their systems are different and will evolve slowly to counter instability.

Kiev is concerned about stability, but will work towards democracy, as democracy is the best
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political system to overcome instability. This is the adverse contention to the discourses

occurring in Belarus, Kazakhstan and Russia.

Summary

In the ‘democracy’ variable stability is a recurring theme throughout all four cases
and three competing discourses. Belarus stands alone in claiming that it is not a democracy,
but that the regime should maintain power for the populace’s benefit. Eventually, so the
discourse goes, Belarus will become a democracy but for now the regime knows best and
maintaining stability is paramount. By contrast, the Kazakh and Russian regimes share a
discourse that they are already democratic. Like the Belarusian regime, both refuse to
countenance outside help and advice for democratisation, seeing (particularly for the
Kremlin) their own individual path to democratisation. It is interesting to note that the
Kremlin has learnt from Minsk about creating wealth and stability among the populace
which alleviates calls for democratisation. The Ukrainian regime shares the mantra about
stability with the other three cases, but is, according to the discourse, determined to
become democratic. Unlike the other three cases the Ukrainian regime is willing to learn
from examples of democracy assistance. The ‘democracy’ variable has returned similarities

and differences in the four cases discourse, further highlighting differences in regime type.

Parliament

Belarus

Parliament is considered by the regime to maintain the stability of the political

system. Lukashenka contends it is the institution for “serious political reform” (Orgish,
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2012a). He argues that “parliament plays a vital role in strengthening the state” bringing
society together, rather than have opposition on the street (Lukashenka, 2012). Liliya
Yermoshina mentioned the difficulty of finding interesting candidates for parliament
“naturally we are worried that there is not enough competition for parliamentary seats”.
She states that many candidates apply, but few are chosen due to inadequate
documentation and understanding of Belarusian (Romanova, 2012). According to official
discourse the government has liberalised the parliamentary candidate registration process
leading “to a quantitative increase in candidates, but, unfortunately, this affects the quality
of all...who participate in the elections” (Romanova, 2012). The opposition should not use
“destructive measures” to counter state stability. Belarus’s parliament does not have
political parties. It has created a parliament that supports the regime, candidates are chosen
for political loyalty (Alexandrov, 2012b). The same is true in Kazakhstan, where Nur Otan
dominates parliament. Russia’s State Duma consists of United Russia and the systemic and
semi-systemic opposition. These parliaments help maintain stability, by not allowing other
factions a voice. The Belarusian parliament is a regime mouthpiece, without the regime

having to confront different views. This is very different to western notions of parliament.

Kazakhstan

Parliament will be stronger and more effective, once the regime has moulded it
(Kuz’min, 2011, p. 2). This is similar discourse to the Belarusian regime, Lukashenka (2011a)
states that it is important to strengthen parliament and shape it to the regimes wishes. Igor
Rogov, Chairman of the constitutional council contends that parliamentary legislation makes

Kazakhstan stronger (Konenko, 2013a). Parliament prevents government from wilfully
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changing the state’s Basic Law (Konenko, 2013a). Division could lead to instability, so the
regime limits opposition to maintain stability (Interfax-Kazakstan and KazTag, 2011).
Razymov (2011) speaking about the Majilas (lower house) underlines that it is split into “two
poles...that of Nur Otan...with its coalition satellites and the democratic opposition, the
National Social Democratic party “Azat”, the communist party and the “Alga” party”. There
are 107 deputies in the Majilas, 98 are members of Nur Otan (Interfax-Kazakhstan and

KazTag, 2011). Kazakhstan’s parliament, like Belarus’s consists of regime supporters.

Russia

As shown in the authoritarian literature on parliaments, the Russian parliament is
dominated by one party (Unted Russia) which is similar to Belarus and Kazakhstan.
Journalists view the State Duma as tamed, beholden to the government (Sokolov, 2013).
The State Duma passes legislation regardless of whether it violates the constitution
(Mishina, 2013). The regime has created a systemic opposition to control parliament more
effectively. The second party (A Just Russia) sees itself in opposition to United Russia, but
not the regime (Podesenov, 2013b: 3). The creation of the All-Russia People’s Front could
bring together all systemic opposition in the State Duma, allowing the public to identify the
regime with stability (Tsoi, 2011: 2). The regime hopes the Popular Front and United Russia
will act in opposition to one another, but support the Kremlin (Tsoi, 2011: 2). However, this
will make parliament obsolete (Rubin and Tropkina, 2012: 1). The authorities want to divide
the State Duma between both parties, excluding the opposition (Novikova, 2011: 3). As
Naryshkin (2012: 3) contends, Russian parliamentarians should be united, adhering to

regime policies. This discourse is similar to Belarus, Kazakhstan and Ukraine in terms of
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parliamentary unity. United Russia controls parliament, but the Kremlin wants further

control and so has created a loyal opposition.

Ukraine

Yanukovych speaks of parliament needing to listen to all political voices, regardless
of affiliation (Newsroom, 2012). Working with the opposition is difficult as Yanukovych
claims a small cadre of them are against the state, “it’s not opposition to the government.
It’s actually opposition to the people” (Newsroom, 2012b). The opposition are viewed as
uncooperative. Yanukovych speaks of “compromise” yet it is only the regimes view that is
on the table and the opposition must accept it (Gorchinskaya, 2012). Ukrainian political
parties are weak. Deputies are often bought, creating a disunited opposition. This is the
start of the authoritarian path and it has already been taken by the other cases. In Ukraine
parliament is not controlled by the government, but the opposition are bought off. The
Ukrainian parliament is reminiscent of the Russian State Duma during Putin’s first
presidency (Motyl, 2012c). The Ukrainian prime minister, Mykola Azarov stated that no
politician should confront the government. Parliament, according to official discourse, is
representative, working towards European integration. But, the reality is that opposition is
usurped (Protsishin, 2013a). This is the first step towards higher authoritarianism and is a

trend Putin followed upon taking power in 2000.

Summary

The discourse on parliaments shows certain trends amongst the four cases studies,

though Ukraine’s discourse is less pronounced than the others. Belarus’s, Kazakhstan’s and
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Russia’s parliaments operate under regime control and are thus corralled institutions
passing legislation and creating a democratic facade. For these three states, parliament is a
way for the regime to maintain stability and keep itself in power. It is enlightening how the
Kazakh regime speaks of parliament as an institution that will become effective once the
regime has constructed it. These parliaments do not bring the regimes to account, as
existing democracy literature contends. In Ukraine stability is viewed by the regime as
paramount, but it has not been able to corral parliament as in Belarus, Kazakhstan and
Russia. Rather it relies on coercion and bribery. This is a characteristic of the State Duma
under Yeltsin and in the early years of Putin’s regime. All four regime’s discourse on
parliamentary opposition is negative with Belarus, Kazakhstan and Russia creating
institutions without alternative opposition to the regime. In Ukraine the regime argues that
the opposition should follow its wishes. The discourse is largely similar, but there are

significant differences in regime type among the cases.

Electoral System

Belarus

Belarus holds elections in the middle of winter (like Russia) to stop potential protests
(Rostikov, 2010: 3). The Belarusian regime believes it less likely that people will willingly
protest in sub-zero temperatures. Correspondingly the regime thinks that the opposition
will be unable to maintain protests (Shraibman, 2013). The same argument is made by the
Kremlin to putting elections in winter (Kofman, 2011). The official discourse of the
Belarusian regime is that elections do not have much purpose, “elections are divisive...it

always leads to a vociferous minority and elections do not bring absolute satisfaction, it is
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not up to elections to reconcile society” (Elfimov, 2012). It is up to the elite “to identify
the...prevailing mood of society”. The president and central electoral commission choose
“who...to represent” (Elfimov, 2012). According to Lukashenka (2012), Belarus has
developed elections befitting its constitutional framework, ensuring a “transparent...open
environment for elections”. Lukashenka (2010a) argues elections are democratic because
the “balance of power, percentages of the vote, have always responded to our alignment of
democratic forces”. In 1996 there was a referendum to approve the current constitution
and, according to Lukashenka, the referendum’s passing emphasised public support for the
regime, which no longer needs to be tested (Kryatov, 2012c). Like Medvedev in Russia,
(Volodin, 2010: 4), Lukashenka believes that Belarusian democracy is different to western
standards because it represents people (Kryatov, 2012b). Yet, the Belarusian discourse is
different to that of Russia’s. The Russian regime views elections as the people’s will,

whereas Belarus does not.

The Belarusian central electoral commission has a similar discourse to its Russian
counterpart. Both are geared to regime consolidation. Six representatives are chosen by the
president and six are selected by the Council of the Republic. The head of the central
electoral commission is hand-picked by the president (Law of the Republic of Belarus, 2010).
According to official discourse, the regime changes laws allowing the easier registration of
candidates (Alexanderov, 2012a). Voters can vote provided they show valid identification

I’I

(Belta, 2012b). They can access booths and they can vote “against all”. The system is
majoritarian, allowing elections to be won if 50% of each constituency’s electorate vote. Yet,

this rosy picture of an independent central electoral commission and electoral system is

tainted by other parts of the discourse. Yermoshina states “we wanted to democratise, but
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it turned out that democracy complicates the life of the central electoral commission” (Press
Service of the President of the Republic of Belarus, 2011). Lukashenka announced the
electoral code would be changed. This has not happened (Shraibman, 2013). According to
official discourse Belarus, like Russia, has difficulty with new candidates unable to follow

procedure, thus leading the authorities to reject their candidature (Andreychenko, 2011).

Both Belarus and Russia claim that there is no use of administrative resources at
elections. Igor Slesarenko (member of the Belarusian central electoral commission)
contends that in Belarus there are no black-PR technologies. According to official discourse
the ballot paper is legible, allowing Belarusians to make educated choices during elections
(BelTa, 2010b). Lukashenka upholds that the government listens to international observers
when implementing electoral legislation, but that change will be gradual (Kryatov, 2013).
Belarus, according to official discourse, engages with OSCE recommendations making
reforms to electoral legislation by funding political party’s campaign materials. Lukashenka
in the official discourse states that the opposition did not take this opportunity. This is
detrimental to the public as they only learn about candidates on Election Day. Official
discourse argues that Lukashenka is transferring funds to the central electoral commission
to publish documents informing the public of all political factions (Kryatov, 2013). The
regime through legislation does not allow any candidate to demand an election boycott.
This was the opposition’s main tactic. Candidates must have private funds rather than rely
on the state, affecting how the opposition operates. Election funding is heavily monitored.
Consequently, few people will donate to the opposition for fear of reprisals (Shraibman,
2013). Yermoshina argues “let them establish their own funding; they will not do it, but it is

for the sake of democracy...we will implement OSCE recommendations in part” (my italics).
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The regime portrays itself as concerned with democracy. In reality this is a facade
(Shraibman, 2013). The regime claims that Belarusians know Lukashenka provides wealth,
employment, prosperity and stability, so it is not surprising that 79.65% voted for him in the
2010 presidential election. The 20.35% who did not emphasises that Belarus is a plural
society according to the official discourse. Another aspect of Belarus’s electoral system is
that Lukashenka has ended term limits allowing him to run for as long as his health holds

(Buhovets, 2011).

Kazakhstan

Nazarbayev asserts that the government and Nur Otan should control the electoral
process (lvanov, 2011). This fits, like the discourse in Belarus and Russia, succinctly into
Schedler’s (2009b: 264) “menu of manipulation”, where the regime “may choose a number
of tactics to...carve the democratic heart out of electoral contests”. This discourse highlights
the authoritarian nature of these regimes. Although elections are held, there is little
competition (Schedler, 2009: 268). Kazakhstan, like Belarus has a language law. The central
electoral commission chooses candidates through thorough examination (Atasova, 2011). In
the last presidential election (2012) it barred eleven of twenty-two candidates for lack of
Kazakh language skills (Sevost’yanova, 2013a). Existing legislation allows the central
electoral commission to dither on registering political parties (Sevost’yanova, 2011b). Most
regional electoral commissions are headed by, or composed of, members of Nur Otan
(Sevost’yanova, 2011b). Electoral legislation allows the security service to disperse
demonstrations. The authorities believe laws on demonstrations and political activity fit

international covenants on human rights (Sevost’yanova, 2011b). Moscow and Minsk deal
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with the opposition akin to the Kazakh regime. The central electoral commissions in
Kazakhstan and Belarus know that the public want the incumbent, so they create electoral
legislation for this. The Kazakh parliament has ended presidential term limits because it is

‘known’ to be popular (Sevost’yanova, 2011a).

Russia

Following the announcement of his presidential return, Putin stated that the ensuing
protests were democratic provided they remained legal. Putin is proud that society votes
“objectively” (Putin, 2012a: 1). Society should be free to vote, but not vote for those who
use “hypnosis” (Putin, 2011: 2). Elections restore the sovereignty of the people, creating a
genuine source of democracy (Putin, 2012a: 1). They maintain the legitimacy of the regime
and help provide wealth, accountability and a better life, whilst the system remains stable
and democratic (Putin, 2012a: 1; Volodin, 2010: 4). The central electoral commission head
Vladimir Churov argues that registering parties makes Russia a multi-party democracy
(Mironov, 2012: 3). All of the above is official discourse. But the central electoral
commission discounts party registration documents “claiming documents as forgeries”
(Shkel’, 2009). It controls election funding for all parties. Vladimir Churov sees the

opposition as “losers”. His remit is to maintain the current political system (Novikov, 2012).

The regime’s discourse is about maintaining stability, whilst implementing gradual
reform to the electoral system. State Duma deputy, Vladimir Pilgin, has stated that, “the
state should not lose control. The state will reform slowly...set standards for the future”
(Shkel’, 2010: 13). This is the official discourse. Polls by the Levada Centre show that the

public thinks the authorities use the electoral system to repress opposition (Goble, 2013).
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The Kremlin has developed a system of limited and controlled pluralism, providing voters
with a choice, but only to Kremlin approved parties (Golosov, 2013). Sergei Naryshkin states
that the electoral system will change over the next five years, but the regime will control the
process (Interfax, 2013a). Proposed changes (2012) will return the electoral system to a
mixed system, allowing independents to stand. These candidates will be unable to survive
on meagre budgets provided by the electoral commission, forcing them to affiliate to a
party. As United Russia has the most resources, it stands to make the most gains in
controlling independents (Winning, 2013). United Russia does not even speak to voters, or
provide a party manifesto. It exists for the regime to remain in power (Travin, 2013). This is

similar to the role played by Nur Otan in Kazakhstan.

Ukraine

Kazakhstan, Belarus and Russia claim their political systems are democratic and
different. But, according to official regime discourse, Ukraine has been praised for its
elections (Vlasenko, 2012). Yanukovych contends that elections “are held in compliance
with all democratic procedures” (Matsegora, 2012a). This is different to the Russian
regime’s discourse, as Vladimir Churov contends the OSCE’s analysis of the Russian
presidential election was “politically motivated” (Petrov, 2012a: 2). Ukraine allows
international observers to monitor elections. This official discourse is accurate Ukrainian
authorities used OSCE recommendations from 2010, in the 2012 elections (Turner, 2012b).
Elections may be clean, but the government pays off independents and smaller parties to

gain a majority (Motyl, 2012b).
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In the 2012 parliamentary elections there were a significant number of invalid
ballots. Consequently, the law was changed and the election rerun in five constituencies
(Nagrebts’ka, 2012b; 2012a). Furthermore, the central electoral commission embarked on a
‘crusade’ against bribery. Those caught were imprisoned (Central Electoral Commission,
2012). This is the official discourse. Yanukovych has changed electoral legislation, allowing
elections to be run on mixed electoral lines. Half of all deputies will be voted in by
majoritarian vote, thus making it easier for the regime to coerce deputies to change
affiliation and join the Party of Regions (Faryna, 2012). Ukraine is changing its electoral law
and looking to Russia for implementation strategies. Furthermore, Yanukovych in 2012
imposed his supporter on the Ukrainian central electoral commission (Tuchynska, 2013).
This is similar to what has occurred in Belarus, Kazakhstan and Russia, where central
electoral commissioners ensure that the regime wins. The discourse in Belarus, Kazakhstan
and Russia is that the central electoral commission is a regime institution. They exist to
make sure that elections go the regime’s way. Ukraine espouses an official discourse of
Europe, but the regime’s actions are inclined towards closer integration with the other three

cases.

Summary

The discourse on elections returns some interesting results. In Belarus, elections are
not considered overly important. The regime argues that elections create instability, so it
should choose electoral candidates to be confirmed by the electorate. Although the Kazakh
and Russian regimes state that elections are important, their individual discourse argues

that elections have little impact other than confirming regime candiates. The Kremlin is
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vocal on the importance of elections, but this is lessened by its discourse about the central
electoral commission. It works to preserve the regime and counter possible opposition. The
Belarusian, Kazakh and Russian regimes dislike other states and organisations (like the
OSCE) offering advice to improve elections. Belarus makes limited changes only to
consolidate the regime. Astana and Moscow reject out of hand any recommendations,
claiming their political systems are different. Ukraine’s discourse is different. Officially the
regime listens to outside recommendations, but in reality Yanukovych has copied Russian
electoral laws and its political system to consolidate power. By putting a placeman in the
central electoral commission it remains to be seen if this institution becomes subservient as
have its equivalent institutions in Belarus, Kazakhstan and Russia. Although less
authoritarian in its discourse than the other cases, in reality Kiev is becoming more

authoritarian taking ideas from the other cases.

Civil Society

Belarus

The regime has made it easier to form civil society organisations. Consequently, it
has increased the number by 245%, according to a member of the Ministry of Justice (Elena
Kirchenko) (Rud, 2010). For Lukashenka civil society should follow “traditional values”,
where organisations discuss matters in a civilised way, whilst adhering to the law
(Ponomarev and Kirilenko, 2013). Belarus’s civil society should support the state, operating
where the state cannot (Kirilenko, 2012). This is a similar discourse to the Russian regime.
Lukashenka (2010b) claims that the state can fulfil most duties, leaving little leeway for civil

society. In the official discourse Belarusian civil society will be different. It will not damage
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peace and stability (Lukashenka, 2010c). Civil society will help build democracy, but it should
“comply with applicable laws and not allow...their organisations to play political games that
instigate individuals calling on election-day for illegal actions” (Ministry of Justice of the

Republic of Belarus, 2010).

Kazakhstan

The activities of civil society organisations have declined in Kazakhstan. This is good
according to Serik Seiduanov (Deputy Mayor of Almaty), because it means people are less
political (Burdin, 2012), which is the official line. The state has pushed civil society to the
margins (Kozachko, 2012). Nazarbayev advocated that the government would build and
fund civil society (Nazarbayev, 2012b). This is similar discourse to the Belarusian, Russian
and Ukrainian regimes. A significant part of civil society building is the creating of youth
parliaments, allowing people to take an interest in politics under regime auspices
(Sevost’yanova, 2011c). Before Kazakhstan builds civil society it must have a strong
economy. The regime should limit reliance on government support (Razymov, 2012a). The
discourse is similar on civil society. All cases advocate that civil society should be state
created as this will lead to democracy. In Kazakhstan and Belarus, the regimes view civil
society as marginal believing that the state can perform all roles of civil society. Kazakhstan,

Belarus and Russia have created a state funded civil society.

Russia

According to official discourse civil society needs to be created. Once constructed it

should follow government requirements (Novikov, 2011: 2). The public needs to know more
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about civil society, so the government will provide finance for public television, to promote
civil society’s work (Maksimov, 2012: 9). Civil society organisations keep the public away
from politics (Maksimov, 2012: 9). With increasing internet usage, civil society keeps people
informed about government policy (Chesnakov, 2013: 3). It is important the Kremlin builds
civil society, as it gives the regime more legitimacy (Markelov, 2011: 5; Putin, 2012b: 1). This
is official regime discourse. People feel disenfranchised so civil organisations gives them
opportuntites to discuss pertinent issues. Yet, people should also remember that the regime
brought stability and wealth. Thus, they should not cause instability and undermine the
state. According to Putin it is parliamentary deputies who will build civil society (Beluza et al,
2011: 1). A regime created public chamber was introduced after the Beslan disaster, to
enable civil society organisations to work together. Yet, the authorities rejected tabled
amendments, “leaving the would-be watchdog practically toothless” (Abdullaev, 2005: 1).
The president appoints 42 members they choose another 42 members from NGOs. The 84
members choose another 42 members from regional NGOs. This leads to regime control of
the public chamber (Abdullaev, 2005: 1). According to Oleg Shein (opposition activist), “this
is not a public but a presidential chamber...it will be used as a cloak...it can be claimed that
this or that bill was discussed with society” (Abdullaev, 2005: 1). The Federal Security
Bureau (FSB) monitors the public chamber and members, emphasising that it is mere

window-dressing (Bratersky, 2012b: 3).

Ukraine

Yanukovych argues that the government should build a civil society to advance

democratisation (Newsroom, 2013c). He has initiated a Coordinating Council for Civil Society
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Development, which will publish annual plans on constructing civil society (Litkevich, 2012).
It is similar to the Russian public chamber. Yanukovych argues that civil society aids
modernisation, promoting methods of “transparency and accountability” (Yanukovych,
2013). This remains official discourse. The Ukrainian government is building its own civil
society groups whilst marginalising others (Higgins, 2012). The Ukrainian parliament passed
a law “On the Promotion of Civil Society Development in Ukraine”, but according to Marina
Staviinchuk (Head of the Main Department of the Ukrainian Presidential Administration), it
failed to define civil society. If, as the government advocates, they want a stronger state,
then they need a robust civil society. Yet, this would curb regime power, so civil society

remains weak (Matsegora, 2012b).

Summary

All four cases have a discourse on the importance of civil society for democratisation.
Yet, even in official discourse each regime wants to control civil society. The Ukrainian
regime may in its discourse, mention European integration but it has copied the Russian
public chamber, promoting a civil society that the regime can control. In reality it shares

similarities with other states discourse, of building a regime controlled civil society.

NGOs

Belarus

NGOs must adhere to the constitution. The state can intervene if the attorney-
general believes it necessary. The Ministry of Justice controls all NGO financing (Law of

the Republic of Belarus, 2011a). NGOs, according to former-Foreign Minister Sergei
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Martynov, will work in sectors deemed applicable by the state (BelTa, 2009a). The
regime has funded NGOs in other states. As Olga Stuzhinskaya (director of the Office for
a Democratic Belarus) (BelTa, 2009b) challenges, they provide training courses and
workshops to promote NGO competence in Europe. This is similar to the Kremlin
controlled NGO (the Institute for Democracy and Cooperation), which assesses
American and European democracies reporting on how to improve their political
systems. The official discourse is that it is now easier to register a new NGO. Silitski
(2010: 4) agrees, but only if the NGO is regime affiliated. Belarusian NGO law is
convoluted with complicated “barriers to entry...from high minimum membership
requirements to long decision-making processes...even the successful passing... does
not guarantee...registration” (Firsava, 2013). Unregistered NGOs are quickly closed.
New laws make receiving money from or having assets abroad (Wydarzenia, 2011)
illegal. Non-approved public events are dispersed (Vialichka, 2012: 2). NGO registration

is similar to Russian legislation, although Belarus’s system is not as stringent as Russia’s.

Kazakhstan

No NGO can receive foreign funding (Akhmatova, 2012a). This would allow
foreign interests to have ascendancy in the state (Dzhalilova, 2013a). This is official
discourse. Kazakhstan’s largest democracy NGO closed after the government withdrew
funding (Jalilov, 2013). The regime has not defined what an NGO is, so it is difficult for
organisations to operate (Aimbetova, 2012b). Aimbetova (2012b) argues that it is the
state and not NGOs that work effectively in a healthy society. NGOs are opaque,

whereas state institutions are accountable. This is official discourse. The government
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allows NGOs to spend 30% of their budget, but it fines them if they exceed that limit.
NGO’s must provide annual tax reports to get an operation certificate (Aimbetova,
2012b). The mantra remains that a strong state works effectively by itself. The
government passed new legislation reducing NGO funding, but it also wants to build a
strong state to help society (Pavlovskaya, 2013). This highlights the stability notion,

which is a recurring mantra in the discourse.

Russia

NGOs must register according to the Ministry of Justice of the Russian
Federation providing details of their organisation. In the documentation they must
identify their purpose, location, area of expertise “and number of foreign staff’. The
Ministry often changes the tax code forcing NGOs to change accountancy practices and
it uses unscheduled checks to monitor NGOs (Ministry of Justice of the Russian
Federation, 2012a: 10). Article 37 provides an exhaustive list of stipulations for
registering and closing NGOs. Another law centres on administrative issues and
monitoring (Ministry of Justice of the Russian Federation, 2012b: 24). Article 6 sets out

guidelines for financial document monitoring and the regulations for NGO compliance.

on11% February 2013, the State Duma passed a law forcing foreign funded
NGOs to register as ‘foreign agents’. According to Chapter 24, Article 1, any organisation
using data from NGOs deemed ‘foreign agents’ must indicate the source, or it too will be
classified as a ‘foreign agent’. ‘Foreign agent’ NGOs will face checks and unscheduled
inspections. NGOs not registered as ‘foreign agents’ will face suspension (Ministry of

Justice of the Russian Federation, 2013). According to Putin, the Kremlin will set-up an
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organisation to monitor human rights groups regardless of whether they receive foreign
funding or not (Interfax, 2013c). The ‘Orange revolution’ created ‘Orange paranoia’ in
the Kremlin, making NGO persecution extensive. Since 2001 the regime has curbed NGO
independence (Dzhibladze, 2013). Yury Chaika (Russian Prosecutor General) contends
that NGOs regardless of being ‘foreign agents’ or not should face stiffer regulation. Their
independence leads to instability (Arutunyan, 2013). At a meeting with security
personnel, Putin argued that NGOs should be carefully monitored, so they do not

engage in “destructive purposes” (Putin, 2014).

Russia’s human rights ombudsman does not differentiate between political
and social NGOs, so all NGOs must register (Interfax, 2013f). The Russian Justice
Minister, Alexander Konovalov, considers that it is impossible to force NGOs to register
as there is no legal requirement for them to do so (Interfax, 2013e). The “foreign agents’
law is not restrictive enough only disenfranchising NGOs opposed to the regime
(Interfax, 2013b). This is official discourse. Konovalov contends that Russia needs
tougher NGO laws. A new Bill “broadens the...grounds for such inspections...In our
opinion, the number of grounds can certainly be expanded” (Interfax, 2013d). The
official line is that NGO laws in other states are as restricted. NGO legislation will not
change, as it could lead to instability (Gorbachev and Samarin, 2013: 3; Bocharova and

Biryukova, 2013: 2).

Ukraine

Ukraine originally had an NGO law based on Soviet law. Since a ruling by the

European Court of Human Rights (ECHR) in 2013, the government recognised the law as
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“grossly violating...associations, establishing discriminatory procedures for such
associations” (Nagrebetska, 2013). The new law based on European recommendations
makes it easier to register an NGO. The Ministry of Justice no longer monitors NGOs.
This, according to Marina Staviinchuk, will increase the number of NGOs and help build
civil society (Nagrebetska, 2013). According to official discourse, the new NGO law will
further democracy, allowing the government to pass legislation for a democratic
political system. Now there is no government interference in how NGOs operate and
what role they play in society (Newsroom, 2013d). This is the official discourse. The
government is, however, limiting foreign funding to NGOs, like in the other cases. If
foreign funding is denied, NGOs are reliant on state funding and likely to become
subservient to the regime (Lutsevych, 2013: 5). Kiev’s discourse, however, is closer to

Belarus, Kazakhstan and Russia.

Summary

All four cases have a discourse where NGOs help build democracy and civil
society. Ukraine’s discourse is different to that of Belarus, Kazakhstan and Russia. The
latter three have curbed NGO abilities to operate, limited funding and forced reliance on
the state. The Belarusian and Russian regimes have created official NGOs which are used
to build a controlled civil society. Although the Ukrainian regime’s discourse is different,
in reality it has infringed on the ability of NGOs to operate. This is seen in the regime

limiting NGO access to foreign funding, thus forcing NGOs to rely on the state.
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Opposition

Belarus

According to changes in the 1994 ‘Law on Political Parties’ (Law of the Republic of
Belarus, 2011b) a political party must have a thousand members spread across most regions
with head offices in Minsk. The Ministry of Justice can refuse registration if documentation
is deemed inadequate. Political parties cannot be funded externally. Minsk views opposition
as “ineffective”. The regime should protect people from opposition ideas in case they
permeate society (Orgish, 2012b). The opposition should support the government.
Lukashenka has said he will build an opposition to operate in the regime’s interest,
preserving the political system (Orgish, 2010). The regime wants a systemic opposition
similar to Russia. A Just Russia and the Liberal Democratic Party of Russia serve as regime-
sanctioned alternatives to United Russia, without reducing regime control and Minsk wants
to emulate this (Orgish, 2012b). However, the party that was created (Belarusian Social
Democratic Party-Hramada) did not gain public support (Orgish, 2012b). If the opposition
wishes to be relevant, they should integrate into the political system, as now they are
“bandits” and a “fifth column” (Lukashenka, 2011a). This is official discourse. The regime
uses violence, sudden arrests, beatings and unexplained disappearances against opposition
groups, whilst claiming to maintain stability. Russian security forces also use these tactics

(Arutunyan, 2006: 1).
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Kazakhstan

Kazakhstan, like Russia, has a systemic opposition. This supports the government by
acting as a conduit for disaffected groups from the regime. Nur Otan, the dominant party,
splits both the systemic and non-systemic opposition (Jalilov, 2011). Parts of the opposition
engage in dialogue, supporting the regime and hoping they can instigate reforms (Razymov,
2012). After the Zhanaozen protests, the government cracked down on opposition leaders.
When the opposition notifies the authorities of a demonstration, the protest location will be
used on the day for pro-government rallies (Aimbetova, 2012c). This is similar in Russia. In
all cases the regimes contend that it is difficult to talk with the opposition. Yet, each regime
will not consider dialogue with the opposition, unless on their terms. The Ukrainian regime
speaks of co-operation, providing the opposition agrees to its terms. The opposition in
Belarus is referred to as a “fifth column” by Lukashenka. Russia and Kazakhstan fear

instability, creating a systemic opposition to incorporate society around the regime.

Russia

The Russian regime discourse promotes the idea that the opposition are western
controlled and determined to overturn the regime. Georgian Deputy, Givi Targamadze, has
been accused of organising and training opposition (Kozlova, 2012: 2). This fear of
opposition has led to the arrests of Sergei Udaltsov and Leonid Razvozzhaeyv on charges of
starting a revolution and the publication of documents on a potential ‘colour revolutions’ by
gay rights activists (Kozlova, 2012: 2; Podosenov, 2013). The government has spoken about
using party blocs in the political system (Sybbotina and Sivkova, 2013). It is considering

making the All-Russia People’s Front a bloc partner with United Russia to dominate
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parliament (Bashlikova, 2013). However, Alexei Mukhin (Centre for Political Information)
asserts that liberalisation would create smaller parties, making political blocs harder to
form, thus splintering opposition. He believes the regime will use blocs to create opposition
ruptures (Mazaeva, 2012: 3). For Yershov et al (2011: 3) the opposition are only interested
in violence. The regime has to maintain stability. This is official discourse. Putin contends
that any opposition party is unfit to govern. It is important the regime keeps power, but it
should admit mistakes and learn from the dissatisfaction against United Russian in the 2011
parliamentary elections (Putin, 2011). As United Russia still dominates elections it proves
that society wants the regime. Demonstrations that occurred after parliamentary and
presidential elections in 2011 and 2012 were not in support of the opposition, but
disappointment at regime excess (Putin, 2011). To maintain stability the authorities should
disenfranchise the opposition (Grachlev, 2013: 3). This is official discourse. Since the
‘Orange revolution’, the regime has not permitted large demonstrations in Moscow
(Bratersky, 2011: 1). The police and OMON have a zero-tolerance policy towards protests,
therefore, forcing opposition to demonstrate without authorisation (Seliger, 2008: 3). The
Kremlin hacks social media networks, (like Twitter, V-Kontakte, Skype and Facebook) to
monitor opposition. During opposition elections to the coordination council hacking was
used hacking to disrupt the vote (Kravtsova, 2012a: 1). The opposition are seen as foreign
stooges bent on destabilising Russia (Bratersky, 2012a: 1). This is similar rhetoric to the

Belarusian and Kazakh regimes.
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Ukraine

Prime Minister Azarov has stated, that the government is prepared to work with
opposition, “our government is essentially set for constructive cooperation with
the...opposition...After all, where there is no teamwork, there is no result” (Medyhntsya,
2013b). He states that Ukraine does not need “contenders for power”, but rather unity.
Currently, part of the opposition wants to destabilise the state with “lies, demagoguery and
populism” (Medyhntsya, 2013a). Yanukovych states that he will work with the opposition
“wherever there is a desire to cooperate” providing that the government and opposition
“maintain stability in the future” (Newsroom, 2013a; Newsroom, 2012a). This is official
discourse. Parliament passed legislation making it illegal for state employees and students
to attend protests. This is similar to Minsk (Protsishin, 2013b). A new law allows security
forces to disperse unapproved protests. Demonstration leaders must provide exact numbers
of participants (Skyba, 2013). This law is similar to ones in Belarus, Kazakhstan and Russia. It

is impossible to know in advance the number of protestors making dispersal certain.

Summary

Again KieVv’s discourse has both different and similar components to the other cases.
This irreconcilable contrast is evident in the Ukrainian discourse where the regime works
with the opposition. The regime is open to dialogue with the opposition, but, it will maintain
stability and the opposition should cooperate. This is similar discourse to the other three
cases where stability and unity are sacrosanct. The Ukrainian regime follows a discourse
comparable to the Belarusian, Kazakh and Russian regimes arguing that opposition is intent

on regime destabilisation. This is seen with Lukashenka’s continual rhetoric of the “fifth
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column”. The Kazakh and Russian regimes have created systemic oppositions to curb
alternative opposition. The systemic opposition permits these regimes to claim that
opposition exists, whilst allowing each regime to coax disaffected voters and control the
political process. The Belarusian regime uses coercion to a greater extent, but all four cases

have a discourse summarised as the opposition should work within regime’s perimeters.

Corruption

Belarus

Lukashenka argues that corruption needs to be brought under control but law
enforcement does not do enough. Corruption is less in Belarus than elsewhere (Press
Service of the President of the Republic of Belarus, 2013c). Lukashenka promises the
fight against corruption will continue. Any state-worker accused of corruption will be
fired (Press Service of the President of the Republic of Belarus, 2013b). Lukashenka
elucidates corruption only occurs in capitalist economies with privatised industries. So,
Belarus’s economy will remain in state hands. However, he agrees that corruption
occurs less in democratic political systems. So Belarus’s political system will be
reformed, but evolve slowly (BelTa, 2010a). This is official discourse. Minsk is dealing
with corruption, viewing it as “the main threat to the state”. The media often claim that
corruption is low and worse in other states like Poland and Lithuania (Borowska, 2013b).
The Russian regime also claims that corruption is worse in other states (particularly the
Baltic States) (Grigas, 2012: 2). Corruption cases are used selectively to eliminate rivals.

By FSU standards corruption is low (BelTa, 2013b), but “the authorities do not respect
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the rule of law, courts are not independent and underpaid officials will...supplement

their salaries with bribes” (Borowska, 2012).

Kazakhstan

Corruption is a permanent problem in Kazakhstan with Nazarbayev
complaining that ministries never adhere to budgets. Omarkhan Oxikbayev, (Majilas
Deputy), exposed ministries for siphoning budget money (Basarova, 2012b). However,
this is partly because the law is unclear as to allowances for public procurement
(Sevost’yanova, 2013b). Nazarbayev acknowledges that if Kazakhstan is to become a
consolidated democracy, it needs to tackle corruption (Aimbetova, 2011). He spoke of
the need to “learn from other countries” (my italics) on corruption (Nazarbayev, 2012b).
All four cases view corruption as a significant concern in cementing democracy. As will
be shown (with the partial exception of Ukraine), the discourse of the four cases is that

the regimes will tackle corruption before beginning a democratic transition.

Russia

The Kremlin’s discourse is that the regime is fighting corruption. The State
Duma has created a commission to monitor wealth, incomes and properties of Duma
Deputies and their families (Shadina, 2012: 4). However, Kulikov (2010: 1) argues the
fight against corruption cannot be sustained, as the Ministry of Justice’s independent
monitors are not providing the necessary information on corruption. Pavlikova (2013: 6)
contends that corruption is pervasive. To register and stand for election, a candidate

must pay the regional electoral commission. Vladislav Surkov (Beluza, 2011: 2) states
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that corruption is universal in society. No legislation will stop it. All that can be done is to
set an example (Rogozin, 2011: 4). The state shows society how to be corrupt. It has
been part of centuries of state building, constraining “a free economy, a vibrant civil
society and a transparent state”. The regime has ratified anti-corruption legislation, but
has failed to follow it. Whilst, this will not end corruption, it would help (Deliagin, 2011:
6). The regime uses convoluted language for corruption, making it difficult for it to be

accused, but easier for it to accuse and charge others (Zlotin, 2012: 9).

Ukraine

The Ukrainian regime tackles corruption by using European examples. It joined
the Partnership for Open Government in 2011, which makes public administration
transparent, provide access to government resources, create anti-corruption legislation,
provide quality administrative services and build e-government and e-democracy
(Newsroom, 2013e). The Ukrainian government knows corruption affects people’s
perceptions of democracy. It has implemented three laws which stop state interference
in people’s lives. Yanukovych said the best way to tackle corruption and build a
democratic system is to create trust in government, coordinate between institutions,
improve the investment environment and observe human rights and the rule of law
(Zhuravs’ky, 2011). As the government has a database of corrupt civil-servants, they
cannot find a public sector job again (Bodnya, 2013). Yanukovych contends that
corruption is rampant regionally, affecting the government’s ability to build democracy
(Koval, 2013). Yanukovych admits it will be a long fight (Matsegora, 2011). Ukraine has

left tackling corruption to NGOs. This is official discourse. Local government and central
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government ministries have curbed the remit of NGOs (Khmara, 2013) affecting anti-
corruption measures. Whilst Belarus, Kazakhstan and Russia wish to solve corruption

alone, Ukraine seeks help from Europe.

Summary

The corruption variable provides competing discourses amongst the four
cases. The Belarusian regime like its Russian and Kazakh counterparts claims that
corruption is prevalent, but uses rhetoric that it is no worse than other places, so it does
not need to tackle it. At the same time Minsk is reluctant to give up control of the
economy (which is largely state controlled) nor make radical reforms to the political
system. The Kazakh regime claims it will tackle corruption as it is an effective barrier to
consolidating democracy. This is a similar discourse to the Ukrainian regime. Kiev argues
that to become democratic, corruption must firstly be tackled. This is in contrast to
Moscow which refuses to acknowledge the prevalence of corruption, claiming it is a part
of Russian life so cannot be tackled. The Belarusian, Russian and Ukrainian regimes often
use selective corruption charges to oust rivals and limit effective opposition. The
discourse of the Belarusian, Kazakh and Russian regimes is that they can tackle
corruption alone. This is different to the Ukrainian discourse where Kiev will use EU help

on confronting corruption.
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Media

Belarus

If a foreign media company wants to operate in Belarus, they have to provide
the personal information of all Belarusian employees (Law of the Republic of Belarus,
2008). Media must disseminate correct information and publish state material.
Television and radio programmes are cut to allow for government statements if and
when necessary (Law of the Republic of Belarus, 2008). Oleg Proleskovsky (Minister of
Information) states “the impact of...media is enormous”, but the media should maintain
stability and preserve cultural identity (Bibikov, 2013). Lukashenka (2013b) contends
that he wants a privatised media in the future, but currently the media is weak and
relies on state funding. There are 1,071 privately owned newspapers, but it is weak and
relies on state funding. The state controls 175 of 225 electronic media sources, but only
two out of nine television channels. This is official discourse. All media has to follow
state ideology and rely on funding. This contravenes the law ‘On Mass Media’. Media
should not be state controlled, nor should the state have a monopoly. Lukashenka does
not need to appear on television, as channels show his speeches. Consequently, he is
continually in people’s minds (Arutunyan, 2006: 1). The government controls printing
and distribution, affecting how the opposition disseminates information (Arutunyan,
2006: 3). This is similar to Kazakhstan. A new law in Belarus on the installation of
television antennae requires that people have planning permission first, in order to be

able to erect them. Existing antenna need a permit (Law of the Republic of Belarus,



147

2013). The process is time-consuming, thus limiting people’s access to satellite television

and foreign media. Again this is similar to Kazakhstan.

Media is changing. Sergei Nesterovich (Deputy Minister of Information) argues
that the internet is replacing ‘old’ media. It is a “unique platform to exchange ideas”
(Korbut, 2012). According to official discourse, the internet allows paedophiles,
“depraved literature”, the entertainment and retail industries to divert people’s
interests (Parton, 2013). A new specialised unit (Operational and Analytical Centre -
OAC) monitors the internet to protect citizens. Social media and networking sites are
tracked (Parton, 2013). All companies must store citizens’ data on website hits and give
access to the authorities (BelTa, 2010). This is official discourse. Protection is important.
Hackers target and attack government websites (Kozlovich, 2013). According to official
discourse the OAC monitors the internet, using collected information to build civil
society (BelTa, 2013a). The OAC has created a Belarusian version of the internet
(‘ByNet’), like Kazakhstan’s ‘KazNet” and Russia’s ‘RuNet’. This according to official
discourse protects Belarusians from dangerous material, whilst preventing them
accessing other parts of the web (Pasiyak, 2012). BelaPan monitors the internet,
allowing it to observe, follow and terminate internet services (BelaPan, 2010). This is
official discourse, to protect people and end “anarchy” (Bortnik, 2010). The reality is
somewhat different. BelaPan “works to find ways to control the internet” (Andreev,
2013). The OAC and BelaPan control all Belarusian websites. If a person views ‘illegal’
material, the OAC terminates their internet access (Bortnik, 2010). Opposition websites
are often blocked. The OAC has the technology to listen to Skype conversations. Whilst,

security services cannot monitor everyone “they are certainly not constrained by



148

Belarusian laws or human rights concerns” (Kryvoi, 2012). The authorities block
vkontakte and Facebook (social media sites) before and after protests. Fake websites
are set-up to confuse opposition groups. These take the computer information of those
that visit the website to secure KGB servers. New technology enables the authorities to
find bloggers (Kryvoi, 2011). The authorities, fearful of an ‘Orange revolution’ and
viewing the internet as a vehicle to promote demonstrations, have many ways to
monitor it (Charnysh, 2011). These technologies are also used in other FSU states

(Kryvoi, 2012).

Kazakhstan

According to official discourse Kazakhstan has a free media. Sections are
owned by private enterprises (Akhmatova, 2012b). It is important that freedom of
speech is defined by the regime, as media articles could create instability (Basarova,
2012a). Like Belarus, Kazakhstan’s media must devote space to government
announcements. Radio and television must stop broadcasting, if the government makes
emergency statements (Interfax-Kazakhstan, 2012). This is official discourse. Most
media is government funded so they practice self-censorship. Journalists can face
defamation charges further contributing to self-censorship (Dzhailova, 2013b). The
government has increased control of broadcast and internet media by buying private
media (Kenji, 2012). The law ‘On National Security’ allows the regime to close media
companies on charges of extremism, without defining what extremism is (Dzhalilova,
2013b). Another law ‘On Personal Data’, stipulates that all persons mentioned in an

article must have their individual details included (Dzhalilova, 2013). Consequently,
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journalists no longer use sources. Journalists face penalties for mentioning politicians in
an unflattering light (Dzhalilova, 2010a). ArRukhKhak (a pollster), found that 52% of
newspaper articles and 29% of television broadcasts in 2010 were dedicated to Nur
Otan (Drozdov, 2011). The regime has made digital television mandatory. It controls
broadcasting codes, so can control what people watch. Foreign media must register

before they can broadcast (Jalilov, 2010b).

Nazarbayev views the internet as detrimental to humanity’s interests “instead
of spreading knowledge” it promotes lies, hatred and vice (Nazarbayev, 2012a).
Kazakhstan, like Belarus and Russia has its own section of the internet ‘KazNet’, which
“will fight illegal content viruses, online fraud and zombie networks...combat
pornography, terrorist and extremist views” (Jalilov, 2010c). The Majilas has passed
legislation limiting ‘destructive’ websites; though the Ministry of Justice has not defined
what “a destructive website” is (Jalilov, 2010a). ‘KazNet’ allows the regime to put
newspapers online, allows ease of access according to official discourse and limiting the
need to view foreign news websites (Dzhalilova, 2010). For Shaternikova (2012), the
government’s interest in the internet has been beneficial, as it allows dialogue between

public and regime, promoting e-democracy and e-society. This is official discourse.

Russia

Russia’s media laws allow organisations to register new newspapers and other
media if they disclose information and personal details of participants (Prokof’ev and
Fomchenkov, 2011: 12). This is similar to Belarus and Kazakhstan. The extremism law

stifles media, as Roskomnadzor (Federal Agency for Supervision of Communications,
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Information Technology and Mass Media) censors articles. If an article is rejected it is
pulled, hence leading to self-censorship. This has been used against liberal outlets
(Lyalyakina, 2013). Russian media relies on state funding, thus curbing innovation.
Official discourse is that although media is state-controlled it does not detract from
Russia’s democracy. The media keeps citizens informed (Shadrina, 2010: 6). If media
were privately funded, it would serve private interests and not the state’s which creates
instability (Grigor’ev, 2010: 6). Public television must provide news and build civil society
without allowing politics into debates (Maksimov, 2012: 9). Moscow’s official discourse
is similar to Minsk and Astana’s. The regime claims media is free, but self-censorship
exists (Arutunyan, 2009: 65-66). Official discourse contends that free speech is good, but
it does not make the media free. The media would become dependent on private
interests (Arutunyan, 2009: 77). Thus, the authorities keep “overall control of the sphere
and clamp down on...news outlets” whilst using “techniques to maintain a...grip on the
media, detaining...critics, closing down media outlets and blogs, and bringing libel or
defamation suits against journalists” (Moscow Times, 2012a: 3). Newspapers have been
targeted by government raids. The authorities have brought the last independent

vestiges under control (Bratersky, 2010: 3). This is similar to Belarus and Kazakhstan.

Blogging makes the government look weak, as it allows “faceless” criticism
(Novoselova and lakovleva, 2010: 12). Ministers have been instructed not to blog. It can
lead to misunderstandings and scandals as the diatribe against Moskovsky Komsomolets
(a newspaper) by Andrey Isayev illustrated (Kozlov, 2013: 2). The Kremlin copies Chinese
internet law. This allows authorities to block websites without explaining why (Revich,

2013: 6). The police browse social media for inappropriate content. Accused websites
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have 24 hours to remove data, or face closure. Like Belarus and Kazakhstan, the Kremlin
wants to control the internet as it realises that Russians can access other uncontrolled
media. This is official discourse. Blogging and social media have been affected. The
regime uses anti-piracy and anti-extremism laws to bring bloggers to trial (Eremenko,
2013). It has closed websites for ‘extremist’ material, forcing opposition sites to get
domains abroad. However, the Kremlin claims that the extremism law is overzealously
interpretated by regions. Yet, it is unlikely that the city authorities of Komsomolsk-on-
Amur (for example) tried to ban YouTube without Kremlin support and knowledge

(Krainova, 2011: 3).

Ukraine

The official discourse in Kiev is that the media can educate Ukrainian citizens
to think and raise issues. Yet, the media is too weak for this (Korkiv, 2012). According to
Viktor Pshonka (Prosecutor General), the state will do all it can to protect journalists and
their property (Bittner, 2011). In reality, Ukraine’s media has become less free and Kiev
has not made promised reforms (Vlachenko, 2011). There are 2,266 media companies.
700 are owned by the government and more are subsidised. To promote free speech,
Kiev needs to end subsidies. Until media is privatised it will have to accept criticism
(Ylovits’ka et al, 2013). The government needs to end leases on property leading to
another form of censorship. Media companies face eviction if they criticise the
government (Ylovits’ka et al, 2013). The government has instigated laws allowing
“media access to information from the government...not deemed a security issue”. As

Andrei Shevchenko (Chairman of the Freedom of Expression and Information
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Committee) (Nagrebets’ka, 2011a) argues “our people need to know...all information of
government”, but he also admits that not all information will be available to the public
“we are not talking about draft decisions, and...approved documents. There are
statutory exceptions...secret information. But open to all is information on expenditure”.
All other documents can be deemed draft decisions. The government buys newspapers,
if it is unable to buy the newspaper the papers owners are taken to court for tax fraud
(Motyl, 2012a). The regime uses ties with media to induce self-censorship (Turner,

2012a). All four cases follow a similar pattern having a difficulty with freedom of speech.

The concept of online government occurs in official discourse. The
government recognises that people should have access to information and it needs an
online presence. The regime believes that there are issues with providing public
information and improving citizen awareness, whilst not undermining stability (Sosnin,
2013). The state must juggle e-governance and protect citizens from the internet’s
darker side. The government’s focus on internet protection provides “protection
from...aggressive "entrepreneurs" (Sosnin, 2013). Whilst, the internet has benefits
(curbing state bureaucracy), it allows anonymity which is dangerous (Sosnin, 2013). The
government uses similar tactics to Russia and Belarus to block websites (Turner, 2012a).
All four cases emphasise the internet’s downside. Belarus, Kazakhstan and Russia have

built individual internet areas to control what people see. Ukraine is following this trend.

Summary

The discourse on media provides a clear analysis of authoritarianism in the

four cases. Throughout, there are continual references to maintaining stability. This is
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particularly so regarding the internet. The four regimes view the internet as a hazard.
Astana, Minsk and Moscow have set up national parts of the internet, making it difficult
to gain access to foreign websites. The Ukrainian regime uses Russian and Belarusian
tactics to block websites and compile data on users. More traditional media
(newspapers, radio and television) have become state controlled, or owned by
organisations close to the state. Media reliance on state funding allows all four regimes
to impose media censorship. Control of printing presses and leasing of office space
expands censorships remit. Belarus, Kazakhstan and Russia have limited foreign funding
of media outlets. The poorly worded extremism laws in Kazakhstan and Russia limits
media independence further. Whereas Belarus and Kazakhstan’s discourse is that
eventually the media will be free (without setting a time for it), for the Russian regime
the media is already free and censorship is beneficial. The Ukrainian regime is copying
the other three (especially Belarus and Russia) in formulating media controls. All four

cases advocate that media should help preserve regime stability.

Conclusion

| do not contend that discourse analysis will show that authoritarian learning
occurs. It is something that cannot be definitely emphasised, but only hinted at.
However, tactics cannot occur from nothing. It is unlikely that four cases simultaneously
use comparable gambits when speaking about their political systems. Statistical data
corroborates that the FSU states are authoritarian. Discourse analysis goes further
showing that three of the cases use very similar language, even sharing tactics. This can

be seen in the similarities between Russia and Kazakhstan’s extremism law. Other
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examples include how the Belarusian, Russian and Ukrainian regimes use poorly worded
corruption legislation to oust opponents. All four states view the opposition as a cause
of instability. The Ukrainian regime in its official discourse is moving towards Europe,
but in reality is also taking ideas from the other cases. For example, Kiev has started to
impose new legislation limiting NGO access to foreign funding. Whilst, it is not possible
to emphasise that learning is definite, it is difficult to believe that four regimes with
close affinity to one another, would not engage in learning and dialogue with each
other. Future investigations would expose further nuances. | assessed eight variables to
determine authoritarian learning. By using variables fitting succinctly in the democracy
literature | emphasised how authoritarian the cases are. | maintain the belief that there

are different types of authoritarian regime in the FSU.

Whilst, conducting discourse analysis | teased out similarities on the cases
discourse. Throughout, the issues of stability and unity were contrasted with civil
liberties. Stability in the discourse was paramount. The state must remain strong and
vigilant to deal with instability. Yet, it is the regime that interprets stability, viewing
potential challenges as dangerous. Throughout the four case’s discourse, the state
protects citizens from threats to maintain stability. It is the regime that determines what
a threat is. Democracy is the chosen word of all four cases, to mean stability and regime

preservation. For all four cases stability and state control are important.

The Belarusian model of stability and well-managed society is one that Russia
recognises and takes ideas from. The stability mantra is one that permeates the

discourse of both regimes. The Kremlin (as was seen in chapter three) took ideas from
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the Belarusian regime in stopping ‘colour revolutions’. Lukashenka had by 1998
eradicated all viable opposition and continually purges any that appear. | argue that the
Kremlin used Minsk’s example in dealing with the opposition. Whilst it is not possible to
prove learning succinctly, it can be inferred that it is the most likely contention for
explaining how regimes operate in similar ways. Similar ideas permeate the Kazakh
regime’s discourse. All three states use similar rubrics to discuss their political systems,
claiming they are democratic, but different to the West. Parliament is a variable all four
have similarities on, although Ukraine less so. Belarus, Kazakhstan and Russia have
modelled parliament to serve the regime. Kazakhstan and Russia have created facade
democracies. Both use political parties acting in opposition to one another, but,
supportive of the regime. Belarus has tried to create a systemic opposition, like
Kazakhstan and Russia, but has found other ways to exclude the opposition. The
Belarusian parliament consists of regime supporters with no party affiliation. The regime
views political parties as causing instability. Russia and Kazakhstan use pseudo-parties to
fragment opposition and co-opt marginally independent parties as ‘opposition’. Ukraine
has not gone as far, but the regime isolates the opposition. The central electoral
commission in three cases serves to maintain a democratic facade, whilst allowing
regime control of the electoral process. Although the Ukrainian regime’s language is
different the fact the head of the central electoral commission is an ally of Yanukovych

does not bode well for its independence.

Belarus and Russia hold elections in the depths of winter to stop potential
protests. This was the regimes attempt to deal with a possible domestic ‘colour

revolution’. By holding elections during the coldest month of the year (mid December to
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mid January) the Belarusian and Russian regimes believe that protestors, even if willing
to demonstrate, will be unwilling to maintain demonstrations over a long period. That
both regimes took this aspect from the ‘colour revolutions’ and used it does not prove
learning, but it does significantly infer that learning and dialogue occur. Belarus’s
electoral system and central election commission, like Kazakhstan’s, makes elections a
side-show. Ukraine’s new electoral system has made it easier for Party of Regions to
coerce deputies from smaller parties. Nur Otan, Party of Regions and United Russia use
administrative resources to co-opt opposition deputies. All four cases have discourse on
building a state controlled civil society. Russia and Ukraine have created chosen civil

society groups. Yet, all four cases perceive civil society as a threat.

Belarus, Kazakhstan and Russia do not tolerate opposition other than their
created systemic opposition. All four regimes monitor internet websites. Whilst, the
opposition are able to use the internet (and do), regular blocking and limiting of
websites makes the opposition’s ability to operate and get views across largely
ineffective. Each has created draconian protest laws with the Ukrainian regime following
the example of the other three. Again Belarus, Kazakhstan and Russia have limited NGO
operations, creating laws circumscribing their remit and access to funding. The
Ukrainian regime has not passed similar legislation, but has limited NGO access to
foreign funding and as NGOs rely on state funding, this will make them reliant on the
government. Corruption discourse varies across the four cases. Belarus and Russia claim
corruption is lower than the west, so they will not worry. The Kazakh regime’s discourse
is that the government will work alone to end corruption. This is different to Ukraine

where the language speaks of tackling corruption using European examples. The media
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variable tells a similar story. Television in Belarus, Kazakhstan and Russia is devoted to
portraying leaders in a positive light. Russia and Belarus have copied China in harsh
internet legislation. This is occurring in Ukraine. Kiev blocks and monitors the internet.

As the media is subsidised by each regime, newspapers use self-censorship.

By referring back to the hypotheses at the beginning of this chapter, | showed that discourse
analysis provides comprehensive understanding of the research questions under
investigation. Having offered analysis of aspects of the research questions in previous
chapters, | set-out to answer ‘how do authoritarian regimes learn to consolidate’ and ‘to
what extent do regimes learn from one another’. | analysed three hypotheses: ‘Do the case
studies speak a similar language?’, ‘Do we ascertain a learning process?’ and ‘Do we see a
difference in language and tactics that the Ukrainian regime uses?’ | found that three case
studies have very similar language, with the Ukrainian regime as an outlier. Yet, in parts, its
discourse corresponds to the other three cases. | contend that it is possible to see a learning
process. Whilst, it is difficult to prove that learning occurs, the laws and tactics used by the
four cases make a strong inference that learning and dialogue occur. The cases discourse
espouses similar tactics and institutions used in consolidating their regimes. The dialogue of
consolidation emphasises a process of comparison, dialogue and learning between them.
Similarly, | argue that there are differences in the language of the Ukrainian regime.
However, the tactics the regime uses are comparable to what occurred previously in the
other regimes. The discourse emphasises that Kiev is copying and being taught authoritarian
tendencies by the other cases. Another issue is the corroboration that the regimes are
different in terms of authoritarianism. Academics should treat these nuances with

consideration when analysing FSU regimes.
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CHAPTER SIX: CONCLUSION

To be able to asseses the process of authoritarian learning the reader needs to
use deductions. It remains difficult (if not impossible) to comprehensively prove the
occurrence of learning. However, | feel that by using longitudinal and discourse analysis |
made significant conjectures that learning occurs. Longitudinal analysis showed that the
cases have become more authoritarian. Discourse analysis emphasised that the regimes
had similar discourse. In analysing the cases political systems, opposition, corruption
and NGOs | have shown significant likelihood of learning. It is unlikely that similar
discourses, examples, tactics and institutions exist separately in four closely affiliated
states without the probability of learning. Although learning cannot be categorically

proven, it is highly plausible that states do learn examples from each other.

Chapter one set out research questions for analysis. The main research
guestion was ‘how do authoritarian regimes learn to consolidate and if so, do they learn
from other examples in their region” and there were two sub-research questions ‘why,
when and to what extent do regimes learn from one another’ and ‘does the regional
hegemon instigate learning techniques, or is the process multi-linear?’ These research

guestions systematically provide analysis of authoritarian learning.

Chapter two provided in-depth analysis of authoritarianism allowing the study
to assert that existing typologies (electoral, competitive and hegemonic
authoritarianism) should only explain a few cases. It was necessary to investigate how
authoritarian regimes use similar institutions. Authoritarian regimes twist democratic

institutions for consolidation. | contend that the main reason these regimes use
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democratic institutions is not mainly for democratic benefit, but because institutions
allow regimes to bestow rents on supporters. This keeps regime supporters onside and

consolidates the regime.

In chapter three to comprehend authoritarian learning further | investigated
diffusion, linkage and leverage and soft power. | prefer to use linkage and leverage when
analysing how regimes learn. | argue that diffusion uses inferences and counts these as
scientific fact. It narrowly focuses on understanding events that lead to a culminating
incident. Diffusion scholars have failed to adequately clarify past issues in the states
which could explain regime instability leading to democratic protests prevailing.
Diffusion scholars after the 2004 ‘Orange revolution’ did not assess domestic events that
led to the weakening of the Kuchma. Linkage and leverage provides clearer analysis. It is

not based on conjecture.

A wider analysis of Russian soft power and its linkage and leverage with other
FSU states points to (partial) answers to the research questions. Chapter three provided
an answer to the sub-research question ‘does the regional hegemon instigate learning
techniques, or is the process multi-linear?’ Russia offers an authoritarian model for
other states to copy. They take examples of tactics and institutions from Russia for
domestic authoritarian consolidation. However, the Kremlin has taken examples of
preventative counter revolution from Belarus primarily, but also from Armenia and
Uzbekistan. How the Belarusian regime dispersed the 2006 demonstrations in Minsk
was keenly watched by the Kremlin. It ascertained tactics to be used should protests

occur in Russia. Institutionally, the Kremlin took ideas from Belarus and Kazakhstan,
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such as, copying the example of Nur Otan. Although the Kazakh regime copied United
Russia in building Nur Otan, the Kremlin has copied Kazakh tactics in building a party of
power to control institutions. Belarus is a testing ground for authoritarian tactics,
institutions and regime consolidation. | argue that the process of instigating learning
techniques for authoritarian consolidation is multilinear. With regards the other
research questions | could only make partial claims in proving them. In comprehending
the main research question ‘how do authoritarian regimes learn to consolidate and if so,
do they learn from other examples in their region’ | showed, through analysing FSU
regional institutions that these allow for elite dialogue and potential learning. However,
this can only be inferred and further study needs to occur. Similarly, as | contended,
learning is difficult to categorically prove. | can only make strong deductions from
existing data rather than scientific conclusions. | surmise that these regimes learn to
consolidate authoritarianism through dialogue. This could be for future study too. |
provided comprehension to the sub-research question ‘why, when and to what extent
do regimes learn from one another’. Astana, Minsk and Moscow feared domestic ‘colour
revolutions’ and so started authoritarian consolidation and learning from one another,

which partially answers the ‘why’ and ‘when’ of this sub-research question.

The longitudinal analysis of the study investigated two arguments in chapter
four. The first was that FSU regimes are becoming more authoritarian and the second
was that there are different categories of authoritarian regime in the FSU. | gave two
hypotheses to aid explanation of the sub-research question ‘why, when and to what
extent do regimes learn from one another’? The two hypotheses were:

‘authoritarianism is increasing in the FSU’ and ‘there are differences in authoritarian
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levels between the FSU regimes’. Although there are issues with arbitrability, ideological
concerns and the compilation of data, | contend that Freedom House comprehensively
supplies conclusive data on growing FSU authoritarianism. | contended that FSU regimes
are becoming more authoritarian and that existing rubrics should explain a few cases,
rather than explaining all authoritarian regimes in-toto. The graphs mostly emphasised
that FSU regimes are becoming more authoritarian, but also showed that they do not all
homogeneously fit one rubric. This corroborates my belief that existing typologies
should only explain a few cases, rather than be universal rubrics. Chapter four gave an
answer to the sub-research question ‘why, when and to what extent do regimes learn
from one another’ supporting the assertion that FSU regimes became more
authoritarian after the ‘colour revolutions’. The graphs pointed to an explanation of
‘why’ and ‘when’. Regimes became more authoritarian, due to their fear of potential
‘colour revolutions’ particularly after the last ‘revolution’ in 2004. The graphs supplied a
partial explanation of ‘to what extent’. Regimes do not have similar authoritarian levels
and the graphs depicted the extent of individual regime authoritarianism. Chapter four
could only provide partial explanations of ‘why’ and ‘to what extent’ due to statistical
limitations of answering largely qualitative questions. However, it provides explanation

to the ‘when’ section and answers the two hypotheses.

Chapter five investigated the sections ‘how do authoritarian regimes learn to
consolidate’ and ‘to what extent do regimes learn from one another’ of the research
qguestions. | used three hypotheses: ‘the case studies have a similar discourse to one
another’, ‘there is a learning process’ and ‘there are differences in language and tactics

used by the Ukrainian regime’. Analysing regime discourse offers in-depth analysis of
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how regimes learn to consolidate, whether they learn from one another or not and if
the Ukrainian regime has a different discourse. The findings made strong inference that
learning occurs. If four cases have similar language on ideas, tactics and consolidation,
then learning is probable if not proven. All the cases have similar discourse about
stability. Analysis shows cases of copying and similar language. With regards electoral
laws the Ukrainian regime has copied Russia’s electoral legislation. All four share
similarities with discourse on civil society, media, corruption, NGOs and opposition. For
instance, all argue that the regimes should build civil society and they believe that
opposition and NGOs destabilise the state. Minsk wishes to copy Kazakhstan and
Russia’s systemic opposition. NGOs should be monitored and reliant on state funding.
However, Kiev is less vociferous than the others. Kazakhstan and Ukraine have similar
discourse on corruption. They will tackle corruption to become democratic. The Kremlin
and Minsk in contrast, contend that domestic corruption is lower than in the west and
so changes are not required. With regards to media, all four states state that it should

be controlled and operate in the state’s interests.

What | infer from the discourse is that (excluding the Kazakh corruption
discourse), the Belarusian, Kazakh and Russian regimes have similar discourse. The
Ukrainian regime has different discourse on some issues. However, Kiev has similar
discourse to the others on a number of issues namely stability, oppositition and media.
Kiev’s actions also belie the discourse undermining pro-democratic claims. The language
may be different but chapter five showed that Kiev copies other states examples. The
discourse analysis highlighted that the four regimes have different levels of

authoritarianism, pointing to the contention of placing a small number of similar states
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in one rubric. In analysing the hypotheses there is a learning process. Three cases have
similar discourse and Ukraine’s actions do not correspond to its discourse. | strongly
infer that there is a learning process. | argue that ‘how do authoritarian regimes learn to
consolidate’ can be answered by stating that regimes are in dialogue with one another.
This supposition is not strong, but as all four regimes have similar discourse on many

variables, | believe that dialogue occurs. However, this could be analysed further.

| set out to confirm authoritarian learning through investigating the cases of
Belarus, Kazakhstan, Russia and Ukraine. The research questions provided strong
inferences that this process occurs. The main research question ‘how do authoritarian
regimes learn to consolidate and if so, do they learn from other examples in their region’
allowed the study to analyse if learning occurs and how regimes learn from one another.
Learning cannot categorically be proven beyond measurable doubt. It is after all a
slippery concept. Yet, through longitudinal analysis, discourse analysis, case studies and
in-depth literature reviews there are strong suppositions that learning between regimes
occurs. | assessed two sub-research questions. The first was ‘does the regional hegemon
instigate learning techniques, or is the process multi-linear?’ In answering this | teased
out that whilst the Kremlin provides an authoritarian model for other states it also
learns from others. As seen with the preventative counter revolution, the Kremlin learnt
tactics from Armenia, Uzbekistan and especially Belarus. | argue that learning is
multilinear and techniques shared. The second sub-research question asked ‘why, when
and to what extent do regimes learn from one another’? Authoritarian learning was
prevalent after 2004 when other FSU regimes feared domestic ‘colour revolutions’ and

started to consolidate authoritarianism. This explains the why and when of the sub-
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research question. | argue that it can be deduced that regimes learn, but, because they

fit different authoritarian typologies there are different levels of authoriarianism.

Further investigation is needed on two aspects of authoritarian learning.
These are the wider authoritarian literature and the concept of authoritarian learning.
Further expansion and critiquing of the wider authoritarian literature is required. A
wealth of democratisation literature exists, but authoritarian literature remains
underdeveloped. Pertinently, there are ony a few case studies on authoritarianism.
What exists regarding the FSU is limited to Russia. Authoritarian learning and the
concepts behind it have so far received negligible academic attention. One study
(Ambrosio, 2009) analyses Russia, but more needs to be done to expand the literature. |
have expnaded authoritarian learning literature through more cases. But, additional
literature could ascertain how authoritarian learning occurs in other regions like the
Middle East, East Asia and sub-Saharan Africa. Authoritarian linkage and leverage was an
important aspect of this study. Although there is growing literature on this, more
research needs to be done. | raised the possibility of studying the FSU’s regional
institutions. | feel these regional institutions allow for dialogue. It is plausible that FSU
regimes use these to promote authoritarianism, learn tactics and shape authoritarian
institutions. | provided salient arguments to an underdeveloped literature and
understanding of authoritarian learning. | have brought new conceptualisations to
existing FSU political systems. | investigated how authoritarian regimes consolidate and
learn from each other. | have expanded the literature on this important topic. Future
work will enlarge this literature providing new comprehension on authoritarian learning,

consolidation and the current FSU political systems.
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What can be said with certainty is that the FSU regimes will continue to learn
from one another, consolidating their control and undermining protest. The FSU regimes
consistently work with one another to strengthen authoritarianism through dialogue,
institution building, learning and sharing tactics. This helps undermine democratic
openings, limiting opposition avenues not controlled by the state, resulting in
authoritarian reinforcement. Ukraine could plausibly integrate with Europe. But it is
more likely to combine closer with other FSU states as authoritarian tactics and
historical burdens of dictatorship remain. The FSU is likely to become more
authoritarian with regimes usurping democracy for their own ends. Change is likely to
be internal within the regimes. However, as Lukshenka, Nazarbayev and Putin are
unwilling to step down, there is the possibility that should they become incapacitated
infighting will occur. Such a circumstance is possible, but the Belarusian, Kazakh and
Russian regimes are stable. The likelihood of regime collapse is wishful thinking. It is

unlikely that in the short and medium term these regimes will collapse.

Understanding authoritarian learning is an integral aspect of conceptualising
the FSU regimes. It is paramount that scholars, governments and international
organisations better comprehend the intricacies of the political systems of FSU states.
To do this an understanding of authoritarian learning is required. It allows
comprehension of how regimes learn tactics, institutions building and consoldation
techniques as well as counteracting external democracy initiatives. Authoritarian
learning is thus an important topic of research. | feel that | have commenced a synopsis
on a topic that will increasingly grow in importance as academics, governments and

international organisations begin to try to understand growing FSU authoritarianism and
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the political systems that have consolidated this phenomenon. More however needs to
be done, but | have provided areas for future studies to tackle and begin an

investigation on what will become a pertinent literature.



167

BIBLIOGRAPHY

Acemoglu, D., and Robinson. J.A. (2006). Persistence of Power, Elites and Institutions.

National Bureau of Economic Research Working Paper 12108. March 2006.

Acharya, A. (2004). ‘How Ideas Spread: Whose Norms Matter? Norm Localisation and
Institutional Change in Asian Regionalism’. International Organization. 58(2). pp. 239-

275.

Adomanis, M. (2012). How bad was the Fraud in Russia’s Presidential Election?
Retrieved February 15“‘, 2013, from the Forbes Website:

http://www.forbes.com/sites/markadomanis/2012/03/05/how-bad-was-the-fraud-in-

russias-presidential-election/.

Aliaksandrau, A., and Bastunets, A. (2014a). Belarus: A Distorted Media Market Strangles
Independent Voices. Retrieved April 1%, 2014, from the Index on Censorship Website:

http://www.indexoncensorship.org/2014/02/belarus-distorted-media-market-strangles-

independent-voices/.

Aliaksandrau, A., and Bastunets, A. (2014b). Belarus: Laws and Regulations SDtifle
Independent Media. Retrieved April 1%, 2014, from the Index on Censorship Website:

http://www.indexoncensorship.org/2014/02/belarus-legal-frameworks-regulations-stifle-

new-competitors/.

Allison, R. (2004). ‘Regionalism, Regional Structures and Security Management in Central

Asia’. International Affairs. 80(3). pp. 463-483.


http://www.indexoncensorship.org/2014/02/belarus-distorted-media-market-strangles-independent-voices/
http://www.indexoncensorship.org/2014/02/belarus-distorted-media-market-strangles-independent-voices/
http://www.indexoncensorship.org/2014/02/belarus-legal-frameworks-regulations-stifle-new-competitors/
http://www.indexoncensorship.org/2014/02/belarus-legal-frameworks-regulations-stifle-new-competitors/

168

Ambrosio, T. (2005). Challenging America’s Global Preeminence: Russia’s Quest for

Multipolarity. Aldershot and Vurlington (VT): Ashgate Publishing.

Ambrosio, T. (2006). The Political Success of Russia-Belarus Relations: Insulating Minsk from
a “Color” Revolution. Retrieved July 29”’, 2013, from the Miami University Website:

www.miami.edu/maia/ISASO5/papers/Russia-Bealrus Thomas Ambrosio.pdf.

Ambrosio, T. (2007). ‘Insulating Russia from a Colour Revolution: How the Kremlin Resists

Democratic Trends’. Democratization. 14(2). pp. 232-252.

Ambrosio, T. (2009). Authoritarian Backlash: Russian Resistance to Democratization in the

Former Soviet Union. Farnham and Burlington (VT): Ashgate Publishing.

Ambrosio, T. (2010). ‘Constructing a Framework of Authoritarian Diffusion: Concepts,

Dynamics, and Future Research’. International Studies Perspectives. 11(4). pp. 375-392.

Anckar, C. (2008). ‘On the Applicability of the Most Similar Systems Design and the Most
Different Systems Design in Comparative Research’. International Journal of Social Research

Methodology. 11(5). pp. 389-401.

Aris, S. (2010). Russia’s Approach to Multilateral Cooperation in the Post-Soviet Space:

CSTO, EurAsEC and SCO. Russian Analytical Digest. Number 76. 15 April 2010.

Armstrong, D. A. (2011). ‘Stability and Change in the Freedom House Political Rights and

Civil Liberties Measures’. Journal of Peace Research. 48(5). pp. 653-662.


http://www.miami.edu/maia/ISAS05/papers/Russia-Bealrus_Thomas_Ambrosio.pdf

169

Aron, L. (2007). We’ll always have Putin. American Enterprise Institute for Public Policy

Research. Working Paper.

Astapenia, R. (2012). Lukashenka’s Youth. Retrieved July 31%, 2013, from the Belarus Digest

Website: www.belarusdigest.com/story/lukashenka’s-youth-11229.

Astapenia, R. (2013). Why Belarus is not Ukraine. Retrieved March 31%, 2014, from the

Belarus Digest Website: http://belarusdigest.com/story/why-belarus-not-ukraine-16368.

Averre, D. (2008). ‘Russian Foreign Policy and the Global Political Environment’. Problems of

Post-Communism. 55(5). pp. 28-39.

Averre, D. (2009). ‘Competing Rationalities: Russia, the EU and the ‘Shared Neighbourhood’.

Europe-Asia Studies. 61(1). pp. 1689-1713.

Aveyard, H. (2007). Doing a Literature Review in Health and Social Care: A Practical Guide.

Maidenhead and New York: Open University Press.

Azerbaijan Elections Website. (2008). Republic of Azerbaijan Preidential Election of 15t
October 2008. Retrieved February 15" 2013 from the Psephos Adam Carr’s Election Archive

Website: http://psephos.adam-carr.net/countries/a/azerbaijan/azerbaijan2008.txt.

Bacon, E. (2012). ‘Electoral Manipulation and the Development of Russia’s Political System’.

East European Politics. 28(2). pp. 105-118.


http://www.belarusdigest.com/story/lukashenka's-youth-11229
http://belarusdigest.com/story/why-belarus-not-ukraine-16368
http://psephos.adam-carr.net/countries/a/azerbaijan/azerbaijan2008.txt

170

Bader, M. (2009). ‘Understanding Party Politics in the Former Soviet Union:
Authoritarianism, Volatility, and Incentive Structures’. Demokratizatskaya. 17(2). pp. 100-

120.

Bader, M. (2011). ‘Hegemonic Political Parties in Post-Soviet Eurasia: Towards Party Based

Authoritarianism’. Communist and Post-Communist Studies. 44. pp. 189-197.

Bader, M. (2013). ‘Crowdsourcing Election Monitoring in the 2011-2012 Russian Elections’.

East European Politics.29(4). pp. 521-535.

Barry, E. (2011). Putin once more to moves to assume top job in Russia. Retrieved March
18™ 2014, from the New York Times Website:

http://www.nytimes.com/2011/09/25/world/europe/medvedev-says-putin-will-seek-

russian-presidency-in-2012.html?pagewanted=all& r=0.

Bashlykova, N. (2013). HoBble napTum boptoTca co cnoibaepamm 3a mecto B cucteme (New
Parties are Struggling with Spoilers for a place in the System). Izvestyia, Number 166,

September 06, 2013, p. 1.

Beissinger, M. (2007). ‘Structure and Example in Modular Political Phenomena: The
Diffusion of Bulldozer/ Rose/ Orange/ Tulip Revolutions’. Perspectives on Politics. 5(2). pp.

259-276.

Beissinger, M. (2009). ‘An Interrelated Wave’. Journal of Democracy. 20(1). pp. 74-77.

Bellin, E. (2004). ‘The Robustness of Authoritarianism in the Middle East: Exceptionalism in

Comparative Perspective’. Comparative Politics. 36(2). pp. 139-157.


http://www.nytimes.com/2011/09/25/world/europe/medvedev-says-putin-will-seek-russian-presidency-in-2012.html?pagewanted=all&_r=0
http://www.nytimes.com/2011/09/25/world/europe/medvedev-says-putin-will-seek-russian-presidency-in-2012.html?pagewanted=all&_r=0

171

Bergh, A. (2005). ‘On the Counterfactual Problem of Welfare State Research: How Can We
Measure Redistribution?’ Retrieved February 10", 2013, from the Lund University Website:

http://www.nek.lu.se/NEKabe/Bergh ESR final.pdf.

Birch, S. (2003). ‘The Parliamentary Elections in Ukraine, March 2002’. Electoral Studies.

22(3). pp. 524-531.

Birch, S. (2011). ‘Post-Soviet Electoral Practices in Comparative Perspective’. Europe-Asia

Studies. 63(4). pp. 703-725.

Blank, S. (2012). Russia’s Approach to National and International Security. Meeting

Summary: Russia and Eurasia Programme. Chatham House.

Blaydes, L. (2008). Authoritarian Elections and Elite Management: Theory and Evidence
from Egypt. Working Paper for Delivery at Princeton Univeristy Conference on Dictatorships.

April 2008.

Blondel, J. (2012). ‘Presidentialism’ in the Ex-Soviet Union’. Japanese Journal of Political

Science. 13(1). pp. 1-36

Bogaards, M. (2009). ‘How to Classify Hybrid Regimes? Defective Democracy and Electoral

Authoritarianism’. Democratization. 16(2). pp. 399-423.

Bohm, M. (2013). Ukraine is Putin’s Favourite Vassal. Retrieved May 5™ 2014, from the

Moscow Times Website: http://www.themoscowtimes.com/opinion/article/ukraine-is-

putins-favorite-vassal/492096.html.



http://www.nek.lu.se/NEKabe/Bergh_ESR_final.pdf
http://www.themoscowtimes.com/opinion/article/ukraine-is-putins-favorite-vassal/492096.html
http://www.themoscowtimes.com/opinion/article/ukraine-is-putins-favorite-vassal/492096.html

172

Bollen, K. A. (1993). ‘Liberal Democracy: Validity and Method Factors in Cross-National

Matters’. American Journal of Political Science. 37(4). pp. 1207-1230.

Bollen, K. A., and Paxton, P. (2000). ‘Subjective Measures of Liberal Democracy’.

Comparative Political Studies. 33(1). pp. 58-86.

Borowska, P. (2012). Belarus Corruption Wars. Retrieved August 18”‘, 2013, from the

Belarus Diget Website: http://belarusdigest.com/story/belarus-corruption-wars-9886.

Borowska, P. (2013a). Belarus Reality Check 2013. Retrived April 3" 2014, from the Belarus

Digest Website: http://belarusdigest.com/story/belarus-reality-check-2013-14567.

Borowska, P. (2013b). Combating Corruption, Harvest and Snowden — Belarus State TV
Digest. Retrieved August 18™ 2013, from the Belarus Diget Website:

http://belarusdigest.com/story/combating-corruption-harvest-and-snowden-belarus-state-

tv-digest-14988.

Bortnik, V. (2010). Internet Censorship in Authoritarian Belarus. Retrieved July 24", 2013,

from the Belarus Digest Website: www.belarusdigest.com/story/internet-censorship-

authoriatrian-bealrus-1905.

Boulegue, M. (2014). Tenge in Crisis, Kazakhstan in Economic Disarray. Retrieved April 2"

2014, from the Registan Website: http://registan.net/2014/03/15/tenge-in-crisis-

kazakhstan-in-economic-disarray/.



http://belarusdigest.com/story/belarus-corruption-wars-9886
http://belarusdigest.com/story/belarus-reality-check-2013-14567
http://belarusdigest.com/story/combating-corruption-harvest-and-snowden-belarus-state-tv-digest-14988
http://belarusdigest.com/story/combating-corruption-harvest-and-snowden-belarus-state-tv-digest-14988
http://www.belarusdigest.com/story/internet-censorship-authoriatrian-bealrus-1905
http://www.belarusdigest.com/story/internet-censorship-authoriatrian-bealrus-1905
http://registan.net/2014/03/15/tenge-in-crisis-kazakhstan-in-economic-disarray/
http://registan.net/2014/03/15/tenge-in-crisis-kazakhstan-in-economic-disarray/

173

Bowman, K., Lehoucq, F., and Mahoney, J. (2006). ‘Measuring Political Democracy: Case
Expertise, Data Adequacy and Central America’. Comparative Political Studies. 38(8). pp.

939-970.

Bowyer, A. C. (2008). Parliament and Political Parties in Kazakhstan. Silk Road Paper, May

2008.

Brill Olcott, M. (2007). The Kazakh-Russian Relationship. Russian Analytical Digest. Number

29. 16" October 2007.

Brinton, L. J. (2001). ‘Historical Discourse Analysis’. In D. Schiffrin, D. Tannen, and H. E.
Hamilton (eds,). The Handbook of Discourse Analysis. Malden and Oxford: Blackwell

Publishers. pp. 138-160.

Brownlee, J. (2007). Authoritarianism in an Age of Democratisation. Cambridge and New

York: Cambridge University Press.

Brudny, Y. M., and Finkel, E. (2011). ‘Why Ukraine is not Russia. Hegemonic National Identity
and Democracy in Russia and Ukraine’. East European Politics and Societies. 25(4). pp. 813-

833.

Bugajski, J. (2004). Cold Peace: Russia’s New Imperialism. Westport (CT): Praeger Publishers.

Bunce, V., and Wolchik, S. L (2006). ‘International Diffusion and Postcommunist Electoral

Revolutions’. Communist and Postcommunist Studies. 39(3). pp. 283-304.



174

Bunce, V., and Wolchik, S. L. (2007). “Transnational Networks, Diffusion Dynamics, and

Electoral Revolutions in the Postcommunist World’. Physica A. 378. pp. 92-99.

Bunce, V., and Wolchik, S. L. (2009). ‘Getting Real about Real Causes’. Journal of Democracy.

20(1). pp. 69-73

Bunce, V., and Wolchik, S. L. (2010). ‘Defeating Dictators: Electoral Change and Stability in

Competitive Authoritarian Regimes’. World Politics.62(1). pp. 43-86.

Burnell, P. (2006). Promoting Democracy Backwards. Retrieved May 1%, 2012, from the
Fundacidn para las Relaciones Internacionales y el Dialogo Exterior (FRIDE) Website:

http://www.fride.org/publication/221/promoting-democracy-backwards.

Cameron, D. R., and Ornstein, M. A. (2011a). Post-Soviet Authoritarianism: The Impact of
International Actors, Linkages and Alliances. APSA 2011 Annual Meeting Working Paper.

September 3, 2011.

Cameron, D. R., and Ornstein, M. A. (2011b). Post-Soviet Authoritarianism: The Influence of

Russia in its “Near Abroad”. Post-Soviet Affairs. 28(1). pp. 1-44.

Cameron, D. R., and Ornstein, M. A. (2012). ‘Post-Soviet Authoritarianism: The Influence of

Russia in its “Near Abroad”. Post-Soviet Affairs. 28(1). pp. 1-44.

Carr, A. (2013a). Republic of Tajikistan. Retrieved February 15" 2013 from the Psephos

Adam Carr’s Election Archive Website: http://psephos.adam-

carr.net/countries/t/tajikistan/.



http://www.fride.org/publication/221/promoting-democracy-backwards
http://psephos.adam-carr.net/countries/t/tajikistan/
http://psephos.adam-carr.net/countries/t/tajikistan/

175

Carr, A. (2013b). Republic of Uzbekistan. Retrieved February 15", 2013 from the Psephos

Adam Carr’s Election Archive Website: http://psephos.adam-

carr.net/countries/u/uzbekistan/.

Case, W. (2009). ‘Electoral Authoritarianism in Malaysia: Trajectory Shift’. The Pacific

Review. 22(3). pp. 311-333.

Chadova-Devlen, E. (2011). ‘In Name Only? The Effect of Color Revolutions on Press
Freedom in Georgia and Kyrgyzstan’. Synthesis Journal for Humanities and Social
Affairs/cuHmesuc - yaconuc 3a XxyMaHUCmMu4yKe Hayke u OpywmeeHy cmeapHocm. 1. pp. 33-

52.

Charnysh, V. (2011). A Click away from the KGB: Internet Revolution in Belarus? Retrieved
August18th, 2013, from the Belarus Digest Website:

http://belarusdigest.com/2011/06/07/click-away-kgb-internet-revolution-belarus.

Chufrin, G. (2012). A Difficult Road to Eurasian Econmic Integration. Russian Analytical

Digest. Number 112. 20 April 2012.

Colin, M. (2007). The Time of the Rebels: Youth Resistance Movements and 21°' Century

Revolutions. London: Profile Books.

Collier, D., and Mahoney, J. (1996). ‘Insight and Pitfalls: Selection Bias in Qualitative

Research’. World Politics. 49(1). pp. 56-91.

Cwiek-Karpowicz, J. (2010). Role of the Orthodox Church in Russian Foregin Policy. The

Polish Institute of International Affairs Bulletin. Number 109(185). 9 August 2010.


http://psephos.adam-carr.net/countries/u/uzbekistan/
http://psephos.adam-carr.net/countries/u/uzbekistan/
http://belarusdigest.com/2011/06/07/click-away-kgb-internet-revolution-belarus

176

Dawisha, K. (2011). ‘Is Russia’s Foreign Policy that of a Corporatist-Kleptocratic Regime?’

Post-Soviet Affairs. 27(4). pp. 331-365.

Deliagin, M. (2011). Koppynums Kak HauuMoHanbHbIM TaHel, (Corruption as a National Dance).

Izvestiya, Number 44m, March 16, 2011, p. 6.

Di Palma, G. (1990). To Craft Democracies: An Essay on Democratic Transitions. Berkley, Los

Angeles and Oxford: University of California Press.

Dimitrov, M. K. (2013)’ Undrstanding Communist Collapse and Resilience’. In M. K. Dimitrov
(ed.), Why Communism did not Collapse: Understanding Authoritarian Resilience in Asia and

Europe. New York: Cambridge University Press. pp. 3-39.

Dolowitz, D . P., and Marsh, D. (2000). ‘Learning from Abroad: The Role of Policy Transfer in
Contemporary Policy-Making’. Governance: An International Journal of Policy and

Administration. 13(1). pp. 5-24.

Dragneva, R., and Wolczuk, K. (2012). Russia, the Eurasian Customs Union and the EU:

Cooperation, Stagnation or Rivalry? Chatham House Briefing Paper. August 2012.

Dudko, V. (2012). Belarus Economy: More Stable But Still Fragile. Retrieved April 2™, 2014,

from the Belarus Digest Website: http://belarusdigest.com/story/belarus-economy-more-

stable-still-fragile-9072.

Easter, G. M. (2008). ‘The Russian State in the Time of Putin’. Post-Soviet Affairs. 24(3). pp.

199-230.


http://belarusdigest.com/story/belarus-economy-more-stable-still-fragile-9072
http://belarusdigest.com/story/belarus-economy-more-stable-still-fragile-9072

177

Eckstein, H. (2002). Case study and theory in political science. In R. Gomm, M. Hammersley,

& P. Foster (Eds.), Case study method: Key issues, key texts. London: Sage. pp. 119-163.

Egorov, G., and Sonin, K. (2012). Incumbency Advantages in Non-Democracies. Working

Paper April 2012.

El Armani, I. (2012). Morocco’s Second Spring. Retrieved January 26™, 2013, from the

Guardian Website: http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/2012/apr/17/morocco-

second-spring-king-revolution.

Emerson, M. (2010). President Yanukovich’s Dubious Deal. Centre for European Policy

Studies. 5 May 2010.

Emerson, M. (2012). A European view of Putin’s Foreign and Security Policy. Centre for

European Policy Studies Commentary. 2 March 2012.

Eremenko, A. (2013). Russia’s Internet: Between Regulation and Censorship. Retrived

Augsut 16™ 2013, from Johnson’s Russia List Website: http://russialist.org/russias-internet-

between-regulation-and-censorship/.

Esping-Andersen, G., and Prezworski, A. (2000). Quantitative Cross-National Research
Methods. In International Encyclopaedia of the Social and Behavioural Sciences. Retrieved
February 1%, 2013 from the Department of Political and Social Science Universitat Pompeu

Fabra Website: http://dcpis.upf.edu/~gosta-esping-

andersen/materials/quantitative crossnational research methods.pdf.



http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/2012/apr/17/morocco-second-spring-king-revolution
http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/2012/apr/17/morocco-second-spring-king-revolution
http://russialist.org/russias-internet-between-regulation-and-censorship/
http://russialist.org/russias-internet-between-regulation-and-censorship/
http://dcpis.upf.edu/~gosta-esping-andersen/materials/quantitative_crossnational_research_methods.pdf
http://dcpis.upf.edu/~gosta-esping-andersen/materials/quantitative_crossnational_research_methods.pdf

178

Feduta, A. (2005). /lykaweHKo. lMonumuyeckaya buoepagus (Lukashenko: A Political

Biography). Minsk: Referendum.

Finkel, E., and Brudny, Y.M. (2012a). ‘No More Colour! Authoritarian Regimes and Colour

Revolutions in Eurasia’. Democratization. 19(1). pp. 1-14.

Finkel, E., and Brudny, Y.M. (2012b). ‘Russia and the Colour Revolutions’. Democratization.

19(1). pp. 15-36.

Firsava, D. (2013). Setting Up an NGO in Belarus: Challenge Yourself. Retrieved August 16"

2013, from the Belarus Digest Website: http://belarusdigest.com/story/setting-ngo-belarus-

challenge-yourself-14128.

Fisun, O. (2010). Ukrainian Teeter-Totter: Vices and Virtues of a Neopatrimonial Democracy.

PONARS Eurasia Policy Memo. Number 120.

Fisun, O. (2012). ‘Rethinking Post-Soviet Politics from a Neopatrimonal Perspective’.

Demokratizatskaya. 20(2). pp. 87-96.

Fjelde, H. (2010). ‘Generals, Dictators, and Kings: Authoritarian Regimes and Civil Conflict,

1973-2004". 27(3). pp. 195-218.

Flyvbjerg, B. (2006). ‘Five Misunderstandings about Case-Study Research’. Qualitative

Inquiry. 12(2). pp. 219-245.


http://belarusdigest.com/story/setting-ngo-belarus-challenge-yourself-14128
http://belarusdigest.com/story/setting-ngo-belarus-challenge-yourself-14128

179

Forbrig, J., Marples, D. R., and Demes, P. (2006). ‘Introduction’. . In J. Forbrig, D. R. Marples
and P. Demes (eds.), Prospects for Democracy in Belarus. (2" ed.), Washington, D.C.: The

German Marshall Fund. pp. 11-19.

Frear, M. (2011). An Anatomy of Adaptive Authoritarianism: Belarus under Aliaksandr

Lukashenka. Unpublished PhD Thesis.

Frear, M. (2012). ‘Opposition Strategies for the 2012 Elections in Belarus’. Baltic Rim

Economies. 19(6). p. 23.

Freedom House. (2012a). Methodology: Freedom of the Press 2012. Retrieved March 10"

2013, from the Freedom House Website: http://www.freedomhouse.org/report/freedom-

press-2012/methodology.

Freedom House (2012b). Methodology: Nations in Transit 2012. Retrieved March 18" 2013,

from the Freedom House Website: http://www.freedomhouse.org/report/nations-transit-

2012/methodology.

Freedom House. (2013a). Freedom of the Press 2013. Retrieved April 9™ 2014, from the

Freedom House Website: http://www.freedomhouse.org/report/freedom-press/freedom-

press-2013.

Freedom House. (2013b). Methodology: Freedom in the World. Retrieved March 10" 2013,

from the Freedom House Website: http://www.freedomhouse.org/report/freedom-world-

2013/methodology.



http://www.freedomhouse.org/report/freedom-press-2012/methodology
http://www.freedomhouse.org/report/freedom-press-2012/methodology
http://www.freedomhouse.org/report/nations-transit-2012/methodology
http://www.freedomhouse.org/report/nations-transit-2012/methodology
http://www.freedomhouse.org/report/freedom-press/freedom-press-2013
http://www.freedomhouse.org/report/freedom-press/freedom-press-2013
http://www.freedomhouse.org/report/freedom-world-2013/methodology
http://www.freedomhouse.org/report/freedom-world-2013/methodology

180

Freedom House, (2014). Freedom in the World 2014. Retrieved April 9th, 2014, from the

Freedom House Website: http://www.freedomhouse.org/report/freedom-world/freedom-

world-2014.

Frees, E. (2004). Longitudinal and Panel Data: Analysis and Applications in the Social
Sciences. Cambridge, New York, Melbourne, Madrid and Cape Town: Cambridge University

Press.

Gaidelyte, R. (2010). ‘The Link between EU Sanctions and Repressions in Belarus’. Lithuanian

Foreign Policy Review. 24. pp. 41-80.

Gandhi, J., and Lust-Okar, E. (2009). ‘Elections under Authoritarianism’. The Annual Review

of Political Science. 12. pp. 403-422.

Gandhi, J., and Przeworski, A. (2007). ‘Authoritarian Institutions and the Survival of

Autocrats’. Comparative Political Studies. 40(11). pp. 1279-1301.

Gandhi, J., and Reuter, O. J. (2007). Economic Performance and the Unravelling of
Hegemonic Parties. Working Paper for conference on Consitutions and Markets, European

University Institute. June 14-15, 2007.

Gastil, R. D. (1990). ‘The Comparative Survey of Freedom: Experiences and Suggestions’.

Studies in Comparative International Development. 25(1). pp. 25-50.

Gat, A. (2007). ‘The Return of Authoritarian Great Powers’. Foreign Affairs. 86(4). pp. 59-69.


http://www.freedomhouse.org/report/freedom-world/freedom-world-2014
http://www.freedomhouse.org/report/freedom-world/freedom-world-2014

181

Geddes, B. (1999a). Authoritarian Breakdown: Empirical Test of a Game Theocratic

Arguement. Working Paper.

Geddes, B. (1999b). ‘What do we know about Democratization after Twenty Years’. Annual

Review of Political Science. 2. pp. 115-144.

Geddes, B. (2006). Why Parties and Elections in Authoritarian Regimes? Working Paper for

American Politcal Science Association, Washington, D.C., March 2006.

Geddes, B., and Zaller, J. (1989). ‘Sources of Popular Support for Authoritarian Regimes’.

American Journal of Political Science. 33(2). pp. 319-347.

Gehlbach, S. (2010). ‘Reflections on Putin and the Media’. Post-Soviet Affairs. 26(1). pp. 77-

87.

Gel’'man, V. (2004). ‘The Unrule of Law in the Making: The Politics of Informal Institution

Building in Russia’. Europe-Asia Studies. 56(7). pp. 1021-1040.

Gel’'man, V. (2005). ‘Political Opposition in Russia: A Dying Species?’ Post-Soviet Affairs.

21(3). pp. 226-246.

Gel’man, V. (2008). ‘Party Politics in Russia: From Competition to Hierarchy’. Europe-Asia

Studies. 60(6). pp. 913-930.

Gel’'man, V. (2012). ‘Subversive Institutions, Informal Governance, and Contmporary Russian

Politics’. Communist and Post-Communist Politics. 45. pp. 295-303.



182

Gel’'man, V. (2013). ‘Cracks in the Wall: Challenges to Electoral Authoritarianism in Russia’.

Problems of Post-Communism. 60(2). pp. 3-10.

George, C. (2005). Calibrated Coercion and the Maintenance of Hegemony in Singapore.

Asia Research Institute Working Paper Number 48.

Gerber, T. P. (2013). New Media, Political Information, and Opposition Views in Russia: A
Cautionary Note based on Survey Evidence. PONARS Eurasia Policy Memo Number 279.

September 2013.

Gerring, J. (2004). What is a case study and what is it good for? American Political Science

Review, 98(2), 341-354.

Giannone, D. (2010). ‘Political and Ideological Aspects in the Measurement of Democracy:

The Freedom House Case’. Democratization. 17(1). pp. 68-97.

Gilbert, L., and Mohseni, P. (2011). ‘Beyond Authoritarianism: The Conceptualization of

Hybrid Regimes’. Studies in Comparative International Development. 46(3). pp. 270-297.

Gilardi, F. (2010a). What is Policy Diffusion and Why Should We Care. Retrieved February
21% 2013, from the PoliSciZurich Website:

http://poliscizurich.wordpress.com/2010/10/18/what-is-policy-diffusion-and-why-should-

we-care/.

Gilardi, F. (2010b). Who Learns from What in Policy Diffusion Processes?’ American Journal

of Political Science. 54(3). pp. 650-666.


http://poliscizurich.wordpress.com/2010/10/18/what-is-policy-diffusion-and-why-should-we-care/
http://poliscizurich.wordpress.com/2010/10/18/what-is-policy-diffusion-and-why-should-we-care/

183

Gill, G. (2012). ‘The Decline of a Dominant Party and the Destabilization of Electoral

Authoritarianism?’ Post-Soviet Affairs. 28(4). pp. 449-471.

Golosov, G. (2011). ‘The Regional Roots of Electoral Authoritarianism in Russia’. Europe-Asia

Studies. 63(4). pp. 623-639.

Golosov, G. (2013). Join the Party! Retrieved August 17”‘, 2013, from Johnson’s Russia List

Website: http://russialist.org/join-the-party/.

Greene, K. F. (2009). ‘The Political Economy of Authoritarian Single-Party Dominance’.

Comparative Poltical Studies. 43(7). pp. 807-834.

Grigas, A. (2012). Legacies, Coercion and Soft Power: Russian Influence in the Baltic States.

Chatham House Briefing Paper. Russia and Eurasia Programme. August 2012.

Guliyev, F. (2005). ‘Post-Soviet Azerbaijan: Transition to Sultanistic Semiauthoriatairanism?
An Attempt at Conceptualisation’. Demokratizatsiya: The Journal of Post-Soviet

Democratization. 13(3). pp. 393-435.

Gumperz, J. J. (2001). ‘Interactional Sociolinguistics: A Personal Perspective’. In D. Schiffrin,
D. Tannen, and H. E. Hamilton (eds,). The Handbook of Discourse Analysis. Malden and

Oxford: Blackwell Publishers. pp. 215-228.

Gvosdev, N. (2011). The Realist Prism: Re-examining Russia’s Putin-Medvedev Tandem.
Retrieved September 1%, 2013, from the World Politics Review Website:

http://www.worldpoliticsreview.com/articles/10188/the-realist-prism-re-examining-russias-

putin-medvedev-tandem.



http://russialist.org/join-the-party/
http://www.worldpoliticsreview.com/articles/10188/the-realist-prism-re-examining-russias-putin-medvedev-tandem
http://www.worldpoliticsreview.com/articles/10188/the-realist-prism-re-examining-russias-putin-medvedev-tandem

184

Habdank-Kolaczkowska, S. (2013). Nations in Transit 2013: Authoritarian Aggression and the
Pressures of Auserity. Retrieved April 9™ 2014, from the Freddom House Website:

http://www.freedomhouse.org/report/nations-transit/nations-transit-2013.

Hadenius, A., and Teorell, J. (2007). ‘Pathways form Authoritarianism’. Journal of

Democracy. 18(1). pp. 143-156.

Hanson, S. E. (2007). ‘The Uncertain Future of Russia’s Weak State Authoritarianism’. East

European Politics and Societies. 21(1). pp. 67-81.

Haran, O. (2010). Is the Yanukovych Model of Governance Drifitng Toward Russian Shores?

PONARS Eurasia Policy Memo. Number 121.

Haran, O. (2013). President Yanukovych’s Growing Authoritarianism: Does Ukraine still have

European Prospects? PONARS Eurasia Policy Memo. Number 265. July 2013.

Hartel, A. (2010). Back to the Future? Ukrainian-Russian Relations after Kiev’s Presidential

Election. Russian Analytical Digest. Number 75. 16 March 2010.

Hartley, M., and Walker, C. (2013). The US psent Billions in Kyrgyzstan, but is Leaving
without a Trace. Retrieved Arpil 9th, 2014, from the Forbes Website:

http://www.forbes.com/sites/morganhartley/2013/09/25/the-us-spent-billions-in-

kyrgyzstan-but-is-leaving-without-a-trace/.

Heydemann, S., and Leenders, R. (2010). ‘Authoritarian Learning and Authoritarian

Resilience: Regime Responses to the ‘Arab Awakening’. Globalisations. 8(5). pp. 647-653.


http://www.freedomhouse.org/report/nations-transit/nations-transit-2013
http://www.forbes.com/sites/morganhartley/2013/09/25/the-us-spent-billions-in-kyrgyzstan-but-is-leaving-without-a-trace/
http://www.forbes.com/sites/morganhartley/2013/09/25/the-us-spent-billions-in-kyrgyzstan-but-is-leaving-without-a-trace/

185

Higgins, R. (2012). Civil Society that isn’t. Retrieved August 17th, 2013, from the Kyiv Post

Website: http://www.kyivpost.com/opinion/op-ed/civil-society-that-isnt-310459.html.

Hoffmann, K. (2012). Eurasian Union — A New Name for an Old Integration Idea. Russian

Analytical Digest. Number 112. 20 April 2012.

Horvarth, R. (2013). Putin’s Preventative Counter-Revolution: Post-Soviet Authoritarianism

and the Spectre of Velvet Revolution. London and New York: Routledge.

Howard, M. M. (2002). ‘The Weakness of Postcommunist Civil Society’. Journal of

Democracy. 13(1). pp. 157-169.

Howard, M. M., and Roessler, P. G. (2006). ‘Liberalizing Electoral Outcomes in Competitive

Authoritarian Regimes’. American Journal of Political Science. 50(2). pp. 365-381.

Hudson, V. (2009). ‘Sovereign Democracy as a Discourse of Russian Identity’. In P. Capsula
and J. Perovic (eds.), Identities and Politicsd during the Putin Presidency: The Foundations of

Russia’s Stability. Stuttgart: ibidem-Verlag. pp. 189-210.

Hurrell, A. (2001). ‘The International Dimensions of Democratization in Latin America: The
Case of Brazil’. In L. Whitehead (ed.), The International Dimensions of Democratization:

European and the Americas. Oxford and New York: Oxford University Press. pp. 146-174.

Hyde, S. (2011). ‘Catch us if you can: Election Monitoring and Norm Diffusion’. American

Journal of Political Science. 55(2). pp. 356-369.


http://www.kyivpost.com/opinion/op-ed/civil-society-that-isnt-310459.html

186

Isaacs, R. (2008). ‘The Parliamentary Election in Kazakhstan, August 2007’. Electoral Studies.

27(2). pp. 381-385.

Isaacs, R. (2010a). Charisma and Nation-Buildingin Kazalhstan: The post-Soviet Leadership of

Nursultan Nazarbayev. Woking Paper for the ASEN Annual Conference, 13% April 2010.

Isaacs, R. (2010b). ‘Informal Politics and the Uncertain Context of Transition: Revisiting Early

Stage Non-Democratic Development in Kazakhstan’. Democratization. 17(1). pp. 1-25.

Iwanski, T. (2012). The press and freedom of speech in Ukraine ahead of parliamentary

elections. OSW Commentary. Number 90. Septmber 20, 2012. Centre for Eastern Studies.

James, O., and Lodge, M. (2003). ‘The Limitations of ‘Policy Transfer’ and ‘Lesson Drawing’

for Public Policy Research’. Political Studies Review. 1. pp. 179-193.

Javeline, D., and Lindemann-Komarova, S. (2008). How we assess Civil Society
Developments: The Russian Example. PONARS Eurasia Policy Memo Number 34. August

2008.

Juraey, S. (2010). Back on Track? Kyrgyz Authoritarianism after the Tulip Revolution.

PONARS Eurasia Policy Memo. Number 95.

Karch, A. (2007). Democratic Laboratories: Policy Diffusion among the American States. Ann

Arbor: The University of Michigan Press.

Kazakhstan Election Commission Website. (2011). Republic of Kazakhstan Presidential

Election of 4™ December 2005. Retrieved February 15th, 2013 from the Psephos Adam Carr’s



187

Election Archive Website: http://psephos.adam-

carr.net/countries/k/kazakhstan/kazakhstan2011.txt.

Kegley, C. W., and Hermann, M. G. (2002). ‘In Pursuit of a Peaceful International System’. In
P.J. Schraeder (ed.), Exporting Democracy: Rhetoric Vs Reality. Boulder and London: Lynne

Rienner Publishers. pp. 15-30.

Kenny, T., and Gross, P. (2008). ‘Journalism in Central Asia: A Victim of Politics, Economics
and Widespread Self-Censorship’. The International Journal of Press/Politics. 13(4). pp. 515-

525.

Khazanov, A. (2011). ‘Authoritairanism and its Consequences in ex-Soviet Central Asia’. In R.
L. Canfield and G. Rasuly-Palecezek (eds.), Ethnicity, Authority, and Power in Central Asia:

New Games Great and Small. Abingdon and New York: Routledge. pp. 19-38.

Khmara, 0. (2013).Why Ukraine is Incapable of Meeting Europe’s Expectations. Retrieved

August 16™, 2013, from the Kyiv Post Website: http://www.kyivpost.com/opinion/op-

ed/why-ukraine-is-incapable-of-meeting-europes-expectations-320870.html.

Koch, N. (2013a). ‘Kazakhstan’s changing Geopolitics: The Resource Economy and Popular
Attitudes about China’s growing Regional Influence’. Eurasian Geography and Economics.

54(1). pp. 110-133.

Koch, N. (2013b). Sport and Soft Authoritarianism Nation-Building. Working Paper.

Kollner, P., and Kailitz, S. (2013). ‘Comparing Autocracies: Theoretical Issues and Empirical

Analyses’. Democratization. 20(1). pp. 1-12.


http://psephos.adam-carr.net/countries/k/kazakhstan/kazakhstan2011.txt
http://psephos.adam-carr.net/countries/k/kazakhstan/kazakhstan2011.txt
http://www.kyivpost.com/opinion/op-ed/why-ukraine-is-incapable-of-meeting-europes-expectations-320870.html
http://www.kyivpost.com/opinion/op-ed/why-ukraine-is-incapable-of-meeting-europes-expectations-320870.html

188

Kondrat’ev, A. (2013). Russia Today npu3Hanu Ha 3anage (Russia Today Acknowledged in

the West). lzvestiya, Number 150m, August 15, 2013, p. 4.

Kononczuk, W and Matuszak, S. (2011). The Negotiations on the EU-Ukraine Association
Agreement and Russia. Retrieved July 30”’, 2013, from the Centre for Eastern Studies

Website: www.osw.waw.pl/en/publikacje/eastweek/2011-04-13/negotiations-euukraine-

association-agreement-and-russia.

Kopstein, J. S., and Reilly, D. A. (2000). Geographic Diffusion and the Transformation of the
Postcommunist World. Retrieved May 1%, 2012, from the University of Colorado Boulder

Website: http://www.colorado.edu/IBS/PEC/spatial/papers/kopstein reilly.pdf.

Korosteleva, E. (2009). “‘Was There a Quiet Revolution? Belarus after the 2006 Presidential

Election. Journal of Communist Studies and Transition Politics. 25(2-3). pp. 324-346.

Korosteleva, E. (2012). ‘Questioning Democracy Promotion: Belarus’ Response to the

‘Colour Revolutions’. Democratization. 19(1). pp. 37-59.

Krainova, N. (2014). Dozhd Fights to Save Independent Reporting. Retrieved April 1%, 2014,

from the Moscow Times Website: http://www.themoscowtimes.com/news/article/dozhd-

fights-to-save-independent-reporting/497012.html.

Kramer, S. (2010). The Fallout from Ukraine’s 2010 Presidential Election: Internal Change
and the Implications for Ukraine’s Ties with Russia. PONARS Eurasia Policy Memo. Number

90. March 2010.


http://www.osw.waw.pl/en/publikacje/eastweek/2011-04-13/negotiations-euukraine-association-agreement-and-russia
http://www.osw.waw.pl/en/publikacje/eastweek/2011-04-13/negotiations-euukraine-association-agreement-and-russia
http://www.colorado.edu/IBS/PEC/spatial/papers/kopstein_reilly.pdf
http://www.themoscowtimes.com/news/article/dozhd-fights-to-save-independent-reporting/497012.html
http://www.themoscowtimes.com/news/article/dozhd-fights-to-save-independent-reporting/497012.html

189

Kramer, D., and Shevtsova, L. (2012). Civil Society is the Kremlin’s Worst Nightmare.
Retrieved April 1% 2014, from the Moscow Times Website:

http://www.themoscowtimes.com/opinion/article/civil-society-is-the-kremlins-worst-

nightmare/462452.html.

Krastev, I., and Holmes, S. (2012). ‘An Autopsy of a Managed Democracy’. Journal of

Democracy. 23(3). pp. 33-45.

Kraxberger, B. M. (2007). ‘Failed States: Temporary Obstacles to Democratic Diffusion or
Fundamental Holes in the World Political Map?’ Third World Quarterly. 28(6). pp. 1055-

1071.

Kubicek, P. (2009). ‘The Commonwealth of Independent States: An Example of Failed

Regionalism’? Review of International Studies. 35. pp. 237-256.

Kudelia, S. (2013). The Price of Brotherly Love. What will Russia lose from Integrating

Ukraine? PONARS Eurasia Policy Memo. Number 257. June 2013.

Kuvshinova, O. (2011). Study Links Money to Democracy. The Moscow Times. Number 4666.

June 27, 2011. p. 7.

Kuzio, T. (2012a). The Problem in Ukrain isn’t Svoboda, it’s Yanukovych: A Reply to Ilvan
Katchanovski. Retrieved April 9™ 2014, from the Open Democracy Russia Website:

http://www.opendemocracy.net/od-russia/taras-kuzio/problem-in-ukraine-

isSn%E2%80%99t-svoboda-it%E2%80%99s-yanukovych-reply-to-ivan-katchanovksi.



http://www.themoscowtimes.com/opinion/article/civil-society-is-the-kremlins-worst-nightmare/462452.html
http://www.themoscowtimes.com/opinion/article/civil-society-is-the-kremlins-worst-nightmare/462452.html
http://www.opendemocracy.net/od-russia/taras-kuzio/problem-in-ukraine-isn%E2%80%99t-svoboda-it%E2%80%99s-yanukovych-reply-to-ivan-katchanovksi
http://www.opendemocracy.net/od-russia/taras-kuzio/problem-in-ukraine-isn%E2%80%99t-svoboda-it%E2%80%99s-yanukovych-reply-to-ivan-katchanovksi

190

Kuzio, T. (2012b). ‘Twenty Years as an Independent State: Ukraine’s Ten Logical

Inconsistencies’. Communist and Post-Communist Studies. 45. pp. 429-438.

Lachapelle, J, Way, L., and Levitsky, S. (2012). Crisis, Coercion, and Authoritarian Durability:
Explaining Diverging Responses to Anti-Regime Protest in Egypt and Iran. Working Paper for

the American Political Science Association Annual Meeting, 31* August 2012.

Lai, B., and Slater, D. (2006). ‘Institutions of the Offensive: Domestic Sources of Dispute
Initiation in Authoritarian Regimes, 1950-1992’. American Journal of Political Science. 50(1).

pp. 113-126.

Laurelle, M., and Peyrouse, S. (2012) The Chinese Question in Central Asia: Domestic Order,

Social Change, and the Chinese Factor. London: C Hurst Publishers.

Laybe, C. (2010). ‘The Unbearable Lightness of Soft Power’. In I. Parmar and M. Cox (eds.),
Soft Power and US Foreign Policy: Theoretical, Historical and Comparative Perspectives.

London and New York: Routledge. pp. 51-82.

Levitsky, S., and Way, L. A. (2002). ‘The Rise of Competitive Authoritarianism’. Journal of

Democracy. 13(2). pp. 51-65.

Levitsky, S., and Way, L. A. (2005a). ‘International Linkage and Democratization’. Journal of

Democracy. 16(3). pp. 20-34.

Levitsky, S., and Way, L. A. (2005b). ‘Ties that Bind? Leverage, Linkage, and Democratisation

in the Post-Cold War’. International Studies Review. 7(3). pp. 519-524.



191

Levitsky, S., and Way, L. A. (2006a). ‘Linkage and Leverage: How Do International Factors
Change Domestic Balances of Power?’ In A. Schedler (ed.), Electoral Authoritarianism: The
Dynamics of Unfree Competition. Boulder (CO) and London: Lynne Rienner Publishers. pp.

199-218.

Levitsky, S., and Way, L. A. (2006b). ‘Linkage versus Leverage. Rethinking the International

Dimension of Regime Change’. Comparative Politics. 38(4). pp. 379-400.

Levitsky, S., and Way, L. A. (2010). Competitive Authoritarianism: Hybrid Regimes after the

Cold War. New York: Cambridge University Press.

Levitsky, S., and Way, L. A. (2012). ‘Democracy and a Level Playing Field’. In S. Stewart, M.
Klein, A. Schmitz and H. H. Schroder (eds,). President, Oligarch and Bureaucrats: Forms of

Rule in the Post-Soviet Space. Farnham and Burlington (VT): Ashgate. pp. 29-42.

Linz, J.J. (1964). ‘An Authoritarian Regime: The Case of Spain’. In E. Allardt and Y. Littunen
(eds.), Cleavages, Ideologies and Party Systems. Helsinki: Transactions of the Westernack

Society. pp. 291-342.

Linz, J.J., and Stepan, A. (1996). Problems of Democratic Transition and Consolidation:
Southern Europe, South Amercia, and Post-Communist Europe.Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins

University Press.

Lipset, S. M. (1959). Political Man: The Social Bases of Politics. New York: Doubleday and

Company.



192

Litvinovich, M. (2011). MedvedeV’s Lessons. Retrieved March 18”‘, 2013, from thew Gazeta

Website: http://en.gazeta.ru/opinions/2011/11/02/a 3804858.shtml.

Liuhto, K., Heikkila, M., and Laaksonen, E. (2009). Political Risk for Foreign Firms in the
Western CIS: An Analysis on Belarus, Moldova, Russia and Ukraine. Pan-European Institute

Working Paper.

Lock, E. (2010). ‘Soft Power and Strategy: Developing a ‘Strategic’ Concept of Power’. In I.
Parmar and M. Cox (eds.), Soft Power and US Foreign Policy: Theoretical, Historical and

Comparative Perspectives. London and New York: Routledge. pp. 32-50.

Lukinova, E., Myagkov, M., Ordeshook, P. C. (2011). ‘Ukraine 2010: Were Tymoshenko’s

Cries of Fraud Anything More than Smoke’. Post-Soviet Affairs. 27(1). pp. 37-63.

Lukyanov, F. (2010). A Troubled Year across the Former Soviet Union. Retrieved August 12t

2013, from the Russia in Global Affairs Website: http://eng.globalaffairs.ru/redcol/A-

troubled-year-across-the-former-Soviet-Union-15073.

Lutsevych, 0. (2013). How to Finish a Revolution: Civil Society and Democracy in Georgia,

Moldova and Ukraine. January 2013. Chatham House Briefing Paper.

Lyall, J. M. K. (2006). ‘Pocket Protests: Rhetorical Coercion and the Micropolitics of

Collective Action in Semiauthoritarian Regimes’. World Politics. 58(3). pp. 378-412.

Maher, H. (2013). Watchdog Cites ‘Troubling Deterioration’ for Civil Society in Eurasia.
Retrieved April 1%, 2014, from the Radio Liberty/ Radio Free Europe Wesbite:

http://russialist.org/watchdog-cites-troubling-deterioration-for-civil-society-in-eurasia/.



http://en.gazeta.ru/opinions/2011/11/02/a_3804858.shtml
http://eng.globalaffairs.ru/redcol/A-troubled-year-across-the-former-Soviet-Union-15073
http://eng.globalaffairs.ru/redcol/A-troubled-year-across-the-former-Soviet-Union-15073
http://russialist.org/watchdog-cites-troubling-deterioration-for-civil-society-in-eurasia/

193

Mainwaring, S., Brinks, D., and Perez-Linan, A. (2000). Classifying Political Regimes in Latin

America, 1945-1999. Kellog Institute Working Paper 280, September 2000.

Makarychev, A. (2008a). ‘Politics, the State, and De-politicization: Putin’s Project

Reassessed’. Problems of Post-Communism. 55(5). pp. 62-71.

Makarychev, A. (2008b). Rebranding Russia: Norms, Politics and Power. The Centre for

European Policy Studies Working Paper. Number 283. February 2008.

Makarychev, A. (2012). Russia’s Remarkable Cultural Diplomacy. Retrieved August 1%, 2013,

from the PONARS Eurasia Website: www.ponarseurasia.org/article/russias-remarkable-

cultural-diplomacy.

Makarychev, A. (2013). Russia’s Chairmanship of International Organisations: The
Questionable Purusit of Soft Power in Multilateral Settings. PONARS Eurasia Policy Memao.

Number 259. June 2013.

March, L. (2002). The Communist Party in Post-Soviet Russia. Manchester: Manchester

University Press.

March, L. (2009). ‘Managing Opposition in a Hybrid Regime: Just Russia and Parastatal

Opposition’. Slavic Review. 68(3). pp. 504-527.

March, L. (2012). ‘The Russian Duma ‘Opposition’: No Drama out of Crisis’. East European

Politics. 28(3). pp. 241-255.


http://www.ponarseurasia.org/article/russias-remarkable-cultural-diplomacy
http://www.ponarseurasia.org/article/russias-remarkable-cultural-diplomacy

194

Marin, A. (2012). Sociological Study on the Composition of the Belarusian Society.

Directorate-General for External Policies of the Union. European Parliament Working Paper.

Markus, U. (2010). ‘Belarus’. In D. O’Beachain and A. Polese (eds.), The Colour Revolutions in

the Former Soviet Republics. Abingdon and New York: Routledge. pp. 118-135.

Marples, D. R. (2006). ‘Color Revolutions: The Case of Belarus’. Communist and Post-

Communist Studies. 39. pp. 351-364.

Marples, D. R. (2007). ‘Elections and Nation-Building in Belarus: A Comment on loffe’.

Eurasian Geography and Economics. 48(1). pp. 59-67.

Matuszak, S. (2010a). Ukraine and Russia: A Hindered Rapproachment. OSW Commentary.

44.15 December 2010. Centre for Eastern Studies.

Matuszak, S. (2010b). Ukraine: Naftohaz and Gazprom announce the establishment of joint
ventures. Eastweek Analytical Newletter. 42(235). 29 December 2010. Centre for Eastern

Studies.

Matuszak, S. (2012). Ukraine is becoming Dependent on Russian Loans. Retrieved July 30"
2013, from the Centre for Eastern Studies Website:

http://www.osw.waw.pl/en/publikacje/eastweek/2012-04-04/ukraine-becoming-

dependent-russian-loans.

McElhenny, S. (2004). Minimalist Conception of Democracy: A Normative Analysis. Retrieved
February 15" 2013, from the New York University Department of Politics Website:

http://politics.as.nyu.edu/docs/10/4600/mcelhenny thesis.pdf.



http://www.osw.waw.pl/en/publikacje/eastweek/2012-04-04/ukraine-becoming-dependent-russian-loans
http://www.osw.waw.pl/en/publikacje/eastweek/2012-04-04/ukraine-becoming-dependent-russian-loans
http://politics.as.nyu.edu/docs/IO/4600/mcelhenny_thesis.pdf

195

McFaul, M. (2010). ‘The Missing Variable: The “International System”as the Link between
Third and Fourth Wave Models of Democratization’. In V. Bunce, M. McFaul and K. Stoner-
Weiss (eds.), Democracy and Authoritarianism in the Postcommunist World. VCambridge

and New York: Cambridge University Press. pp. 3-29.

Meckstroth, T. V. (1975). ‘1. “Most Different Systems” and “Most Similar Systems”: A Study

in the Logic of Comparative Inquiry’. Comparative Political Studies. 8(2). pp. 132-157.

de Melo Resende, V. (2012). ‘Critical Discourse Analysis and Ethnography: The Crisis in the

National Street Children’s Movement in Brazil’. Qualitative Research. Pending Publication.

Merkel, W. (2010). ‘Are Dictatorships Returning? Revisiting the ‘Democratic Rollback’

Hypothesis’. Contemporary Politics. 16(1). pp. 17-31.

Mikhelidze, N. (2011). The 2012 Presidential Elections in Russia: What Future for the
Medvedev-Putin Tandem? Retrieved February 10th, 2013, from the Instituto Affari

Internazionali Website: http://www.iai.it/pdf/DoclAl/iaiwp1125.pdf.

Minasyants, A. (2014). Armenia-EU Relations: ‘What Shall we do?’ Retrieved April 9th, 2014,
from the Armenian Weekly Website:

http://www.armenianweekly.com/2014/04/08/armenia-eu-relations-what-shall-we-do/.

Mironov, S. (2013). Russian Soft Power under Construction. Retrieved July Sth, 2014, from

the E-International Relations Journal Website: http://www.e-ir.info/2013/02/14/russian-

soft-power-under-construction/.



http://www.iai.it/pdf/DocIAI/iaiwp1125.pdf
http://www.armenianweekly.com/2014/04/08/armenia-eu-relations-what-shall-we-do/
http://www.e-ir.info/2013/02/14/russian-soft-power-under-construction/
http://www.e-ir.info/2013/02/14/russian-soft-power-under-construction/

196

Mkrtchyan, G. (2011). New Video on Youtube shows “Horizontal” Shooting in Armenia’s
2008 Post-Election Clashes. Retrived April Z"d, 2014, from the Armenia Now Wesbite:

http://www.armenianow.com/news/29912/armenia march 1 shooting.

Monaghan, A. (2008). ‘An Enemy at the Gates’ or ‘from Victory to Victory’? Russian Foreign

Policy’. International Affairs. 84(4). pp. 717-733.

Monaghan, A. (2013). The New Russian Foregin Policy Concept: Evolving Continuity. Russia

and Eurasia 2013/03 Chatham House. April 2013.

Morse, Y. L. (2012). ‘The Era of Electoral Authoritarianism’. World Politics. 64(1). pp. 161-

198.

Moshes, A. (2010). Can Ukraine still Perform its Balancing Act? PONARS Eurasia Policy

Memo. Number 122.

Moshes, A. (2011). Mapping an Alternative Future for Belarus. PONARS Eurasia Policy

Memo. Number 160. July 2011.

Moshes, A. (2013). Will Ukraine join (and save) the Eurasian Customs Union? PONARS

Eurasia Policy Memo. Number 247. April 2013.

Munck, G. L. (2001). Measuring Democracy: A Bridge between Scholarship and Politics.

Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press.

Munck, G. L., and Verkuilen, J. (2002). ‘Conceptualising and Measuring Democracy:

Evaluating Alternative Indicies’. Comparative Political Studies. 35(1). pp. 5-34.


http://www.armenianow.com/news/29912/armenia_march_1_shooting

197

Myhill, J. (2001). ‘Typology and Discourse Analysis’. In D. Schiffrin, D. Tannen, and H. E.
Hamilton (eds,). The Handbook of Discourse Analysis. Malden and Oxford: Blackwell

Publishers. pp. 161-174.

Nathan, A. J. (2003). ‘Authoritarian Resilience’. Journal of Democracy. 14(1). pp. 6-17.

Nechepurenko, I. (2013). Putin Elected Leader of the All-Russia People’s Front. Retrieved
April 20”‘, 2014, from the Moscow Times Website:

http://www.themoscowtimes.com/news/article/putin-elected-leader-of-the-all-russia-

peoples-front/481562.html.

Nixey, J. (2012). The Long Goodbye: Waning Russian Influence in the South Caucasus and
Central Asia. Chatham House Briefing Paper. Retreived March 1*, 2013, from the Chatham

House Website: http://www.chathamhouse.org/publications/papers/view/184065

nixey.pdf.

Nurmakov, A. (2011). Kazakhstan: Longtime Strike Bursts into Violence; State of Emergency
Declared. Retrieved 31%, 2013, from the Global Voices Website:

http://globalvoicesonline.org/2011/12/19/kazakhstan-longtime-strike-bursts-into-violence-

state-of-emergency-declared/.

Nye, J. S. (2006). ‘Soft Power and European-American Affairs’. In T.L. ligen (ed.), Hard Power,
Soft Power and the Future of Transatlantic Relations. Aldershot and Burlington (VT): Ashgate

Publishing. pp. 25-38.


http://www.themoscowtimes.com/news/article/putin-elected-leader-of-the-all-russia-peoples-front/481562.html
http://www.themoscowtimes.com/news/article/putin-elected-leader-of-the-all-russia-peoples-front/481562.html
http://www.chathamhouse.org/sites/default/files/public/Research/Russia%20and%20Eurasia/0612bp_nixey.pdf
http://www.chathamhouse.org/sites/default/files/public/Research/Russia%20and%20Eurasia/0612bp_nixey.pdf
http://globalvoicesonline.org/2011/12/19/kazakhstan-longtime-strike-bursts-into-violence-state-of-emergency-declared/
http://globalvoicesonline.org/2011/12/19/kazakhstan-longtime-strike-bursts-into-violence-state-of-emergency-declared/

198

Nye, J. S. (2010). ‘The Future of Soft Power in US Foreign Policy’. In I. Parmar and M. Cox
(eds.), Soft Power and US Foreign Policy: Theoretical, Historical and Comparative

Perspectives. London and New York: Routledge. pp. 4-12.

Oates, S. (2007). ‘The Neo-Soviet Model of the Media’. Europe-Asia Studies. 59(8). pp. 1279-

1297.

Onken. E. (2007). ‘The Baltic States and Moscow’s 9 May Commemoration: Analysing

Memory Politics in Europe’. Europe-Asia Studies. 59(1). pp. 23-46.

Oreshkin, D. (2012). Russian Riot: Senseless Riot or Legal Protest? Russian Analytical Digest

Number 118, 2™ October 2012.

Ortmann, S. (2008). ‘Diffusion as Discourse of Danger: Russian Self-Representations and the

Frming of the Tulip Revolution’. Central Asian Survey. 27(3-4). pp. 363-378.

Orttung, R. W., and Walker, C. (2012). As Russia prespares for Portests, New Media battle
the Old. Retrieved April 1%, 2014, from the Freedom House Website:

http://freedomhouse.org/blog/russia-prepares-protests-new-media-battle-old.

Orttung, R. W., and Walker, C. (2013). Putin and Russia’s Crippled Media. Russian Analytical

Digest. Number 123. 21% February 2013.

Orwell, G. (1969). Politics and the English Language. 2™ (ed.), London: Penguin Books.

Ostrowski, W. (2009). ‘The Legacy of the ‘Coloured Revolutions’: The Case of Kazakhstan’.

Journal of Communist and Transition Studies. 25(2-3). pp. 347-368.


http://freedomhouse.org/blog/russia-prepares-protests-new-media-battle-old

199

Padhol, U., and Marples, D. (2011). ‘The 2010 Presidential Eelection in Belarus’. Problems of

Post-Communism. 58(1). pp. 3-16.

Pain, H. (2012). ‘A Literature Review to Evaluate the Choice and Use of Visual Methods’.

International Journal of Qualitative Methods. 11(4). pp. 303-319.

Park, S. (2012). New world order emerging as U. S. Hegemony weakens. Retireved
September 1% 2013, from the Korea Herald Website:

http://www.koreaherald.com/view.php?ud=20120411000390.

Pei, M. (1994). From Reform to Revolution: The Demise of Communism in China and the

Soviet Union. Cambridge (MA): Harvard University Press.

Pemstein, D., Meserve, S. A., and Melton, J. (2010). Democratic Compromises: A Latent
Variable Analysis of Ten Measures of Regime Type. Retrieved April 8™ 2014, from the
Political Analysis Website:

http://pan.oxfordjournals.org/content/early/2010/08/26/pan.mpq020.full.html?ijkey=3BdI

pJbUljswu7g&keytype=ref.

Petrov, N. (2010). Russia’s Orange Revolution Syndrome. PONARS Eurasia Policy Memo.

Number 102.

Pettai, V., and Kraumer, M. (1998). ‘Party Politics in the Baltic States: Social Bases and

Institutional Context’. East European Politics and Societies. 13(1). pp. 148-189.

Philips, N., and Hardy, C. (2002). Discourse Analysis: Investigating Processes of Social

Construction. Thousand Oaks, London and New Delhi: Sage Publications.


http://www.koreaherald.com/view.php?ud=20120411000390
http://pan.oxfordjournals.org/content/early/2010/08/26/pan.mpq020.full.html?ijkey=3BdlpJbUIjswu7q&keytype=ref
http://pan.oxfordjournals.org/content/early/2010/08/26/pan.mpq020.full.html?ijkey=3BdlpJbUIjswu7q&keytype=ref

200

Pleines, H. (2012). ‘From Competitive Authoritarianism to Defective Democracy: Political
Regimes in Ukraine before and after the Orange Revolution’. In S. Stewart, M. Klein, A.
Schmitz and H. H. Schroder (eds,). President, Oligarch and Bureaucrats: Forms of Rule in the

Post-Soviet Space. Farnham and Burlington (VT): Ashgate. pp. 125-138.

Popescu, N., and Wilson, A. (2009). The Limits of Enlargement-Lite: European and Russian
Power in the Troubled Neighbourhood. European Council on Foreign Relations Policy

Report.

Potocki, R. (2011). ‘Belarus: A Tale of Two Elections’. Journal of Democracy. 22(3). pp. 49-63.

Ragin, C. (1987). The Comparative Method: Moving beyond Qualitative and Quantitative

Strategies. Berkley: University of California Press.

Recknagel, C. (2010). Can Kyrgyzstan become a Democracy in Russia’s Backyard? Retrieved
August 12™ 2013, from the Foreign Policy Website:

http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2010/07/23/can kyrgyzstan become a democracy

in russias backyard.

Reuter, 0. J., and Remington, T. F. (2009). ‘Dominant Party Regimes and the Commitment

Problem: The Case of United Russia’. Comparative Political Studies. 42(4). pp. 501-526.

Reuter, 0. J. (2010). ‘The Politics of Dominant Party Formation: United Russia and Russia’s

Governors’. Europe-Asia Studies. 62(2). pp. 293-327.

Richter, J. (2008). Civil Society in the New Authoritarianism. PONARS Eurasia Policy Memo

Number 35. August 2008.


http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2010/07/23/can_kyrgyzstan_become_a_democracy_in_russias_backyard
http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2010/07/23/can_kyrgyzstan_become_a_democracy_in_russias_backyard

201

Richter, J. (2009). ‘Putin and the Public Chamber’. Post-Soviet Affairs. 25(1). pp. 39-65.

Richter, J. (2013). Civil Society and the Second Putinshchina. PONARS Eurasia Policy Memo

Number 276. September 2013.

Rinna, T. (2013). Belarus and Russia’s Strategic Projection into Eastern Europe. Retrived July
6”‘, 2014, from the International Relations Security Network Website:

http://www.isn.ethz.ch/Digital-Library/Articles/Detail/?id=173810.

Roberts, S. P. (2012). ‘United Russia and the Dominant-Party Framework: Understanding the
Russian Party of Power in Comparative Perspective’. East European Politics. 28(3). pp. 225-

240.

Robertson, G. B. (2010). The Politics of Protest in Hybrid Regimes: Managing Dissent in Post-

Communist Russia. New York: Cambridge University Press.

Robinson, N. (2012). ‘Institutional Factors and Russian Political Parties: The Changing needs
of Regime Consolidation in a Neo-Patrimonial System’. East European Politics. 28(3). pp.

298-3089.

Rontoyanni, C., and Korosteleva, E. (2005). ‘Belarus: An Authoritarian Exception from the
Model of Post-Communist Democratic Transitions?’ In T. Flockhart (ed.), Socialising
Democratic Norms: The Role of International Organisations for the Construction of Europe.

Basingstoke and New York: Palgrave Macmillan. pp. 209-231.


http://www.isn.ethz.ch/Digital-Library/Articles/Detail/?id=173810

202

Rukavishnikov, V. (2010). ‘Russia’s “Soft Power” in the Putin Epoch. In R. E. Kanet (ed.),
Russian Foregin Policy in the 21° Century. Basingstoke and New York: Palgrave Macmillan.

pp. 76-99.

Sakwa, R. (2014). Putin Redux: Power and Contradiction in Contemporary Russia. London

and New York: Routledge.

Sakwa, R., and Webber, M. (1999). ‘The Commonwealth of Independent States, 1991-1998:

Stagnation and Survival’. Europe-Asia Studies. 51(3). pp. 379-415.

Salmon, P. (2011). ‘Repression Intensifies Against Kazakh Oil Workers’ Uprising’. Debate:

Journal of Contemporary Central and Eastern Europe. 19(1-2). pp. 507-510.

Salmon, P. (2012). ‘Police Massacre has opened a Dark Chapter for Kazakh Workers’
Movement’. Debate: Journal of Contemporary Central and Eastern Europe. 20(1). pp. 73-

773.

Schatz, E. (2009). ‘The Soft Authoritarian Tool Kit: Agenda-Setting Power in Kazakhstan and

Kyrgyzstan’. 41(2). pp. 203-222.

Schatz, E., and Maltseva, E. (2012). ‘Kazakhstan’s Authoritarian “Persuasion”’. Post-Soviet

Affairs. 28(1). pp. 45-65.

Schedler, A. (2002). ‘The Menu of Manipulation’. Journal of Democracy. 13(2). pp. 36-50.



203

Schedler, A. (2006). ‘The Logic of Electoral Authoritarianism’. In A. Schedler (ed.), Electoral
Authoritarianism: The Dynamics of Unfree Competition. Boulder (CO) and London: Lynne

Rienner Publishers. pp. 1-26.

Schedler, A. (2010). ‘Authoritarianism’s Last Line of Defence’. Journal of Democracy. 21(1).

pp. 69-80.

Schedler, A. (2013). The Politics of Uncertainity: Sustaining and Subverting Electoral

Authoritarianism. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Schiffrin, D. (2001). ‘Discourse Markers: Language, Meaning, and Context’. In D. Schiffrin, D.
Tannen, and H. E. Hamilton (eds,). The Handbook of Discourse Analysis. Malden and Oxford:

Blackwell Publishers. pp. 54-75.

Schmitter, P. C. (2001). ‘The Influence of the International Context upon the Choice of
National Institutions and Policies in Neo-Democracies’. In L. Whitehead (ed.), The
International Dimensions of Democratization: European and the Americas. Oxford and New

York: Oxford University Press. pp. 26-55.

Schmitter, P. C. (2010). ‘Twenty Five Years, Fifteen Findings’. Journal of Democracy. 21(1).

pp. 17-28.

Seawright, J., and Gerring, J. (2008). ‘Case Selection in Case Study Research: A Menu of

Qualitative and Quantiative Options’. Political Research Quarterly. 61(20. pp. 294-308.

Shevtsova, L. F. (2009). ‘The Return of Personalised Power’. Journal of Democracy. 20(2). pp.

61-65.



204

Shishkin, P. (2012). Central Asia’s Crisis of Government. Asia Society Report. January 2012.

Shipan, C. R., and Volden, C. (2008). ‘The Mechanisms of Policy Diffusion’. American Journal

of Political Science. 52(4). pp. 840-857.

Silitski, V. (2005a). Color Blind in Belarus. Retrieved August 25th, 2013, from the Foreign
Policy Website:

http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2005/11/09/color blind in belarus?page=0,0.

Silitski, V. (2005b). ‘Preempting Democracy: The Case of Belarus’. Journal of Democracy.

16(4). pp. 84-97.

Silitski, V. (2006a). Contagion Deterred: Preemptive Authoritarianism in the Former Soviet
Union (The Case of Belarus). Retrieved August 25" 2013, from the Stanford Univerity

Website: http://iis-db.stanford.edu/pubs/21152/Silitski No 66.pdf.

Silitski, V. (2006b). ‘Signs of Hope Rather than a Colour Revolution’. In J. Forbrig, D. R.
Marples and P. Demes (eds.), Prospects for Democracy in Belarus. (2nd ed.), Washington,

D.C.: The German Marshall Fund. pp. 20-28.

Silitski, V. (2008). Nations in Transit 2008 — Belarus. Retrieved April 19”‘, 2014, from the

Freddom House Website: http://freedomhouse.org/report/nations-

transit/2008/belarus#.U1KIrfInAYk.

Silitski, V. (2009a). ‘Tools of Autocracy’. Journal of Democracy. 20(2). pp. 42-46.

Silitski, V. (2009b). ‘What are we trying to Explain?’ Journal of Democracy. 20(1). pp. 86-89.


http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2005/11/09/color_blind_in_belarus?page=0,0
http://iis-db.stanford.edu/pubs/21152/Silitski_No_66.pdf
http://freedomhouse.org/report/nations-transit/2008/belarus#.U1KlrflnAYk
http://freedomhouse.org/report/nations-transit/2008/belarus#.U1KlrflnAYk

205

Silitski, V. (2010a). ‘Contagion Deterred: Preemptive Authoritarianism in the Former Soviet
Union (the Case of Belarus). In V. Bunce, M. McFaul and K. Stoner-Weiss (eds.), Demorcacy
and Authoritarianism in the Postcommunist World. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

pp. 274-299.

Silitski, V. (2010b). Odd Man out Again: Explaining Belarus’ Post-Orange Transformation.

PONARS Eurasia Memo Number 97. April 2010.

Silitski, V. (2010c). “Survival of the Fittest:” Domestic and International Dimensions of the
Authoritarian Reaction in the Former Soviet Union following the Coloured Revolutions’.

Communist and Post-Communist Studies. 43(4). pp. 339-350.

Sim, S. F. (2006). ‘Hegemonic Authoritarianism and Singapore: Economics, Ideology and the

Asian Economic Crisis’. Journal of Contemporary Asia. 36(2). pp. 143-159.

Sindelar, D., and Toiken, S. (2012). A year after deadly riots, Zhanaozen is quiet but angry.

The Times of Central Asia. 14(15)((752)). December 20, 2012. pp. 1-2.

Smythe, E., and Spence, D. (2012). ‘Re-viewing Literature in Hermeneutic Research’.

International Journal of Qualitative Methods. 11(1). pp. 12-25.

Snyder, R. (2006). ‘Beyond Electoral Authoritarianism: The Spectrum of Nondemocratic
Regimes’. In A. Schedler (ed.), Electoral Authoritarianism: The Dynamics of Unfree

Competition. Boulder (CO), London: Lynne Rienner Publishers. pp. 219-231.

Starr, H. (1991). ‘Democratic Dominoes: Diffusion Approaches to the Spread of Democracy

in the International System’. Journal of Conflict Resolution. 35(2). pp. 356-381.



206

Starr, S. F. (2006). Clans, Authoritarian Rulers, and Parliaments in Central Asia. Silk Road

Paper June 2006.

State Electoral Commission of Belarus. (2010). Republic of Belarus Presidential Election of
19'™" December 2010. Retrieved February 15”’, 2013, from the Psephos Adam Carr’s Election

Archive Website: http://psephos.adam-carr.net/countries/b/belarus/belarus2010.txt.

Steiner, N. (2012). Testing for a Political Bias in Freedom House Democracy Scores: Are U.S.
Freindly States Judged to be More Democratic? Paper Presented at the 6" General ECPR

Conference.

Stent, A. E. (2008). ‘Restoration and Revolution in Putin’s Foreign Policy’. Europe-Asia

Studies. 60(6). pp. 1089-1106.

Stockman, D., and Gallagher, M. E. (2011). ‘Remote Control: How the Media Sustain

Authoritarian Rule in China’. Comparative Political Studies. 44(4). pp. 436-467.

Stone, D. (2001). Learning Lessons, Policy Transfer and the International Diffusion of Policy
Ideas. Centre for the Study of Globalisation and Regionalisation Working Paper Number

69/01.

Stone, D. (2004). ‘Transfer Agents and Global Networks in the ‘Transnationalization’ of

Power.’ Journal of European Public Policy. 11(3). pp. 545-566.

Stoner-Weiss, K. (2010). ‘Comparing Oranges and Apples: The Internal and External

Dimension’s of Russia’s turn away from Democracy’. In V. Bunce, M. McFaul and K. Stoner-


http://psephos.adam-carr.net/countries/b/belarus/belarus2010.txt

207

Weiss (eds.), Demorcacy and Authoritarianism in the Postcommunist World. Cambridge:

Cambridge University Press. pp. 253-273.

Suzuki, S. (2010). ‘The Myth and Reality of China’s ‘Soft Power”. In |. Parmar and M. Cox
(eds.), Soft Power and US Foreign Policy: Theoretical, Historical and Comparative

Perspectives. London and New York: Routledge. pp. 199-214.

Svolik, M. W. (2009). ‘Power Sharing and Leadership Dynamics in Authoritarian Regimes’.

American Journal of Political Science. 53(2). pp. 477-494.

Svolik, M. W. (2012). The Politics of Authoritarian Rule. New York: Cambridge University

Press.

Surkov, V. (2006a). CyBepeHUTET--3TO NOAUTUYECKUA CUHOHUM
KOHKypeHTocnocobHocTtu (Sovereignty—A Political Synonym for Competitive Capacity).

Moscow: Lenand.

Surkov, V. (2006b). OcHOBHble TEHAEHUMM U NEPCNEKTMUBbI PA3BUTUA COBPEMEHOM POCCUM
(The Fundamental Tendencies and Development Prospects of Modern Russia). Moscow:

Modern University for the Humanities Press.

Tarkowski, A., Fathy, B., and Melyantsou, D. (2011). From the Network to the Streets: Online
Tools and Democratization in Egypt and Belarus. Policy Association for an Open Scoiet.

Policy Brief Number 5.



208

Torochesnikova, M. (2007). ‘Tpa)gaHckaa cuna’ obbaBMaa ceba eAMHCTBEHHO NPaBoOW
(“Civilian Power’ declared itself to be right). Retrived March 29th, 2014, from the Radio

Svoboda Website: http://www.svoboda.org/content/article/385031.html.

Treisman, D. (2008). The Popularity of Russian Presidents. Working Paper.

Trenin, D. (2009). ‘Russia’s Spheres of Interest, not Influence’. Washington Quarterly. 32(4).

pp. 3-22.

Tsikhanovich, Z. (2012). Berlarus Seeks Money to Serve its Mounting External Debt.
Retrieved April 2™, 2014, from the Belarus Digest Website:

http://belarusdigest.com/story/belarus-seeks-money-serve-its-mounting-external-debt-

12267.

Tsingos, B. (2001). ‘Underwriting Democracy: The European Community and Greece’. In L.
Whitehead (ed.), The International Dimensions of Democratization: European and the

Americas. Oxford and New York: Oxford University Press. pp. 315-355.

Tsygankov, A. P. (2006). ‘If Not by Tanks, Than by Banks? The Role of Soft Power in Putin’s

Foreign Policy’. Europe-Asia Studies. pp. 1079-1099.

Tucker, J., and Frear, M. (2012). 2012 Belarus Parliamentary Elections Post-Election Report:
Same as it ever was. Retreieved July 31%, 2013, from The Monkey Cage Website:

www.themoneycage.org/2012/10/22/2012-belarus-parliamentary-elections-post-election-

report-same-as-it-ever-was.



http://www.svoboda.org/content/article/385031.html
http://belarusdigest.com/story/belarus-seeks-money-serve-its-mounting-external-debt-12267
http://belarusdigest.com/story/belarus-seeks-money-serve-its-mounting-external-debt-12267
http://www.themoneycage.org/2012/10/22/2012-belarus-parliamentary-elections-post-election-report-same-as-it-ever-was
http://www.themoneycage.org/2012/10/22/2012-belarus-parliamentary-elections-post-election-report-same-as-it-ever-was

209

Turkmenistan Government Website. (2007). Republic of Turkmenistan Presidential Election
of 11" February 2007. Retrieved February 15", 2013, from the Psephos Adam Carr’s

Election Archive Website: http://psephos.adam-

carr.net/countries/t/turkmenistan/turkmenistan2007.txt.

Un, K. (2011). ‘Cambodia: Moving Away from Democracy’. International Political Science

Review. 32(5). pp. 546-562.

Van Dijk, T. A. (2001). ‘Critical Discourse Analysis’. In D. Schiffrin, D. Tannen, and H. E.
Hamilton (eds,). The Handbook of Discourse Analysis. Malden and Oxford: Blackwell

Publishers. pp. 352-371.

Vanderhill, R. (2013). Promoting Authoritarianism Abroad. Boulder and London: Lynne

Reinner Publishers.

Visloguzov, V. (2013). Cepreu [na3beB obelaeTt knesy munnmapabl (Sergei Glaz’ev promises

Kiev Billions). Kommersant. Number 158, September 3" 2013, p. 2.

Volden, C., and Ting, M. M. (2006). A Formal Model of Learning and P[olicy Diffsuion.

Working Paper April 19" 2006.

Volpi, F. (2012). ‘Explaining (and Re-explaining) Political Change in the Middle East during
the Arab Spring: Trajectories of Democratization and of Authoritarianism in the Maghreb’.

Democrartization. Pending Publication.

Wahman, M., Teorell, J., and Hadenius, A. (2013). ‘Authoritarian Regime Types Revisited:

Updated Data in Comparative Perspective’. Contemporary Politics. 19(1). pp. 19-34.


http://psephos.adam-carr.net/countries/t/turkmenistan/turkmenistan2007.txt
http://psephos.adam-carr.net/countries/t/turkmenistan/turkmenistan2007.txt

210

Walker, C., and Orttung, R. W. (2014). ‘Breaking the News: The Role of State-run Media’.

Journal of Democracy. 25(1). pp. 71-85.

Walsh-Russo, C. (2004). Diffusion and Social Movements: A Review of the Literature. Society

of Comparative Research, University of California, San Diego Working Paper, May 2004.

Way, L. A. (2004). ‘The Sources and Dynamics of Competitive Authoritarianism in Ukraine’.

Journal of Communist and Transition Politics. 20(1). pp. 143-161.

Way, L. A. (2005). ‘Rapacious Individualism and Political Competition in Ukraine, 1992-2004’.

Communist and Post-Communist Studies. 38. pp. 191-205.

Way, L. A. (2008a). ‘A Reply to my Critics’. Journal of Democracy. 20(1). pp. 90-97.

Way, L. A. (2008b). ‘The Real Causes of the Colour Revolutions’. Journal of Democracy. 19(3).

pp. 55-69.

Way, L. A. (2010). ‘Resistance to Contagion: Sources of Authoritarian Stability in the Former
Soviet Union’. In V. Bunce, M. McFaul and K. Stoner-Weiss (eds.), Demorcacy and
Authoritarianism in the Postcommunist World. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. pp.

229-252.

Way, L. A., and Levitsky, S. (2007). ‘Linkage, Leverage, and the Post-Communist Divide’. East

European Politics and Societies. 21(1). pp. 48-66.

White, D. (2011). ‘Dominant Party Systems: A Framework for Conceptualising Opposition

Strategies in Russia’. Democratization. 18(3). pp. 655-681.



211

White, D. (2012). ‘Re-conceptualising Russian Party Politics’. East European Politics. 28(3).

pp. 210-224.

White, S. (2011a). ‘Debating Belarus: A Framing Content’. Eurasian Geography and

Economics. 52(6). pp. 799-808.

White, S. (2011b). ‘Elections-Russian Style’. Europe-Asia Studies. 63(4). pp. 531-556.

White, S., and Kryshtanovskaya, O. (2011). ‘Changing the Russian Electoral System: Inside

the Black Box'. Europe-Asia Studies. 63(4). pp. 557-578.

White, S., and McAllister, 1. (2008). ‘The Putin Phenomenon’. Journal of Communist Studies

and Tranistion Politics. 24(4). pp. 604-628.

Whitehead, L. (2001). ‘Three International Dimensions of Democratization’. In L. Whitehead
(ed.), The International Dimensions of Democratization: European and the Americas. Oxford

and New York: Oxford University Press. pp. 3-25.

Wierzbowska-Miazga, A. (2013). Support as a means of Subordination: Russia’s Policy on

Belarus. Point of View. Number 34. Centre for Eastern Studies.

Wiles, R., Crow, G., and Pain, H. ‘Innovation in Qualitative Research Methods: A Narrative

Review’. Qualitative Review. 11(5). pp. 587-604.

Wilson, A. (2002). ‘Ukraine’s 2002 Elections: Les Fraud, More Virtuality’. East European

Consitutional Review. 11(3). pp. 91-98.



212

Wilson, A. (2005). Ukraine’s Orange Revolution. New Haven and London: Yale University

Press.

Wilson, A. (2010). Dealing with Yanukovych’s Ukraine. European Council on Foregin

Relations Policy Brief, March 2010.

Wilson, A. (2011a). Belarus: The Last European Dictatorship. New Haven and London: Yale

University Press.

Wilson, A. (2011b). Happy Birthday, Ukraine? Retrieved February 10" 2013, from the Real
Clear World Website:

http://www.realclearworld.com/articles/2011/08/26/happy birthday ukraine 99643.html.

Wilson, A., and Birch, S. (2008). ‘Political Parties In Ukraine: Virtual and Representational’. In
P. Webb and S. White (eds.), Poltical Parties in New Democracies. Oxford and New York:

Oxford University Press. pp. 53-84

Wilson, J. (2001). ‘Political Discourse’. In D. Schiffrin, D. Tannen, and H. E. Hamilton (eds,).

The Handbook of Discourse Analysis. Malden and Oxford: Blackwell Publishers. pp. 398-415.

Wilson, J. L. (2010). ‘Coloured Revolutions: The View from Moscow and Beijing’. Journal of

Communist Politics and Transition Studies. 23(2-3). pp. 369-395.

Wisniewska, I., Klusinski, K., and Jarosiewicz, A. (2010). Common Economic Space: Another
Step towardsintegration focused on Russia. Eastweek Analytical Newsletter 41(234). 15

December 2010. Centre for Eastern Studies.


http://www.realclearworld.com/articles/2011/08/26/happy_birthday_ukraine_99643.html

213

Wright, J. (2008). ‘Do Authoritarian Institutions Constrain? How Legislatures Affect

Economic Growth and Investment’. American Journal of Political Science. 52(2). pp. 322-343.

Yin, R. (2003). Case study Research: Design and methods (3rd ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Zahran, G., and Ramos, L. (2010). ‘From Hegemony to Soft Power: Implications of a
Conceptual Change’. In I. Parmar and M. Cox (eds.), Soft Power and US Foreign Policy:
Theoretical, Historical and Comparative Perspectives. London and New York: Routledge. pp.

12-31.

Ziegler, C. E. (2010). ‘Civil Society, Political Stability, and State Power in Central Asia:

Cooperation and Contestation’. Democratization. 17(5). pp. 795-825.

Zito, A. R., and Schout, A. (2009). ‘Learning Theory Reconsidered: EU Intergration Theories

and Learning’. Journal of European Public Policy. 16(8). pp. 1103-1123.



214

APPENDIX ONE: DISCOURSE ANALYSIS REFERENCES

Abdullaev, N. (2005). Public Chamber left Toothless. The Moscow Times. Number 3110.

February 21, 2005. p.1.

Aimbetova, M. (2011). Koppynuma-yrpo3a gemokpatum (Corruption: A Threat to
Democracy). Retrieved June 3" 2013, from the Vremya Website:

http://www.time.kz/news/archive/2011/08/03/korrupciya---ugroza-demokratii.

Aimbetova, M. (2012a). HNO, oTkpo# anumko (NGOs, Unveil your Face). Retrieved June 3™,

2013, from the Vremya Website: http://www.time.kz/news/archive/2012/05/26/npo-

otkroy-lichiko.

Aimbetova, M. (2012b). Mokoit um TonbKo cHutcs (They can Only Dream of Peace).
Retrieved June 3rd, 2013, from the Vremya Website:

http://www.time.kz/news/archive/2012/02/28/pokoy-im-tolko-snitsya.

Akhmatova, Z. (2012a). Assua KPAMEP, npe3snaeHT Freedom House: A yeay - a Bam TyT
*utb (David J. Kramer. President of Freedom House: I'll Leave — and you Live Here).
Retrieved June 3rd, 2013, from the Vremya Website:

http://www.time.kz/news/archive/2012/07/31/dyevid-kramer-prezident-freedom-house-

ya-uedu---a-vam-tut-zhit.

Akhmatova, Z. (2012b). CtaTb BOKAEM nerye, yem npesnaeHTom (Becoming Leader is easier
than the President). Retrieved June 3" 2013, from the Vremya Website:

http://www.time.kz/news/archive/2012/10/25/stat-vozhdyom-legche-chem-prezidentom.



http://www.time.kz/
http://www.time.kz/news/archive/2011/08/03/korrupciya---ugroza-demokratii
http://www.time.kz/
http://www.time.kz/news/archive/2012/05/26/npo-otkroy-lichiko
http://www.time.kz/news/archive/2012/05/26/npo-otkroy-lichiko
http://www.time.kz/
http://www.time.kz/news/archive/2012/02/28/pokoy-im-tolko-snitsya
http://www.time.kz/
http://www.time.kz/
http://www.time.kz/news/archive/2012/07/31/dyevid-kramer-prezident-freedom-house-ya-uedu---a-vam-tut-zhit
http://www.time.kz/news/archive/2012/07/31/dyevid-kramer-prezident-freedom-house-ya-uedu---a-vam-tut-zhit
http://www.time.kz/
http://www.time.kz/news/archive/2012/10/25/stat-vozhdyom-legche-chem-prezidentom

215

Alexanderov, A. (2012a). /lyywee gpyr xopouero (A Best Friend is Good). Retrieved May

27" 2013, from the Sovetskaya Belorusia Website: http://www.sb.by/post/140313/.

Alexanderov, A. (2012b). Muccus ot CHI BnosHe ya0BieTBOpeHa coaepKaTenbHom
cTopoHoit Bbibopos (The Mission of the CIS is quite Satisfied with the content aspect of the
Election). Retrieved May 27”’, 2013, from the Sovetskaya Belorusia Website:

http://www.sb.by/post/136954/.

Andreev, V. (2013). Bce, yero aywa noxenaet (Everything Your Heart Desires). Retrieved

June 15™, 2013, from the Sovetskaya Belorusia Website: http://www.sb.by/post/143181/.

Andreychenko, V. (2011). BoigasnnBaHue benapycu ns obLieeBponenckon NoaUTUKN He
MMeeT 34paBoro CMbIC/Ia M NepcnekTuBbl ybexaeH npeaceaatens MNanatol npeacrasutenem
Bnagumup AHgpeityeHko (The Speaker of Parliament Vladimir Andreychenko stated that the
Exclusion of Belarus from European Policy has no common sense). Retrieved May 22"

2013, from the Sovetskaya Belorusia Website: http://www.sb.by/post/111571/.

Arutunyan, A. (2006). Special Report. “Belarus”: Too Soon for “Blue” Revolution? The

Moscow Times. Number 10, March 24, 2006, p. 1.

Arutunyan, A. (2009). The Media in Russia. Maidenhead: The Open University Press.

Arutunyan, A. (2013). Russian Prosecutor calls for more NGOs Oversight. Retrieved August

16", 2013, from Johnson’s Russia List Website: http://russialist.org/russian-prosecutor-calls-

for-more-ngos-oversight/.



http://www.sb.by/post/140313/
http://www.sb.by/post/136954/
http://www.sb.by/post/143181/
http://www.sb.by/post/111571/
http://russialist.org/russian-prosecutor-calls-for-more-ngos-oversight/
http://russialist.org/russian-prosecutor-calls-for-more-ngos-oversight/

216

Atasova, A. (2011). Ha Bbi6opbl - ¢ BoibopoBHoli! (At the Elections with the Electors).
Retrieved June 15th, 2013, from the Vremya Website:

http://www.time.kz/news/archive/2011/11/22/na-vybory---s-vyborovnoy.

Basarova, L. (2012a). bonbline cekpeTbl ManeHbkoi mogenu (Big Secrets — Small Model).
Retrieved June 4”’, 2013, from the Vremya Website:

http://www.time.kz/news/archive/2012/10/06/bolshie-sekrety-malenkoy-modeli.

Basarova, L. (2012b). Y4HOBHUKM npocAT 6bonblie, yem moryT nepexkeaTtb! (Official are
asking for more than they can Chew). Retrieved June 4™ 2013, from the Vremya Website:

http://www.time.kz/news/archive/2012/12/19/chinovniki-prosyat-bolshe-chem-mogut-

perezhevat.

Bashlikova, N. (2013). OH® He cuuTaeT cebs “kpaweHoin” “EanHoit Poccnen” (All-Russia
People’s Front does not feel “Together” with “United Russia”). Retrieved May 28" 2014,

from the lzvestia Website: http://izvestia.ru/news/558611.

BelaPan. (2010). MpoBanaepbl NPUCTYNatoT K MHTEpHEeT-pUAbTpauum (Providers to begin
Internet Filtering). Retrieved May 23" 2013, from the Sovetskaya Belorusia Website:

http://www.sb.by/post/104713/.

BelTa. (2009a). benapycb 6yaet paboTtaTth Hag pepopmamu B chepe nNpas YeNOBEKA -
C.MapTtbiHoB (Belarus will work Reforms in the Field of Human Rights — Sergei Martynov).
Retrieved May 23" 2013, from the Sovetskaya Belorusia Website:

http://www.sb.by/post/88877/.



http://www.time.kz/
http://www.time.kz/news/archive/2011/11/22/na-vybory---s-vyborovnoy
http://www.time.kz/
http://www.time.kz/news/archive/2012/10/06/bolshie-sekrety-malenkoy-modeli
http://www.time.kz/
http://www.time.kz/news/archive/2012/12/19/chinovniki-prosyat-bolshe-chem-mogut-perezhevat
http://www.time.kz/news/archive/2012/12/19/chinovniki-prosyat-bolshe-chem-mogut-perezhevat
http://izvestia.ru/news/558611
http://www.sb.by/post/104713/
http://www.sb.by/post/88877/

217

BelTa. (2009b). Benopycckme HenpaBUTENIbCTBEHHbIE OPraHN3aLLMn 3a pyberkom oTmeyatoT
aKTUBM3aLMIO COTPYAHNYECTBA C OpraHaMu rocynpasneHus benapycu (Belarusian NGOs
abroad will increase with the Belarusian State Authorities). Retrieved May 23rd, 2013, from

the Sovetskaya Belorusia Website: http://www.sb.by/post/88241/.

BelTa. (2010a). A. J/lyKaleHKO Ha3blBaeT BpaHbeM 06BMHEHME ero B Koppynuum (Lukashenka
calls the Accusation of Corruption a Lie). Retrieved May 23" 2013, from the Sovetskaya

Belorusia Website: http://www.sb.by/post/110080/.

BelTa. (2010b). Benapycb NPUATHO YAUBASAET OTCYTCTBUEM YepHbIX PR-TEXHONOMNI BO BpeMS
BblbopoB — Habatoaatesnb (Observer Pleasantly Surprised by the Lack of Black PR-
Technologies during Belarusian Elections). Retrieved May 23" 2013, from the Sovetskaya

Belorusia Website: http://www.sb.by/post/109903/.

BelTa. (2010c). Bctynun B cuny yKkas o perynnposaHun NHTepHeTa (Entry into Force of the
Decree Regulating the Internet). Retrieved May 23" 2013, from the Sovetskaya Belorusia

Website: http://www.sb.by/post/102097/.

BelTa. (2012). OTKpbIAMCb U3bMpaTeibHbIE YY4aCTKM NO Bbibopam aenyTtaTos Manatbl
npeactasutenei (The Polls for Elections to the House of Representatives Opened).
Retrieved May 23" 2013, from the Sovetskaya Belorusia Website:

http://www.sb.by/post/136881/.

BelTa. (2013a). benapycb npumert yyactne B KoHpepeHummn OBCE no cBoboge cioBa B

NHTepHeTe (Belarus takes part in the OSCE Conferences on the Freedom of Expression on


http://www.sb.by/post/88241/
http://www.sb.by/post/110080/
http://www.sb.by/post/109903/
http://www.sb.by/post/102097/
http://www.sb.by/post/136881/

218

the Internet). Retrieved May 23" 2013, from the Sovetskaya Belorusia Website:

http://www.sb.by/post/143468/.

BelTa. (2013b). No Leninecy for Corrupt Officials in Belarus. Retrieved Augsut 18" 2013,

from the Belarus Website: http://www.belarus.by/en/government/events/no-leniency-for-

corrupt-officials-in-belarus i 0000006435.html.

Beluza, A., Grigor'eva, E., Savinykh, A., and Kharlamov, M. (2011). cBoAKM C HAPOAHOrO

¢dpoHTa (Reports from the National Front). Izvestiya, Number 80, May 11, 2011, p. 1.

Beluza, A. (2011). koppynuus - cmepTenbHaa 6onesHb (Corruption - A Deadly Disease).

Izvestiya, Number 65, April 14, 2011, p. 2.

Benediktov, K. (2012). py6b1koH kommyHUcTa beccoHoB (The Rubicon for Communist

Bessonovav). lzvestiya, No. 126m, July 11, 2012, p. 7.

Bibikov, V. (2013). Auckyccus o rnasHom (The Main Discussion). Retrieved May 24™, 2013,

from the Sovetskaya Belorusia Website: http://www.sb.by/post/148280/.

Bittner, O. (2011). Biktop MWOHKA: “MpoKypaTypa po3ymie poab 3MI B cycninbertsi” (Victor
Pshonka: “Prosecutors Understand the Role of the Media in Society”). Retrieved July 1%,

2013, from the Uryadoviy Kurier Website: http://ukurier.gov.ua/uk/articles/viktor-pshonka-

prokuratura-rozumiye-rol-zmi-v-susp/.

Bocharova, S., and Biryukova, L. (2013). Pepopme ganu 3agHum xon, (Reform Backs Off).

Vedomosti, Number 162, September 05, 2013, p. 2.


http://www.sb.by/post/143468/
http://www.belarus.by/en/government/events/no-leniency-for-corrupt-officials-in-belarus_i_0000006435.html
http://www.belarus.by/en/government/events/no-leniency-for-corrupt-officials-in-belarus_i_0000006435.html
http://www.sb.by/post/148280/
http://ukurier.gov.ua/uk/articles/viktor-pshonka-prokuratura-rozumiye-rol-zmi-v-susp/
http://ukurier.gov.ua/uk/articles/viktor-pshonka-prokuratura-rozumiye-rol-zmi-v-susp/

219

Bodnya, Y. (2013). OnekcaHgp TABPUHOBUY: “LLLo6 rpomagnaHu He 3BepTannca oo
€Bpocyay, NoTPibHO AOTPUMYBATUCA 3aKOHIB Ha TepuTopii cBOEi KpaiHn" (Aleksander
Lavrinovich: “People should not turn to the European Court, but comply with the Laws in
their Country”). Retrieved July 1%, 2013, from the Uryadoviy Kurier Website:

http://ukurier.gov.ua/uk/articles/oleksandr-lavrinovich-shob-gromadyani-ne-zvertalis/p/.

Bratersky, A. (2010). Khimki Battle Stirs Press Freedom Fears. The Moscow Times, Number

4452, August 10, 2010, p. 3

Bratersky, A. (2011). Prokhorov sought Street Protests for Duma Elections, Source says. The

Moscow Times. Number 4728. p. 1.

Bratersky, A. (2012a). Oppositon Expose Incites Investigation. The Moscow Times. Number

4987. October 8, 2012. p. 1.

Bratersky, A. (2012b). Report: Kremlin has Secret Dossier on Public Chamber Members. The

Moscow Times. Number 4888. May 21, 2012. p. 3.

Buhovets, O. (2011). Tect Ha nonnTudeckuii peanmnsm (Test in Political Realism). Retrieved

May 20" 2013, from the Sovetskaya Belorusia Website: http://www.sb.by/post/110645/.

Burdin, V. (2012). Cepuk CEMAYMAHOB: NposokaTopos mbl 3Haem! (Serik Seidumanov: “We
Know the Provocateurs”). Retrieved June 3" from the Vremya Website:

http://www.time.kz/news/archive/2012/12/15/serik-seydumanov-provokatorov-my-znaem.

Chesnakov, A. (2012). JemoKpaTua Kak pocKolub (Democracy as a Luxury). Rossii'skaya

Gazeta. Number 280, December 5", 2012, p. 3.


http://ukurier.gov.ua/uk/articles/oleksandr-lavrinovich-shob-gromadyani-ne-zvertalis/p/
http://www.sb.by/post/110645/
http://www.time.kz/
http://www.time.kz/news/archive/2012/12/15/serik-seydumanov-provokatorov-my-znaem
http://dlib.eastview.com.ezproxyd.bham.ac.uk/browse/publication/617
http://dlib.eastview.com.ezproxyd.bham.ac.uk/browse/publication/617

220

Chesnakov, A. (2013). dnekTpoHHasa aemokpaTtus (E-Democracy. Rossii'skaya Gazeta,

Number 6, January 16, 2013, p. 3.

Drozdov, N. (2011). MPECCA: No gaHHbIM MoHUTOpMHra CMU, “Hyp OTaH” npogonkaet
AOMMHWUPOBATL B UHPOPMaLMOHHOM npocTpaHcTtae (Press: According to Media Monitoring,
“Nur Otan” continues to Dominate the Information Space). Retrieved June 14™ 2013, from

the Panorama Website: http://panoramakz.com/archiv/2011/50.htm.

Dzhalilova, A. (2010a). MPECCA: ccnepoBaHue Nokasano, YTo B HeKoTopbix CMU
CYLLLECTBYET HErNacCHbIN 3aNpPeT Ha YNOMMUHAHME TEX MU UHbIX NOAUTUKOB (Press: The Study
found that in some of the Media there is an Unofficial Ban on References to Certain
Politicians). Retrieved June 14”‘, 2013, from the Panorama Website:

http://panoramakz.com/archiv/2010/06.htm.

Dzhalilova, A. (2010b). MPECCA: NnaHupyeTca co3gaTb eAuHY0 UHTepHeT-naatdopmy Ans
Bcex CMW, BbINyCKaloWMXCA HA rocyaapcTBeHHOM s3bike (Press: It is Planned to Create a
Single Web-based Platform for all Media, Issued in the State Language). Retrieved June 14"

2013, from the Panorama Website: http://panoramakz.com/archiv/2010/39.htm.

Dzhalilova, A. (2010c). MPECCA: o MHEHM IO 3KCMEePTOB, NPUHATbIE B 3TOM roaly
HOPMaTMBHO-MNPaBOBble aKTbl, Kacalowmeca CMW, HanpaB/ieHbl Ha AanbHelLee ycuaeHune
peryaunpytowei ponu rocypapctsea (Press: According to experts, this Year Regulations were
Adopted Relating to the Media, Aimed at Strengthening further the Regulatory Role of the
State). Retrieved June 14th, 2013, from the Panorama Website:

http://panoramakz.com/archiv/2010/33.htm.



http://dlib.eastview.com.ezproxyd.bham.ac.uk/browse/publication/617
http://panoramakz.com/archiv/2011/50.htm
http://panoramakz.com/archiv/2010/06.htm
http://panoramakz.com/archiv/2010/39.htm
http://panoramakz.com/archiv/2010/33.htm

221

Dzhalilova, A. (2013a). MPECCA: BcTynneHue B cuy 3aKOHa O NEPCOHa/bHbIX AAaHHbIX MOXKET
NPUBECTU K pocTy umcna uckos K CMMU (Press: Entry into Force of the Law on Personnel Data
may lead to an Increase in the Number of Claims in the Media). Retrieved June 14th, 2013,

from the Panorama Website: http://panoramakz.com/archiv/2013/23.htm.

Dzhalilova, A. (2013b). Hno: HIMO 3aaB1a10T 0 HEOBXOAMMOCTU MHOCTPAHHOTO
duHaHcmposaHua (NGOs: NGOs Argue for the need for Foreign Funding). Retrieved June

14”’, 2013, from the Panorama Website: http://panoramakz.com/archiv/2013/16.htm.

Dzhalilova, A. (2013c). MPECCA: Y KabenbHbIx 0NepaTtopoB HET TEXHUYECKMX BO3SMOMKHOCTEMN
ONA peTpaHcnaumm obssartesnbHbix TenekaHanos (Press: Do Cable Operators not have the
Technical Capabilities Required to Relay Channels). Retrieved June 14™ 2013, from the

Panorama Website: http://panoramakz.com/archiv/2013/02.htm.

Dzhibladze, Y. (2013). ‘Foreign Agents’ Fight for Survival. Retrieved August 16", 2013, from

Johnsons Russia List Website: http://russialist.org/foreign-agents-fight-for-survival/.

Elfimov, V. (2012). Bce 3aBucut ot nsbupatenei (It all Depends on the Voters). Retrieved

May 23" 2013, from the Sovetskaya Belorusia Website: http://www.sb.by/post/132515/.

Faryna, O. (2012). Parliamentary Elections 2012: Is Ukraine Repeating History? Retrieved
August 17", 2013, from the Kyiv Post Website:

http://www.kyivpost.com/content/politics/parliamentary-elections-2012-is-ukraine-

repeating-history-313608.html.



http://panoramakz.com/archiv/2013/23.htm
http://panoramakz.com/archiv/2013/16.htm
http://panoramakz.com/archiv/2013/02.htm
http://russialist.org/foreign-agents-fight-for-survival/
http://www.sb.by/post/132515/
http://www.kyivpost.com/content/politics/parliamentary-elections-2012-is-ukraine-repeating-history-313608.html
http://www.kyivpost.com/content/politics/parliamentary-elections-2012-is-ukraine-repeating-history-313608.html

222

Gazeeva, M. (2012). Bcé eweé 6yaet! (There will still be). Retrieved 6", 2013, from the

Vremya Website: http://www.time.kz/news/archive/2012/12/19/vsyo-eschyo-budet!

Ghani, T. (2012). EpmyxameT EPTbICEAEB: Mbl He cTaHEM KOHKYPEHTOCNOCOOHbIMU, ecun
3aMKHEMCcA B HaumoHanbHou ckopayne (Ermukhamet Ertysbaev: We will not be
Competitive). Retrieved June 13" 2013, from the Vremya Website:

http://www.time.kz/news/archive/2012/09/20/ermuhamet-ertysbaev-my-ne-stanem-

konkurentosposobnymi-esli-zamknyomsya-v-nacionalnoy-skorlupe.

Goble, P. (2013). 58 Percent of Russian now say Kremlin using Repression. Retrieved August

17" 2013, from Johnson’s Russia List Website: http://russialist.org/58-percent-of-russians-

now-say-kremlin-using-repression/.

Gorbachey, A., and Samarina, A. (2013). B. NMyT1H 06cyann ¢ NnpaBo3awWMTHUKaMKM 3aKOH 06
HKO (Vladimir Putin Discussed the NGO Law with human Rights Defenders). Nezavisimaya

gazeta, Number 188, September 05, 2013, p. 3.

Gorchinskaya, K. (2012). Advice to Opposition: Take Seats, Organise. Retrieved August 17t

2013, from the Kyiv Post Website: http://www.kyivpost.com/opinion/op-ed/advice-to-

opposition-take-seats-organize-315798.html.

Grachlev, S. (2013). “CyBeHupHan gemokpatua” (“Soveunir Democracy”). Argumenty i fakty,

Number 4, January 23, 2013, p. 3.

Grigor’ev, M. (2010). CMW Ha npoaaxy (Media for Sale). Izvestiya, Number 234,

December 14, 2010, p. 6.


http://www.time.kz/
http://www.time.kz/news/archive/2012/12/19/vsyo-eschyo-budet
http://www.time.kz/
http://www.time.kz/
http://www.time.kz/news/archive/2012/09/20/ermuhamet-ertysbaev-my-ne-stanem-konkurentosposobnymi-esli-zamknyomsya-v-nacionalnoy-skorlupe
http://www.time.kz/news/archive/2012/09/20/ermuhamet-ertysbaev-my-ne-stanem-konkurentosposobnymi-esli-zamknyomsya-v-nacionalnoy-skorlupe
http://russialist.org/58-percent-of-russians-now-say-kremlin-using-repression/
http://russialist.org/58-percent-of-russians-now-say-kremlin-using-repression/
http://www.kyivpost.com/opinion/op-ed/advice-to-opposition-take-seats-organize-315798.html
http://www.kyivpost.com/opinion/op-ed/advice-to-opposition-take-seats-organize-315798.html
http://dlib.eastview.com.ezproxyd.bham.ac.uk/browse/publication/518

223

Interfax. (2013a). Bill on Mixed Elections to Duma to Determine Development of Russia’s
Entire Political System-Naryshkin. Retrieved August 17™ 2013, from Johnson’ Russia List

Website: http://russialist.org/bill-on-mixed-elections-to-duma-to-determine-development-

of-russias-entire-political-system-naryshkin/.

Interfax. (2013b). Law on Foregin Agents is not Repressive — Naryshkin. Retrieved August

16" 2013, from Johnson’ Russia List Website: http://russialist.org/law-on-foreign-agents-is-

not-repressive-naryshkin/.

Interfax. (2013c). Moscow Helsinki Group head says law on NGOs must be Cancelled.
Retrieved August 16”’, 2013, from Johnson’ Russia List Website:

http://russialist.org/moscow-helsinki-group-head-says-law-on-ngos-must-be-cancelled/.

Interfax. (2013d). Russian Justice Minister Seeks Wider Range of Ground for NGO Checks.
Retrieved August 16th, 2013, from Johnson’s Russia List Website:

http://russialist.org/russian-justice-minister-seeks-wider-range-of-grounds-for-ngo-checks/.

Interfax. (2013e). Russian NGOs Recieve over 30 Billion Rubles of Financing in Six Months —
Prosecutor General. Retrieved August 16“’, 2013, from Johnson’s Russia List Website:

http://russialist.org/russian-ngos-received-over-30-billion-rubles-of-financing-in-six-months-

prosecutor-genera |/

Interfax. (2013f). Russian Rights Ombudsman sets Hopes on Changes to Controversial New
NGO Law. Retrieved August 16”‘, 2013, from Johnson’s Russia List Website:

http://russialist.org/russian-rights-ombudsman-sets-hopes-on-changes-to-controversial-

ngo-law/.


http://russialist.org/bill-on-mixed-elections-to-duma-to-determine-development-of-russias-entire-political-system-naryshkin/
http://russialist.org/bill-on-mixed-elections-to-duma-to-determine-development-of-russias-entire-political-system-naryshkin/
http://russialist.org/law-on-foreign-agents-is-not-repressive-naryshkin/
http://russialist.org/law-on-foreign-agents-is-not-repressive-naryshkin/
http://russialist.org/moscow-helsinki-group-head-says-law-on-ngos-must-be-cancelled/
http://russialist.org/russian-justice-minister-seeks-wider-range-of-grounds-for-ngo-checks/
http://russialist.org/russian-ngos-received-over-30-billion-rubles-of-financing-in-six-months-prosecutor-general/
http://russialist.org/russian-ngos-received-over-30-billion-rubles-of-financing-in-six-months-prosecutor-general/
http://russialist.org/russian-rights-ombudsman-sets-hopes-on-changes-to-controversial-ngo-law/
http://russialist.org/russian-rights-ombudsman-sets-hopes-on-changes-to-controversial-ngo-law/

224

Interfax-Kazakhstan. (2012). Tenetaiin (Teletypewriter). Retrieved May 27" 2013, from the

Vremya Website: http://www.time.kz/news/archive/2012/10/04/teletayp.

Interfax-Kazakhstan and KazTag. (2011). Teneraiin (Teletypewriter). Retrieved May 27",

2013, from the Vremya Website: http://www.time.kz/news/archive/2011/08/24/teletayp.

Ivanov, V. (2011). BbIEOPbI: HypcynTaH Ha3zap6aeB npu3biBaeT akMMOB HE BMELLMBATLCA B
BbIbOpHY0 KamnaHuto (Elections: Nursultan Nazarbayev urges Governors not to Interfere in
the Election Campaign). Retrieved June 14™ 2013, from the Panorama Website:

http://panoramakz.com/archiv/2011/50.htm.

Jalilov, A. (2010a). MPECCA: Aeknapauma “O 6e3onacHom MHTepHeTe” npu3BaHa
BblpaboTaTb eguHble nogxoabl B 6opbbe ¢ He3akoHHbIM KOHTEHTOM (Press: Deceleration
“On Safe Internet” aims to Develop a Common Approach in the Fight against Illegal ontent).
Retrieved June 14th, 2013, from the Panorama Website:

http://panoramakz.com/archiv/2010/24.htm.

Jalilov, A. (2010b). MPECCA: “Rain cE3” npeanonaraeT, 4To BAACTU HAaMepeHbl OrPaHUYnTb
AOCTYN HaceneHus K cnyTHMKosomy TenesnaeHuto (Press: Kdil suggests that the Authorities
Intend to Limit People’s Access to Satellite Television). Retrieved June 14" 2013, from the

Panorama Website: http://panoramakz.com/archiv/2010/29.htm.

Jalilov, A. (2010c). MPECCA: MUHIOCT OTKa3bIBAaeTCA COODOLNTL, MO KAaKUM KPUTEPUAM
onpeaensalTca AeCTPYKTUBHbIe calTbl (Press: The Ministry of Justice Refuses to Report the
Criteria for Destructive Websites). Retrieved June 14th, 2013, from the Panorama Website:

http://panoramakz.com/archiv/2010/12.htm.



http://www.time.kz/
http://www.time.kz/news/archive/2012/10/04/teletayp
http://www.time.kz/
http://www.time.kz/news/archive/2011/08/24/teletayp
http://panoramakz.com/archiv/2011/50.htm
http://panoramakz.com/archiv/2010/24.htm
http://panoramakz.com/archiv/2010/29.htm
http://panoramakz.com/archiv/2010/12.htm

225

Jalilov, A. (2011). BbIBOPbI: MapTma “Aybin” paccynTbiBaeT Ha ronoca Kak MUHUMYM 7%
nsbupareneii (Elections: The Party of “Aul” Accounts for 7% of Voters). Retrieved June 14",

2013, from the Panorama Website: http://panoramakz.com/archiv/2011/46.htm.

Jalilov, A. (2013). MPECCA: “Agun co3” npeKkpaTun MOHUTOPUHT HapyLLeHU cBoboabl cnoBa
(Press: “Adil Soz” has Ceased Monitoring Violations of Freedom of Speech). Retrieved June

14" 2013, from the Panorama Website: http://panoramakz.com/archiv/2013/01.htm.

Kenji, A. (2012). Aasua KAPTBE/IULLUBW/IN: Bonbliune geHbrn - 6onbluon cobnasH (David
Kartvelishvili: Big Money — A Great Temptation). Retrieved June 17™ 2013, from the Vremya

Website: http://www.time.kz/news/archive/2012/08/16/david-kartvelishvili-bolshie-

dengi%C2%A0--bolshoy-soblazn.

Kharlamov, M. (2011). Bhagumup Yypos obewaeT paboTtatb nydwe (Vladimir Churov

Promises to Work better). Izvestiya, Number 53, March 29, 2011, p. 3.

Kirilenko, I. (2012). Hayka ocoboro HasHauyeHus (Science Task). Retrieved May 23" 2013,

from the Sovetskaya Belorusia Website: http://www.sb.by/post/128312/.

Kofman, J. (2011). Putin Faces Russia’s Cold Winter. Retrieved May 27", 2014, from the ABC

News Website: http://abcnews.go.com/blogs/headlines/2011/12/putin-faces-russias-cold-

winter/.

Konenko, O. (2013a). MAPJIAMEHT: KOHCTUTYUMOHHbIN coBeT PK cunmTaeT HeonpasaaHHOM
4acToTy BHECEHUSA NOMNPABOK B 3aKoHbI (Parliament: The Constitutional Council of

Kazakhstan Considers the undue Frequency of Amending Laws). Retrieved June 14" 2013,


http://panoramakz.com/archiv/2011/46.htm
http://panoramakz.com/archiv/2013/01.htm
http://www.time.kz/
http://www.time.kz/news/archive/2012/08/16/david-kartvelishvili-bolshie-dengi%C2%A0--bolshoy-soblazn
http://www.time.kz/news/archive/2012/08/16/david-kartvelishvili-bolshie-dengi%C2%A0--bolshoy-soblazn
http://dlib.eastview.com.ezproxyd.bham.ac.uk/browse/publication/518
http://www.sb.by/post/128312/
http://abcnews.go.com/blogs/headlines/2011/12/putin-faces-russias-cold-winter/
http://abcnews.go.com/blogs/headlines/2011/12/putin-faces-russias-cold-winter/

226

retrieved June 14”’, 2013, from the Panorama Website:

http://panoramakz.com/index.php?option=com content&task=view&id=16083&Itemid=1.

Konenko, 0. (2013b). NPE3SUAEHT HypcyntaH HA3APBAEB: “CTabunbHOCTb M HaUMOHaNbHanA
6e30nacHOCTb - 3TO K/KOYEBble YC/1I0BUA peann3aumnmn HoBOro NoanTUYECKoro Kypca”
Mpe3naeHT TpebyeT Ny6IMYHO HaKa3biBaTb MPOBUHUBLUMXCA NoanLenckux (President
Nursultan Nazarbayev: “ (Stability and National Security — These are the Key Conditions for
the Implementation of the New Policy”. The President needs to Publicly the Guilty Police).
Retrieved June 14th, 2013, retrieved June 14th, 2013, from the Panorama Website:

http://panoramakz.com/archiv/2013/03.htm.

Korbut, V. (2012). Bot Tak HoBocTtu (That’s News). Retrieved May 25" 2013, from the

Sovetskaya Belorusia Website: http://www.sb.by/post/129912/.

Korkiv, V. (2012). Ik HaBunTuKCA “dinbTpyBaTn” iHpopmauito 3MI (How to Learn to “Filter”
Media Information). Retrieved 2" 2013, from the Uryadoviy Kurier Website:

http://ukurier.gov.ua/uk/articles/yak-navchitisya-filtruvati-informaciyu-zmi/.

Koval, L. (2013). BumaratoTb xabapa? CurHanisymte! (Require a Bribe? Signal!). Retrieved 2"
2013, from the Uryadoviy Kurier Website:

http://www.ukurier.gov.ua/uk/articles/vimagayut-habara-signalizujte/.

Kozachko, M. (2012). 3mes nonsért - cansaite Boay! (Snake Crawls — Drain the Water).
Retrieved June 3rd, 2013, from the Vremya Website:

http://www.time.kz/news/archive/2012/12/15/zmeya-polzyot---slivayte-vodu!



http://panoramakz.com/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=16083&Itemid=1
http://panoramakz.com/archiv/2013/03.htm
http://www.sb.by/post/129912/
http://ukurier.gov.ua/uk/articles/yak-navchitisya-filtruvati-informaciyu-zmi/
http://www.ukurier.gov.ua/uk/articles/vimagayut-habara-signalizujte/
http://www.time.kz/
http://www.time.kz/news/archive/2012/12/15/zmeya-polzyot---slivayte-vodu

227

Kozlov, P. (2013). Kpemnb pekomeHAyeT MUHUCTPaAM ynTh 13 61oros (The Kremlin

Encourages Ministers to Quit Using Blogs). Izvestiya, Number 61m, April 4, 2013, p. 2.

Kozlova, N. (2012). Onno3unuua nocaywanu (Opposition Listen). Rossii'skaya Gazeta,

Number 289, December 14, 2012, p. 2.

Kozlovich, V. (2013). MpoTtue B3noma ecTb npuembl (Against Hacking Techniques). Retrieved

June 16™, 2013, from the Sovetskaya Belorusia Website: http://www.sb.by/post/148281/.

Krainova, N. (2011). Watchdog Says Internet Freedom Is Declining. The Moscow Times,

Number 4621, April 20, 2011, p. 3.

Kravtsova, E. (2012). Cyberattacks Disrupt Opposition’s Elections. The Moscow Times.

Number 4997. October 22, 2012. p. 1.

Kryatov, D. (2012a). Bbibopbl cnokolHbie u pe3ynbTatuBHble (Elections Quiet and Efficient).
Retrieved May 23"’, 2013, from the Sovetskaya Belorusia Website:

http://www.sb.by/post/136952/.

Kryatov, D. (2012b). 3akoHoaaTenbHan actadeTa npoaomkaertca (Legislative Relay
Continues). Retrieved May 23" 2013, from the Sovetskaya Belorusia Website:

http://www.sbh.by/post/137752/.

Kryatov, D. (2013). u3Hb He cTouT Ha mecTe (Life does not Stand Still). Retrieved May 23"

2013, from the Sovetskaya Belorusia Website: http://www.sb.by/post/142883/.



http://dlib.eastview.com.ezproxyd.bham.ac.uk/browse/publication/518
http://dlib.eastview.com.ezproxye.bham.ac.uk/browse/publication/617
http://www.sb.by/post/148281/
http://www.sb.by/post/136952/
http://www.sb.by/post/137752/
http://www.sb.by/post/142883/

228

Kryvoi, Y. (2011). Choking the Social Networks Revolution. Retrieved August 18", 2013, from

the Belarus Digest Website: http://belarusdigest.com/story/how-belarus-authorities-fight-

revolution-internet.

Kryvoi, Y. (2012). Browsing Foreign Websites is not a Crime in Belarus. Retrieved August

18™ 2013, from the Belarus Digest Website: http://belarusdigest.com/story/digital-iron-

curtain-which-does-not-exist-7226.

Kulikov, V. (2010). AeTekTop Koppynuum (Corruption Detector). Rossii'skaya Gazeta,

Number 281, December 13, 2010, p. 1.

Kuz’min, V. (2011). MapnameHTy - paboTatb (Parliament is Working). Rossii'skaya Gazeta,

Number 274, December 6, 2011, p. 2.

Law of the Republic of Belarus. (2008). 3AKOH PECMYB/IMKN BE/TAPYCb. 17 uionsa 2008 r. N
427-3 O CPEACTBAX MACCOBOMN MH®OPMALMMU (Law of the Republic of Belarus

17.06.2008 on Mass Media.

Law of the Republic of Belarus. (2010). O BHECEHWUW/ AONOJIHEHWUA U USMEHEHWA B
HEKOTOPbIE 3AKOHbI PECMYB/IMKM BENTAPYCb MO BOMPOCAM MPOBEAEHMA BbIEOPOB U
PEDEPEHAYMOB U O NMPU3HAHUM YTPATUBLLMM CUTY 3AKOHA PECMYBIMKU BENAPYCb
"O LEHTPANIbHOM KOMWCCUW PECNYBNUKWU BENIAPYCb MO BbIEOPAM W MPOBEAEHMIO
PECNYBANKAHCKUX PEGEPEHAYMOB". 3apeructpmnpoBaHo B HauMoHanbHOM peecTpe

npaBoBbIX akToB Pecnybanku benapych 6 aHeapa 2010 r. N 2/1649.


http://belarusdigest.com/story/how-belarus-authorities-fight-revolution-internet
http://belarusdigest.com/story/how-belarus-authorities-fight-revolution-internet
http://belarusdigest.com/story/digital-iron-curtain-which-does-not-exist-7226
http://belarusdigest.com/story/digital-iron-curtain-which-does-not-exist-7226
http://dlib.eastview.com.ezproxyd.bham.ac.uk/browse/publication/617
http://dlib.eastview.com.ezproxye.bham.ac.uk/browse/publication/617

229

Law of the Republic of Belarus. (2011a). 3AKOH PECINYBJ/IMKU BE/TAPYCb 4 oktsbpa 1994 r.
N 3254-XIl Ob OBWECTBEHHbIX OBbEANHEHMAX ot 08.11.2011 N 309-3 (8.11.2011 N 309-

3 changes to the 1994 Law on Public Associations).

Law of the Republic of Belarus. (2011b). 3AKOH PECNYB/IMKU BEJIAPYCb 5 okTa6psa 1994 r.
N 3266-XI1 O MO/IUTUYECKMX NAPTUAX ot 08.11.2011 N 309-3 (8.11.2011 N 309-3 changes

to the 1994 Law on Political Parties).

Law of the Republic of Belarus. (2013). 3apernctpmpoBaHo B HaunoHanbHOM peecTpe
npaBoBbIX aKToB. Pecnybanku benapycb 20 maa 2013 r. N 5/37273 (Registered in the

National Register of Legal Acts. Belarus May 20, 2013 N 5/37273).

Litkevich, V. (2012). "XT0 aactb rpomagi komaHay Kpokom pyw" (Who Will Give the
Community the Rush Step). Retrieved July 2" 2013, from the Uryadoviy Kurier Website:

http://ukurier.gov.ua/uk/articles/hto-dast-gromadi-komandu-krokom-rush/p/.

Lukashenka, A. (2005). O6paweHue Mpe3ngeHTa c NMocnaHnem 6enopycckomy Hapoay v
HaumoHanbHomy cobpanuio (Letter from the President to the Belarusian people and the
National Assembly).Retrieved April 19" 2014, from the Sovetkaya Belarusia Website:

http://law.sb.by/111/.

Lukashenka, A. (2010a). /lykawweHKo: A 6bl xoTen, 4Tobbl 32 HAMW OCTaBUAM NPABO
pa3bupaTbCs BO BHYTPEHHUX Aenax, B TOm umcae sbibopax (Lukashenka: I'd Like to see a
Deal in Domestic Affairs, Including Elections). Retrieved May 23" 2013 from the Sovetskaya

Belorusia Website: http://www.sb.by/post/107833/.



consultantplus://offline/ref=683748DB6C12B238EA2CDBF2DCF8E9724A48DFF85E023A26972BD7F09B13B8F307A0944CB6A47D92DA6F46710Fo6j1I
consultantplus://offline/ref=024B51F64205A322DBD64A45B91C94B24424D6624A28260F534D5ED08D915D80013226B9F3311EE25E94CDD265VFk6I
http://ukurier.gov.ua/uk/articles/hto-dast-gromadi-komandu-krokom-rush/p/
http://law.sb.by/111/
http://www.sb.by/post/107833/

230

Lukashenka, A. (2010b). Haw nctopuyeckmnii BbiIbop - He3aBUCUMAsA, CUNbHAA U
npouyBeTatowwan benapycb (Our Historic Choice — An Independent, Strong and Prosperous
Belarus). Retrieved May 23" 2013 from the Sovetskaya Belorusia Website:

http://www.sb.by/post/109295/.

Lukashenka, A. (2010c). Hawa uenb — co3gatb 06HOBMEHHbI 061K Benapycu (Our Goal is
to Create a New Image of Belarus). Retrieved May 23" 2013 from the Sovetskaya Belorusia

Website: http://www.sb.by/post/105539/.

Lukashenka, A. (2011a). BmecTe y Hac Bcé nonyuutca! (Together we will succeed!) Retrieved

May 23", 2013 from the Sovetskaya Belorusia Website: http://www.sb.by/post/121946/.

Lukashenka, A. (2011b). MbI - eanHbiii Hapog! (We are one Nation!) Retrieved May 23"
2013 from the Sovetskaya Belorusia Website:

http://www.sb.by/post/115772/andhttp://www.sb.by/post/115773/.

Lukashenka, A. (2013a). ObHoBneHMe cTpaHbl — NYTb K ycnexy u npouseTaHuto (Renewal of
the Country is the Way to Success and Prosperity). Retrieved May23rd, 2013, from the

Sovetskaya Belorusia Website: http://www.sb.by/post/146629/.

Lukashenka, A. (2013b). CTEHOIPAMMA (Transcript). Retrieved May23rd, 2013, from the

Sovetskaya Belorusia Website: http://www.sb.by/post/142275/.

Lyalyakina, A. (2013). PockomHaazop 068nHMA CMW B pas»KUraHUm peiurMo3Hoi po3Hu
(Roscomnadzor . Retrieved July 12" 2013, from the Izvestiya Website:

http://izvestia.ru/news/549220.



http://www.sb.by/post/109295/
http://www.sb.by/post/105539/
http://www.sb.by/post/121946/
http://www.sb.by/post/115772/
http://www.sb.by/post/115773/
http://www.sb.by/post/146629/
http://www.sb.by/post/142275/
http://izvestia.ru/news/549220

231

Lyul’ko, L. (2012). Benopyccua nomosket CLLUA ctaTb aemokpatueit (Belarus will help the USA
become a Democracy). Retrieved May23rd, 2013, from the Sovetskaya Belorusia Website:

http://www.sb.by/post/141126/.

Maksimov, A. (2012). NAM UKAZALI NA TELEVIDENIE (We are Commanded on Television).

Rossii'skaya Gazeta, Number 89, April 23, 2012, p. 9.

Maksimov, V., Ogandshanyai, S., and Taratorin, D. (2005). Hazag B 6yaywee? 100-neTHui
tobunein nepBoi pyccKor peBo/IOLMM Halla CTPaHa BCTPEYaEeT MacCOBbIMM aKLMAMU

npotecta (back to the Future? The 100" Anniversary of the first Russian Revolution of our
Country meets Mass Protest). Retrieved July 29" 2013, from the Noviya lzvestia Website:

http://www.newizv.ru/politics/2005-01-21/18428-nazad-v-budushee.html.

Markelov, R. (2011). Poccuto Hakpbino ceTbto (Russia has Covered the Network). Rossii'skaya

Gazeta, Number 263, November 23, 2011, p. 5

Matsegora, K. (2011). "EKoHOMIiKa He BUTPUMYE “KopynuinHoro nogatky" (“The Economy
cannot Withstand the Corruption Tax”). Retrieved July 1%, 2013, from the Uryadoviy Kurier

Website: http://www.ukurier.gov.ua/uk/articles/ekonomika-ne-vitrimuye-korupcijnogo-

podatku/p/.

Matsegora, K. (2012a). Biktop AHYKOBUY: “Bnubopu — ue He cnopt” (Viktor Yanukovych:
“Elections are not a Sport”). Retrieved July 1%, 2013, from the Uryadoviy Kurier Website:

http://www.ukurier.gov.ua/uk/articles/viktor-yanukovich-vibori-ce-ne-sport/.



http://www.sb.by/post/141126/
http://dlib.eastview.com.ezproxyd.bham.ac.uk/browse/publication/617
http://www.newizv.ru/politics/2005-01-21/18428-nazad-v-budushee.html
http://dlib.eastview.com.ezproxyd.bham.ac.uk/browse/publication/617
http://dlib.eastview.com.ezproxyd.bham.ac.uk/browse/publication/617
http://www.ukurier.gov.ua/uk/articles/ekonomika-ne-vitrimuye-korupcijnogo-podatku/p/
http://www.ukurier.gov.ua/uk/articles/ekonomika-ne-vitrimuye-korupcijnogo-podatku/p/
http://www.ukurier.gov.ua/uk/articles/viktor-yanukovich-vibori-ce-ne-sport/

232

Matsegora, K. (2012b). "CunbHin Bnaai notpibHe cunbHe cycninbctBo" (“Strong Government
needs a Strong Society”). Retrieved July 1%, 2013, from the Uryadoviy Kurier Website:

http://www.ukurier.gov.ua/uk/articles/silnij-vladi-potribne-silne-suspilstvo/p/.

Mazaeva, D. (2012). Moantmyeckmii 6aoKkM moryT packonot onnosuumto (Political Bloks can

Split the Opposition). Izvestiya. Number 182, September 27, 2012, p. 3.

Medyhnitsya, Y. (2013a). KomyHiKaTMBHicTb cTae YecHoToto ypaaosLiB (Communication
becomes a Virtue of Officials). Retrieved July 1%, 2013, from the Uryadoviy Kurier Website:

http://ukurier.gov.ua/uk/articles/komunikativnist-staye-chesnotoyu-uryadovciv/.

Medyhnitsya, Y. (2013b). Mukona A3APOB: “[le Hemae 3n1aroaKeHoi poboTn, HEMaE i
pesynbtaty” (Mikola Azarov: “Where there is no Teamwork, there are no Reuslts”).
Retrieved July 1%, 2013, from the Uryadoviy Kurier Website:

http://ukurier.gov.ua/uk/articles/mikola-azarov-de-nemaye-zlagodzhenoyi-roboti-nemay/.

Medvedev, D. (2010). MaTb ctaHgapToB AemoKpaTum (Five Standards of Democracy).

Rossii'skiya gazeta. Number 234, October 15™ 2010. p. 11.

Ministry of Justice of the Republic of Belarus. (2010). MuHtocT npu3biBaeT opraHu3aLmm un
06beANHEHMA He NO3BOIATb BTArMBaThb ceba B nonntuyeckue nrpbl (The Ministry of Justice
Requested that Organisations and Associations are not Allowed to involve themselves in
Political Games). Retrieved May 23" 2013, from the Sovetskaya Belorusia Website:

http://www.sh.by/post/109665/.



http://www.ukurier.gov.ua/uk/articles/silnij-vladi-potribne-silne-suspilstvo/p/
http://ukurier.gov.ua/uk/articles/komunikativnist-staye-chesnotoyu-uryadovciv/
http://ukurier.gov.ua/uk/articles/mikola-azarov-de-nemaye-zlagodzhenoyi-roboti-nemay/
http://dlib.eastview.com.ezproxyd.bham.ac.uk/browse/publication/617
http://www.sb.by/post/109665/

233

Ministry of Justice of the Russian Federation (2012a). Mpnka3s MuHuUcTepCTBa HOCTUTCH
Poccuitbckonb Pegepaunn (MuHnyct Poccum) ot 28 UioHa 2012 r. H 122 r. Mocksa “06
yTBEPXKAEHUN ALMUHUCTPATUBHOIO periaMeHTa npeaocTasneHna MMHUCTEPCTBOM
tocTuTCcnm Pocnmbckon Pegepaumnm rocyaapcTBEHHOMb YCYTM MO NPUHUATUDLI PELUEHTUA O
perncTpaunm NpescTaBUTeIbCTB MHOCTPAHHbIX PEIMTUO3HbIX OpraHM3auMm U BHECEHUM
cBeAeHumn o duaranax n npeacTaBUTeNbCTBEHHbIX OPraHU3aL MM MHOCTPAHbIX
HEKOMMEPYECKMUX HEMPABUTENbCTBEHHbIX OpraHM3aummn B puctp Guananos u
NpeacTaBuUTENbCTB MEXAYHAPOAHbIX OpraHM3aumMmb, M MHOCTPAHbIX HEKOMMEPYKCKNX
HenpaBUTENIbCTBEHHbIX opraHu3aunmn” (Regulation of the Ministry of Justice of the Russian
Federation of 28 June 2012 No. 122, Moscow “On Approval of the Administrative Regulation
on Provision of Services by the Ministry of Justice of the Russian Federation regarding
Decisions on Registration of Representations of Foreign Religious Organizations and Input of
Data about Branch Offices and Representations of International Organizations, Foreign Non-
Governmental Organizations in a Register of Branch Offices and Representations of
International Organizations and Foreign Non-Governmental Organisations”). Rossii'skyia

Gazeta, Number 200, August 31, 2012, p. 10.

Ministry of Justice of the Russian Federation (2012b). Mpnka3s MuHucTepcTBa IOCTULUN
Poccumbckoun Pepepaumm (Munmyct Poccun) ot 30 ekabpsa 2011 r. H 456 r. Mocksa “0O6
YyTBEPXKAEHUN ALMUHUCTPATUBHOIO periaMeHTa UCnoiHeHUss MUHUCTEPCTBOM HOCTULMUM
Poccumbckon depepaumm rocysapcTBeHHON GYHKLMM NO OCYLLECTBNEHMIO KOHTPOA 33
COOTBELTBMEM AEATE/IbHOCTU HEKOMMEPUYECKMX OPraHM3aLMii YCTaBHbIM LeAAM M 3a4a4am
dnAnanos 1 npeacTaBUTENbLB MEXKAYHAPOAHbIX OPraHU3aLMin, MHOCTPAHHbIX

HeKOMMeEPYECKNX HEMNPABUTENbCTBEHHbIX opraHM3au,m7| 3aAB/IEHHbIM Lenam u 3aga4v4am, a


http://dlib.eastview.com.ezproxyd.bham.ac.uk/browse/publication/617
http://dlib.eastview.com.ezproxyd.bham.ac.uk/browse/publication/617

234

TaKKe 3a cobntogeHnem Mmm 3akoHoaaTenbcTBa Poccnmnbckon Peapepaumm " (Regulation of
the Ministry of Justice of the Russian Federation of 30 December 2011 No. 456, Moscow
“On Approval of the Administrative Regulation on Fulfillment of State Control by the
Ministry of Justice of the Russian Federation with regards to Compliance of Activities of
Non-Governmental Organizations, Branch Offices and Representations of International
Organizations, Foreign Non-Governmental Organizations with their Statutory Goals and
Tasks and Observance of the legislation of the Russian Federation by such entities”).

Rossii'skaya Gazeta, Number 58, March 16, 2012, p. 24.

Ministry of Justice of the Russian Federation. (2013). POCCUNCKAA ®EQEPALMA
®EAEPA/IbHBIA 3AKOH O HEKOMMEPYECKUX OPTAHU3ALUMAX ot 16.10.2012 N 174-
®3) (Law of the Russian Federation on Non-Profit Oranganistiaonsm changes
16.10.2012). Retrieved July 8th, 2013, from the Consultant Russian Law Website:

http://base.consultant.ru/cons/cgi/online.cgi?req=doc;base=LAW;n=142050.

Mironov, N. (2012). U3bupaTenbHble 610KM Bo3BpaLLatoTca? (Electoral Blocs Return?)

Rossii'skaya Gazeta, Number 245, October 24, 2012, p. 3.

Mishina, E. (2013). Lets say “No” to the Erosion of the Constitution. Retrieved August 16"

2013, from Jonhnson’s Russia List Website: http://russialist.org/lets-say-no-to-the-erosion-

of-the-constitution/.

Moscow Times. (2012a). Group Ranks Russia on Par With Zimbabwe for Press Freedom. The

Moscow Times, Number 4877, May 3, 2012, p. 3.


http://dlib.eastview.com.ezproxyd.bham.ac.uk/browse/publication/617
http://base.consultant.ru/cons/cgi/online.cgi?req=doc;base=LAW;n=142050
http://dlib.eastview.com.ezproxye.bham.ac.uk/browse/publication/617
http://russialist.org/lets-say-no-to-the-erosion-of-the-constitution/
http://russialist.org/lets-say-no-to-the-erosion-of-the-constitution/

235

Motyl, A. J. (2012a). Media Censorship and Controlling Freedom in Ukraine. Retrieved
August 18”’, 2013, from the World Affairs Website:

http://www.worldaffairsjournal.org/blog/alexander-j-motyl/media-censorship-and-

controlling-freedom-ukraine.

Motyl, A. J. (2012b). World Affairs Journal: After Ukraine’s Elections, what’s next? Retrieved

August 17™, 2013, from the Kyiv Post Website: http://www.kyivpost.com/opinion/op-

ed/world-affairs-journal-after-ukraines-elections-whats-next-315996.html.

Motyl, A. J. (2012c). World Affairs Journal: Power Politics in Ukraine’s Parliament. Retrieved

August 17™, 2013, from the Kyiv Post Website: http://www.kyivpost.com/opinion/op-

ed/world-affairs-journal-power-politics-in-ukraines-parliament-318073.html.

Nagrebets’ka, I. (2011a). FeTb LeH3ypy - pyanmeHT coBka! (Down with Censorship — A
Rudimentary Scoop) Retrieved July 1%, 2013, from the Uryadoviy Kurier Website:

http://ukurier.gov.ua/uk/articles/get-cenzuru-rudiment-sovka/.

Nagrebets’ka, I. (2011b). IHcTuTyT MpesnaeHTa: 20 pokiB npakTuKkK (President of the
Institute: 20 Years of Practice). Retrieved July 1%, 2013, from the Uryadoviy Kurier Website:

http://www.ukurier.gov.ua/uk/articles/institut-prezidenta-naukovo-praktichni-aspekti-pol/.

Nagrebets’ka, I. (2011c). KOHCTUTYLiMHWI Npouec: AK po3byantu ‘cnasyvy kpacyHwo' ? (The
Constitutional Process: How to Wake ‘Sleeping Beauty’?) Retrieved July 1%, 2013, from the

Uryadoviy Kurier Website: http://ukurier.gov.ua/uk/articles/konstitucijnij-proces-yak-

rozbuditi-splyachu-krasu/.



http://www.worldaffairsjournal.org/blog/alexander-j-motyl/media-censorship-and-controlling-freedom-ukraine
http://www.worldaffairsjournal.org/blog/alexander-j-motyl/media-censorship-and-controlling-freedom-ukraine
http://www.kyivpost.com/opinion/op-ed/world-affairs-journal-after-ukraines-elections-whats-next-315996.html
http://www.kyivpost.com/opinion/op-ed/world-affairs-journal-after-ukraines-elections-whats-next-315996.html
http://www.kyivpost.com/opinion/op-ed/world-affairs-journal-power-politics-in-ukraines-parliament-318073.html
http://www.kyivpost.com/opinion/op-ed/world-affairs-journal-power-politics-in-ukraines-parliament-318073.html
http://ukurier.gov.ua/uk/articles/get-cenzuru-rudiment-sovka/
http://www.ukurier.gov.ua/uk/articles/institut-prezidenta-naukovo-praktichni-aspekti-pol/
http://ukurier.gov.ua/uk/articles/konstitucijnij-proces-yak-rozbuditi-splyachu-krasu/
http://ukurier.gov.ua/uk/articles/konstitucijnij-proces-yak-rozbuditi-splyachu-krasu/

236

Nagrebts’'ka, I. (2012a). "Bubopwm 2012: wo nociann — te KHMByemo" (“Elections 2012 —
What is Sown”). Retrieved July 1%, 2013, from the Uryadoviy Kurier Website:

http://ukurier.gov.ua/uk/articles/vibori-2012-sho-posiyali-te-zhnivuyemo/p/.

Nagrebets’ka, I. (2012b). MapnameHT-2012: npentogis no4yatky (Parliament 2012 — Prelude
to the Beginning). Retrieved July 1%, 2013, from the Uryadoviy Kurier Website:

http://ukurier.gov.ua/uk/articles/parlament-2012-prelyudiya-pochatku/.

Nagrebets’ka, I. (2013). AemokpaTia — ue nepeaycim npoueaypa (Democracy — is Primarily
Procedural). Retrieved July 1%, 2013, from the Uryadoviy Kurier Website:

http://ukurier.gov.ua/uk/articles/demokratiya-ce-peredusim-procedura/.

Naryshki, S. (2012). JemokpaTtua n napnameHtTapusm (Democracy and Parliamentarianism).

Rossii'skaya gazeta, Number 77, April 09, 2012, p. 3.

Nazarbayev, N. (2012a). Hypcyntan HASAPBAEB: BpaaytoT He pennruu, a atnam u
rocypgapctea (Nursultan Nazarbayev: The Feud is not Religious, but between the People and
the State). Retrieved June 13”‘, 2013, from the Vremya Website:

http://www.time.kz/news/archive/2012/06/02/nursultan-nazarbaev-vrazhduyut-ne-religii-

a-lyudi-i-gosudarstva.

Nazarbayev, N. (2012b). NMporpamma geicteuii (The Programme of Action). Retrieved June
13" 2013, from the Vremya Website:

http://www.time.kz/news/archive/2012/01/28/programma-deystviy.



http://ukurier.gov.ua/uk/articles/vibori-2012-sho-posiyali-te-zhnivuyemo/p/
http://ukurier.gov.ua/uk/articles/parlament-2012-prelyudiya-pochatku/
http://ukurier.gov.ua/uk/articles/demokratiya-ce-peredusim-procedura/
http://dlib.eastview.com.ezproxye.bham.ac.uk/browse/publication/617
http://www.time.kz/
http://www.time.kz/
http://www.time.kz/news/archive/2012/06/02/nursultan-nazarbaev-vrazhduyut-ne-religii-a-lyudi-i-gosudarstva
http://www.time.kz/news/archive/2012/06/02/nursultan-nazarbaev-vrazhduyut-ne-religii-a-lyudi-i-gosudarstva
http://www.time.kz/
http://www.time.kz/news/archive/2012/01/28/programma-deystviy

237

Newsroom. (2012a). Biktop AHYKOBWY: “Mpo3opi, AemMoKpaTU4Hi BUOGOpM 3aBXKAM €
o06myuam i BignosiganbHicTio Bnagu” (Viktor Yanukovych: “Transparent, Democratic
Elections are always the Face of Power and Responsibility”). Retrieved July 2", 2013, from

the Uryadoviy Kurier Website: http://www.ukurier.gov.ua/uk/articles/viktor-yanukovich-

prozori-demokratichni-vibori-zav/.

Newsroom. (2012b). Pyx pedopm 3anexkutb Big napnameHTy (The Movement of Reform
depends on the Parliament). Retrieved July 2" 2013, from the Uryadoviy Kurier Website:

http://ukurier.gov.ua/uk/articles/ruh-reform-zalezhit-vid-parlamentu/.

Newsroom. (2013a). "BekTop cniBnpaui BU3Ha4a€e nonitnyHa KynbTypa" (Vector Cooperation
defines Political Culture). Retrieved July Z”d, 2013, from the Uryadoviy Kurier Website:

http://www.ukurier.gov.ua/uk/articles/vektor-spivpraci-viznachaye-politichna-kultura/p/.

Newsroom. (2013b). Bubopye 3akoHOAaBCTBO BapTo yAocKkoHantoBaTtu (Electoral Legislation
should Improve). Retrieved July 2" 2013, from the Uryadoviy Kurier Website:

http://ukurier.gov.ua/uk/news/viborche-zakonodavstvo-varto-udoskonalyuvati/.

Newsroom. (2013c). "Bia npuckopeHHA pedpopm 3ai1eKnTb MabyTHE Halloi Aepskasu"”
(Accelerated Reforms for the Future of our Country). Retrieved July 2" 2013, from the

Uryadoviy Kurier Website: http://www.ukurier.gov.ua/uk/articles/vid-priskorennya-reform-

zalezhit-majbutnye-nashoyi/p/.

Newsroom. (2013d). "My6niyHa Bnaga BMKAMKae binbwe gosipu" (Public Confidence in
Government has Increased). Retrieved July Z"d, 2013, from the Uryadoviy Kurier Website:

http://www.ukurier.gov.ua/uk/articles/publichna-vlada-viklikaye-bilshe-doviri/p/.



http://www.ukurier.gov.ua/uk/articles/viktor-yanukovich-prozori-demokratichni-vibori-zav/
http://www.ukurier.gov.ua/uk/articles/viktor-yanukovich-prozori-demokratichni-vibori-zav/
http://ukurier.gov.ua/uk/articles/ruh-reform-zalezhit-vid-parlamentu/
http://www.ukurier.gov.ua/uk/articles/vektor-spivpraci-viznachaye-politichna-kultura/p/
http://ukurier.gov.ua/uk/news/viborche-zakonodavstvo-varto-udoskonalyuvati/
http://ukurier.gov.ua/uk/news/viborche-zakonodavstvo-varto-udoskonalyuvati/
http://www.ukurier.gov.ua/uk/articles/vid-priskorennya-reform-zalezhit-majbutnye-nashoyi/p/
http://www.ukurier.gov.ua/uk/articles/vid-priskorennya-reform-zalezhit-majbutnye-nashoyi/p/
http://www.ukurier.gov.ua/uk/articles/publichna-vlada-viklikaye-bilshe-doviri/p/

238

Novikov, K. (2011). AunarHos rpaxaaHckomy obuwectsy (Diagnosis of Civil Society).

Rossii'skaya Gazeta, Number 60, March 23, 2011, p. 2.

Novikov, K. (2012). Yypos, napagokcos gpyr (Churov, the Friend of Paradoxes). Rossii'skaya

Gazeta, Number 32, February 15, 2012, p. 2.

Novikova, A. (2011). HapogHbin GpoHT npuayman CTpykTypy HoBon Focaymsl (The Popular
Front comes up with a New Structure for the State Duma). /zvestiya, Number 200m, October

27,2011, p. 3.

Novoselova, E., and lakovleva, E. (2010). I'parkgaHe B cetu (Citizens Online). Rossii'skaya

Gazeta, Number 54, March 17, 2010, p. 12.

Orgish, V. (2010). Bot — HoBbI1 noBopoT (Here is a New Twist). Retrieved May 22" 2013,

from the Sovietskaya Belorusia Website: http://www.sb.by/post/106459/.

Orgish, V. (2012a). NMpodeccop Bayecnas Opruw: MNonntnyeckaa mogepHmsauma aHdac 1 B
npodunb (Professor Vyacheslav Orgish: The Profile of Full Political Modernisation).
Retrieved May 22”d, 2013, from the Sovietskaya Belorusia Website:

http://www.sb.by/post/140006/.

Orgish, V. (2012b). Npodeccop Bayecnas Opruw: Moantmyeckas mogepHusaums aHdac u B
npoounb (Professor Vyacheslav Orgish: The Profile of Full Political Modernisation).
Retrieved May 22nd, 2013, from the Sovietskaya Belorusia Website:

http://www.sb.by/post/140052/.



http://dlib.eastview.com.ezproxyd.bham.ac.uk/browse/publication/617
http://dlib.eastview.com.ezproxyd.bham.ac.uk/browse/publication/617
http://dlib.eastview.com.ezproxyd.bham.ac.uk/browse/publication/617
http://dlib.eastview.com.ezproxyd.bham.ac.uk/browse/publication/617
http://dlib.eastview.com.ezproxyd.bham.ac.uk/browse/publication/617
http://www.sb.by/post/106459/
http://www.sb.by/post/140006/
http://www.sb.by/post/140052/

239

Parton, D. (2013). Cton y6ntoaku! (Stop Bastards!) Retrieved June 14™ 2013, from the

Sovetskaya Belorusia Website: http://www.sb.by/post/148682/.

Pasiyak, O. (2012). baiHeT pacTeT Ha rnasax (ByNet is Growing before our Eyes). Retrieved

June 14™ 2013, from the Sovetskaya Belorusia Website: http://www.sb.by/post/140010/.

Pavlikova, O. (2013). Ctonunua pycckoit gemokpatuu. (The Capital of Russian Democracy).

Profil'. Number 26, July 8, 2013, p. 6-10.

Pavlovskaya, O. (2013). Kazakh NGOs are developing but Lack Experience. Retrieved August
16", 2013, from Central Asia Online Website:

http://centralasiaonline.com/en GB/articles/caii/features/main/2013/02/14/feature-01.

Petrov, V. (2012a). be3oTtseTHbIN Yypos (Unresponsive Churov). Rossii'skaya Gazeta,

Number 6, January 16, 2012, p. 2.

Petrov, V. (2012b). Ypoku aemokpatuu (Lessons in Democracy). Rossii’skaya Gazeta.

Number 25. February 7" 2012. p. 3.

Pilgin, V. (2010). l'ocyaapcTteo 1 gemoKpatusa (The State and Democracy). Number 234,

Rossii'skaya Gazeta, October 15, 2010, p. 13.

Podosenov, S. (2013a). MonuTnyeckune skcnepTbl NpeapeKatoT Poccun rei-peBosioLmio
(Political Experts Predict a Russian Gay Revolution). Retrieved July 7" 2013, from the

Izvestiya Website: http://izvestia.ru/news/552426.



http://www.sb.by/post/148682/
http://www.sb.by/post/140010/
http://centralasiaonline.com/en_GB/articles/caii/features/main/2013/02/14/feature-01
http://dlib.eastview.com.ezproxyd.bham.ac.uk/browse/publication/617
http://dlib.eastview.com.ezproxye.bham.ac.uk/browse/publication/617
http://izvestia.ru/news/552426

240

Podosenov, S. (2013b). " Cnpaseanusyto Poccuto” pagsennn HapoaHoin ppoHT (“Fair Russia

Section of the Popular Front). /Izvestiya, No. 63m, April 08, 2013, p. 3.

Ponomarev, V., and Kirilenko, 1. (2013). O ropoae, B KoTopom xoTesiocb bbl uTb (The City in
which | want to Live). Retrieved May 22", 2013 from the Sovetskaya Belorusia Website:

http://www.sb.by/post/141646/.

Pospieszna, P. (2014). Democracy Assistance from the Third Wave: Polish Engagement in

Belarus and Ukraine. Pittsburgh: University of Pittsburgh Press.

Press Service of the President of the Republic of Belarus. (2010). CoobuieHnsa npecc—cny*<obl
Mpe3snageHTa (Press Service of the President). Retrieved May 22™ 2013 from the Sovetskaya

Belorusia Website: http://www.sb.by/post/105824/.

Press Service of the President of the Republic of Belarus. (2011). CoobueHunsa npecc—caybbl
Mpe3ngeHTa (Press Service of the President). Retrieved May 22™ 2013 from the Sovetskaya

Belorusia Website: http://www.sb.by/post/122309/.

Press Service of the President of the Republic of Belarus. (2013a). CoobuieHus npecc—
cnyx6bl MpesunaeHTa (Press Service of the President). Retrieved May 22" 2013 from the

Sovetskaya Belorusia Website: http://www.sb.by/post/146629/.

Przeworski, A., Alvarez, M., Cheibub, J.A., and Limongi, F. (1996). ‘What Makes Democracies

Endure’. Journal of Democracy. 7(1). pp. 39-55.


http://www.sb.by/post/141646/
http://www.sb.by/post/105824/
http://www.sb.by/post/122309/
http://www.sb.by/post/146629/

241

Press Service of the President of the Republic of Belarus. (2013b). CoobuweHuna npecc—
cnyk6bl MpeaunaeHTa (Press Service of the President). Retrieved May 22", 2013 from the

Sovetskaya Belorusia Website: http://www.sb.by/post/148015/.

Prokof’ev, V., and Fomchenkov, T. (2011). HoBoct CMW (New Media). Rossii'skaya Gazeta,

Number 228, October 12, 2011, p. 12.

Protsishin, V. (2013a). "Mukona A3APOB: “Cnig, BiAKMHYTM NONITUYHI ambiuii Ta eroizm"
(Mikhola Azarov: “Should Reject Political Ambition and Selfishness”). Retrieved July 2™,

2013, from the Uryadoviy Kurier Website: http://ukurier.gov.ua/uk/articles/mikola-azarov-

slid-vidkinuti-politichni-ambiciyi-t/p/.

Protsishin, V. (2013b). Xain nonitMka namMwaerbca nonitnkam" (Let the Politicians and Politics
Remain). Retrieved July 2" 2013, from the Uryadoviy Kurier Website:

http://www.ukurier.gov.ua/uk/articles/haj-politika-lishayetsya-politikam/.

Putin, V. (2011). nHua MytuHa (Putin’s Line). Rossii'skaya Gazeta, Number 283,

December 16, 2011, p. 2.

Putin, V. (2012a). lemokpaTtus 1 Kadyectso rocyaapctea (Democracy and the Quality of the

State). Kommersant. Daily, Number 20p, February 6, 2012, p. 1.

Putin, V. (2012b). Poccus cocpenoTaumBaeTcs — BbI30Bbl, Ha KOTOPbIE Mbl AONXKHbI OTBETUTb
(Russia is Focusing — Challenges that we have to Answer). /zvestiya, Number 5m, January 16,

2012, p. 1.


http://www.sb.by/post/148015/
http://dlib.eastview.com.ezproxyd.bham.ac.uk/browse/publication/617
http://ukurier.gov.ua/uk/articles/mikola-azarov-slid-vidkinuti-politichni-ambiciyi-t/p/
http://ukurier.gov.ua/uk/articles/mikola-azarov-slid-vidkinuti-politichni-ambiciyi-t/p/
http://www.ukurier.gov.ua/uk/articles/haj-politika-lishayetsya-politikam/
http://dlib.eastview.com.ezproxyd.bham.ac.uk/browse/publication/617
http://dlib.eastview.com.ezproxyd.bham.ac.uk/browse/publication/520
http://dlib.eastview.com.ezproxyd.bham.ac.uk/browse/publication/518

242

Putin, V. (2014). 3aceaaHue Konnernmn PepepancHol cnyx6bl 6e3onacHocT (Meeting of the
board of the Federal Security Service). Retrieved April 7, 2014, from the Presidentof Russia

Website: http://www.kremlin.ru/news/20724.

Razymov, Y. (2011). MHEHWUA: Pag sKcnepToB CKENTUYECKM OLEHUBAIOT BOSMOMKHOCTb
ycrnewHon noanTnyeckor moaepHusaumm B KasaxcraHe (Opinion: Some Experts are
Sceptical about the Possibility of a Successful Political Modernisation in Kazakhstan).
Retrieved June 13th, 2013, from the Panorama Website:

http://panoramakz.com/archiv/2011/17.htm.

Razymov, Y. (2012a). MHEHUA: MpeactasuTtens “Mac OTaHa” BBEN B 3ameLLaTeNbCTBO
YYaCTHUKOB ANCKYCCUM NO rpaxaaHckomy obuectsy (Opinion: The Representative of “Jas
Otan” put the Debate on Civil Society into Confusion). Retrieved June 13" 2013, from the

Panorama Website: http://panoramakz.com/archiv/2012/09.htm.

Razymov, Y. (2012b). ONNO3NLKMA: Onno3nuusa HamepeHa NPeanoKnTb AeNCTBYIOLLEN
BNACTU rapaHTUn B oomeH Ha pedopmsbl (Opposition: The Opposition Intends to offer the
Current Government Guarantees in Exchange for Reforms). Retrieved June 13”‘, 2013, from

the Panorama Website: http://panoramakz.com/archiv/2012/13.htm.

Revich, Y. (2013). Cet B ExXoBbix PykaBuuax (Set a Tight Rein). Novaya gazeta, Number 99,

September 06, 2013, p. 6

Rogozin, 0. (2011). Kto no6egut koppynumto? (Who will win Corruption?) Izvestiya,

Number 67m, April 18, 2011, p. 4.


http://www.kremlin.ru/news/20724
http://panoramakz.com/archiv/2011/17.htm
http://panoramakz.com/archiv/2012/09.htm
http://panoramakz.com/archiv/2012/13.htm

243

Romanova, N. (2012). Bce Ha Bbibopbl (At the Polls). Retrieved May 25™ 2013, from the

Sovetskaya Belorusia Website: http://www.sb.by/post/135404/.

Rostikov, E. (2010). Beibopbl B Benapycwu (Elections in Belarus). Zavtra, Number 50,

December 15, 2010, p. 3.

Rubin, M., and Tropkina, O. (2012). HapogHbiit ppoHT npeobpasytoT B napTuio (The Popular

Front is Converted into a Party). /zvestiya, Number 36m, February 29, 2012, p. 1.

Rud, R. (2010). O6buwiectso cBoboaHbIx rpaxaaH (A Society of Free Citizens). Retrieved May

20" 2013, from the Sovetskaya Belorusia Website: http://www.sb.by/post/109731/.

Ryabinska, N. (2011). ‘The Media Market and Media Ownership in Post-Communist Ukraine:
Impact on Media Independence and Pluralism’. Problems of Post-Communism. 58(6). pp. 3-

20.

Ryzhkov, V. (2014). The Kremlin’s War Propaganda. Retreived April 1%, 2014, from the

Moscow Times Website: http://www.themoscowtimes.com/opinion/article/the-kremlins-

war-propaganda/496779.html.

Sadchikov, A. (2010). ApocnascKkas aemoKpatua (Yaroslavl Democracy). Izvestiya,

Number 169, September 13, 2010, p. 2.

Schedler, A. (2009). ‘The Menu of Manipulation’. In L. Diamond and M. F. PLattner (eds.),

Democracy: A Reader. Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins University Press. pp. 259-273.


http://dlib.eastview.com.ezproxye.bham.ac.uk/browse/publication/711
http://www.sb.by/post/109731/
http://www.themoscowtimes.com/opinion/article/the-kremlins-war-propaganda/496779.html
http://www.themoscowtimes.com/opinion/article/the-kremlins-war-propaganda/496779.html

244

Sevost’yanova, | (2011a). BbIBEOPbI: Co3aaHa 3akoHogaTenbHas 6asa Ana BHeoYepesHbix
npe3ngeHTcknx Bbibopos (Elections: A Legislative Framework for early Presidential
Elections). Retrieved May 29th, 2013, from the Panorama Website:

http://panoramakz.com/archiv/2011/04.htm.

Sevost’yanova, | (2011b). MHEHWA: BANMY/OBCE BHOBb pekomeHayeT KazaxcTaHy
YyCOBEpPLIEHCTBOBATL BbIBOPHOE 3aKoHoAaTenbcTBo (Opinion: OSCE/ODIHR Recommends
that Kazakhstan once again Improve Electoral Legislation). Retrieved May 29th, 2013, from

the Panorama Website: http://panoramakz.com/archiv/2011/36.htm.

Sevost’yanova, |. (2011c). MAPJTAMEHT: Accouunauma monoapix AenyTaTtos obellaer
cbopmupoBaTb KagpoBbIi pe3eps Ansa npeacrasuTensHon setsn Bnactu (Parliament: An
Association of Deputies Promised to form a Talent Pool for the Representative Branch of
Government). Retrieved May 29th, 2013, from the Panorama Website:

http://panoramakz.com/archiv/2011/43.htm.

Sevost’yanova, | (2012). BbIEOPbI: MexayHapogHble Habntoaatenmn pasoLwimcb B OLEHKaXx
npoweawwux Bbibopos (Elections: International Observers differed in Estimates of the
Elections). Retrieved May 29th, 2013, from the Panorama Website:

http://panoramakz.com/archiv/2012/02.htm.

Sevost’'yanova, |. (2013a). BbIBOPbI: B 60pbbe 3a npe3naeHTCKMin NocT ocTanoch 11 ns 22
npeteHaeHToB (Elections: In the fight for the Presidency 11 of 22 Candidates are Barred).
Retrieved June 14th, 2013, from the Panorama Website:

http://panoramakz.com/archiv/2011/07.htm.



http://panoramakz.com/archiv/2011/04.htm
http://panoramakz.com/archiv/2011/36.htm
http://panoramakz.com/archiv/2011/43.htm
http://panoramakz.com/archiv/2012/02.htm
http://panoramakz.com/archiv/2011/07.htm

245

Sevost’yanova, |. (2013b). MAP/IAMEHT: B napnameHTe cTapatoTca BbipaboTaTb Hanbonee
addeKkTMBHbIE Noaxoabl K 6opbbe ¢ Koppynuumel (Parliament: Parliament is trying to Work
out the most Effective ways to Fight Corruption). Retrieved June 14th, 2013, from the

Panorama Website: http://panoramakz.com/archiv/2013/16.htm.

Sevost’yanova, | (2013c). MPE3NAEHT: Hypcyntan HASAPBAEB: “CtakaH gemokpatun” B
KasaxctaHe HanonosuHy nosion” (President: Nursultan Nazarbayev: “The Glass of

Democracy in Kazakhstan is Half Full”). Retrieved June 14th, 2013, from the Panorama

Website: http://panoramakz.com/rchiv/2013/14.htm.

Shadina, T. (2010). CMU otaenbHoM cTpoKoii (A Seperate Media Line). Rossii'skaya Gazeta,

Number 6, January 15, 2010, p. 6.

Shadina, S. (2012). Ygap no koppynuuu (Blow to Corruption). Rossii'skaya Gazeta, Number

65, March 26, 2012, p. 4.

Shaternikova, A. (2012). MHEHWA: SKkcnepTbl NnpeaaaratoT HOBble MHCTPYMEHTbI YCUNEHUSA
06L,ecTBEHHOIO KOHTPOIA 3a AeATeNbHOCTbIO rocopraHoB (Opinion: Experts offer New Tools
to Strengthen Public Control over the Activity of State Bodies). Retrieved June 14th, 2013,

from the Panorama Website: http://panoramakz.com/archiv/2012/24.htm.

Shimov, V. (2012). O nonutuyeckon pedopme (About Political Reform). Retrieved June 13"

2013, from the Sovetskaya Belorusia Website: http://www.sb.by/post/130753/.

Shkel’, T. (2009). Yypos npowen yepes Aymy (Churov Passed through the Duma).

Rossii'skaya Gazeta, Number. 202, October 26, 2009, p. 3.


http://panoramakz.com/archiv/2013/16.htm
http://panoramakz.com/archiv/2013/14.htm
http://dlib.eastview.com.ezproxyd.bham.ac.uk/browse/publication/617
http://dlib.eastview.com.ezproxye.bham.ac.uk/browse/publication/617
http://panoramakz.com/archiv/2012/24.htm
http://www.sb.by/post/130753/
http://dlib.eastview.com.ezproxyd.bham.ac.uk/browse/publication/617

246

Shkel’, T. (2010). N3bupaTenbHbI KoaeKc noka He Bbi3pen (The Eelective Code has not yet

Matured). Rossii'skaya Gazeta, Number 124, June 9, 2010, p. 13.

Shkel’, T. (2012). Mupy aemokpatum (The World of Democracy). Rossii'skaya Gazeta.

Number 285, December 11, 2012, p. 2.

Shraibman, A. (2013). Electoral Reform in Belarus: Liberalisation or Window Dressing?
Retirved August 16™, 2013, from the Belarus Digest Website:

http://belarusdigest.com/story/electoral-reform-belarus-liberalisation-or-avoid-window-

dressing-15076.

Siegel, M. (2008). Opposition to protest Inauguration. The Moscow Times. Number 3896.

May 6, 2008. p. 3.

Skyba, O. (2013). Brewing in Parliment: A New Threat to Peaceful Assembly. Retrieved

August 17th, 2013, from the Kyiv Post Website: http://www.kyivpost.com/opinion/op-

ed/brewing-in-parliament-a-new-threat-to-peaceful-gatherings-325550.html.

Sokolov, M. (2013). HpaBcTtBeHHbI 3akoHoaaTesnb (The Moral Law). Retrieved July 5t 2013,

from the lzvestia Website: http://izvestia.ru/news/544032.

Sosnin, O. (2013). "Csobopaa ans, ceoboaa B, cBoboaa Bia" (Freedom to, Freedom of,
Freedom from). Retrieved Uryadoviy Kurier Website:

http://www.ukurier.gov.ua/uk/articles/svoboda-dlya-svoboda-v-svoboda-vid/p/.



http://dlib.eastview.com.ezproxye.bham.ac.uk/browse/publication/617
http://dlib.eastview.com.ezproxyd.bham.ac.uk/browse/publication/617
http://belarusdigest.com/story/electoral-reform-belarus-liberalisation-or-avoid-window-dressing-15076
http://belarusdigest.com/story/electoral-reform-belarus-liberalisation-or-avoid-window-dressing-15076
http://www.kyivpost.com/opinion/op-ed/brewing-in-parliament-a-new-threat-to-peaceful-gatherings-325550.html
http://www.kyivpost.com/opinion/op-ed/brewing-in-parliament-a-new-threat-to-peaceful-gatherings-325550.html
http://izvestia.ru/news/544032
http://www.ukurier.gov.ua/uk/articles/svoboda-dlya-svoboda-v-svoboda-vid/p/

247

Sybbotina, S., and Sivkova, A. (2013). Ugeonorua «EgmMHon Poccum» ocTaHeTcA
npesungeHTckoii (The Ideology of “United Russia” will be Presidential). Retrieved May 28™,

2014, from the lzvestia Website: http://izvestia.ru/news/560297.

Travin, D. (2013). Does Putin need his Parliament? Retrieved August 13", 2013, from

Johnson’s Russia List Website: http://russialist.org/does-putin-need-his-parliament/.

Tret’iakov, V. (2010). Teppa MHKOrHUTa pycckoi aemokpatum (The Terra Incognita of Russian

Democracy). Izvestiya, Number 172m, September 16, 2010, p. 6.

Tsoi, Y., Teslova, E., and Subbotina, S. (2013). “EanHan Poccms” npoBeaeT YNCTKY
cobcTBeHHbIX pagos (United Russia will Purge its Ranks). Izvestiya. Number 103m. June 10,

2013.p. 1.

Tsoi, Y. (2013). HapoagHbiii dpoHT nonyumt wrtab (The Popular Front receive Headquarters).

Izvestiya, Number 94m, May 28, 2013, p. 2.

Tuchynska, S. (2013). President’s men to head Constitutional Court, electoral commission.
Retrieved August 15th, 2013, from the Kyiv Post Website:

http://www.kyivpost.com/content/politics/presidents-men-to-head-constitutional-court-

electoral-commission-327504.html.

Tugluk, V. (2011). NNeorig, EPIMEHKO: “PedopmyBaHHA — He camoLinb. Moro meta —
YCYHYTU BIopOoKpaTHiHi 6ap’epyn mixk Bnagoto i rpomagaHnHom” (Leonid Efimenko: “Reform
is not an End in Itself. His Goal is to Eliminate Bureaucratic Barriers between Governments

and Citizens”). Retrieved July 2" 2013, from the Uryadoviy Kurier Website:


http://izvestia.ru/news/560297
http://russialist.org/does-putin-need-his-parliament/
http://www.kyivpost.com/content/politics/presidents-men-to-head-constitutional-court-electoral-commission-327504.html
http://www.kyivpost.com/content/politics/presidents-men-to-head-constitutional-court-electoral-commission-327504.html

248

http://www.ukurier.gov.ua/uk/articles/leonid-yefimenko-reformuvannya-ne-samocil-jogo-

met/.

Turner, L. (2012a). Moldova overtakes Ukraine in Freedom House Rankings. Retrieved

August 18™, 2013, from the Kyiv post Website: http://www.kyivpost.com/opinion/op-

ed/moldova-overtakes-ukraine-in-freedom-house-ranki-2-306307.html.

Turner, L. (2012b). Ukraine’s 2012 Elections: OSCE/ODIHR Observers. Retrieved August 17th,

2013, from the Kyiv Post Website: http://www.kyivpost.com/opinion/op-ed/ukraines-2012-

elections-osceodihr-observers-2-306341.html.

Tverdov, P., and Samarina, A. (2013). locyaapcTBo camo NopoKaaeT Cnpoc Ha
noanTUYeckui pagmkanusm (The State creates a Demand for Political Radicalism).

Nezavisimaya gazeta, Number 188, September 05, 2013, p. 1.

Vialichka, U. (2012). Belarusian National Platform of the EaP Civil Society Forum: Moving

forward in Contradictive Process. Working Paper.

Virovets, Y. (2012). MHumas ctabunbHocTtb (The Imaginary Stability). Izvestiya, No. 71m,

April 19, 2012, p. 10.

Vlachenko, V. (2011). "A pagui1, wo MNpe3naeHT AHYKOBUY pillyye HanawToBaHU GopoTucs
npotn Kopynuii" (I am Glad that President Viktor Yanukovych is Determined to Fight
Corruption). Retrieved July 1%, 2013, from the Uryadoviy Kurier Website:

http://www.ukurier.gov.ua/uk/articles/ya-radij-sho-prezident-yanukovich-rishuche-

nalasht/p/.


http://www.ukurier.gov.ua/uk/articles/leonid-yefimenko-reformuvannya-ne-samocil-jogo-met/
http://www.ukurier.gov.ua/uk/articles/leonid-yefimenko-reformuvannya-ne-samocil-jogo-met/
http://www.kyivpost.com/opinion/op-ed/moldova-overtakes-ukraine-in-freedom-house-ranki-2-306307.html
http://www.kyivpost.com/opinion/op-ed/moldova-overtakes-ukraine-in-freedom-house-ranki-2-306307.html
http://www.kyivpost.com/opinion/op-ed/ukraines-2012-elections-osceodihr-observers-2-306341.html
http://www.kyivpost.com/opinion/op-ed/ukraines-2012-elections-osceodihr-observers-2-306341.html
http://www.ukurier.gov.ua/uk/articles/ya-radij-sho-prezident-yanukovich-rishuche-nalasht/p/
http://www.ukurier.gov.ua/uk/articles/ya-radij-sho-prezident-yanukovich-rishuche-nalasht/p/

249

Vlasenko, V. (2012). EBponeiicbKnii NOCTCKPUNTYM A0 YKpaiHCbKuX BMBopiB (European
Postscript to the Ukrainian Elections). Retrieved July 1%, 2013, from the Uryadoviy Kurier

Website: http://ukurier.gov.ua/uk/articles/yevropejskij-postskriptum-do-ukrayinskih-

viboriv/.

Volodin, V. (2010). AiBa roga Meageaesa: HakonaeHue gemokpatum (Two Years under
Medvedev: Democracy Accumulation). Rossii'skaya Gazeta, Number 51, March 12, 2010, p.

4.

Winning, A. (2013). Duma Endorses Election Reform in First Reading. Retrieved August 17",

2013, from Johnson’s Russia List Website: http://russialist.org/duma-endorses-election-

reform-in-first-reading/.

Wydarzenia, N. (2011). Less Freedom for NGOs in Belarus. Retrieved August 16th, 2013, from

the Europe of Huan Rights Website: http://www.europapraw.org/en/news/coraz-mniej-

wolnosci-dla-organizacji-pozarzadowych-na-bialorusi.

Yanukovych, V. (2013). BctynHe cnoBo Mpe3naeHTa Ao wopiyHoro MocnaHHA Ao BepxoBHoi
Paau npo BHYTpIlLHE i 30BHilLIHE cTaHoBULEe YKpaiHu (The Introduction to the President’s
Annual Address to Parliament on the Domestic and Foreign Situation in Ukraine). Retrieved
July 1st, 2013, from the Uryadoviy Kurier Website:

http://ukurier.gov.ua/uk/articles/vstupne-slovo-prezidenta-do-shorichnogo-poslannya-/.

Yermakova, M. (2013). lOpiit NTABPEHIOK: “BopoTbby 3 No6yTOBOIO KOPYMLi€ElO Cchif
NMOYMHATU 3 eNIeKTPOHHOro aamiHicTpyBaHHa” (Yurii Lavrenyuk: The Fight against Domestic

Corruption should begin with Electronic Administration). Retrieved June 28”‘, 2013, from the


http://ukurier.gov.ua/uk/articles/yevropejskij-postskriptum-do-ukrayinskih-viboriv/
http://ukurier.gov.ua/uk/articles/yevropejskij-postskriptum-do-ukrayinskih-viboriv/
http://dlib.eastview.com.ezproxyd.bham.ac.uk/browse/publication/617
http://russialist.org/duma-endorses-election-reform-in-first-reading/
http://russialist.org/duma-endorses-election-reform-in-first-reading/
http://www.europapraw.org/en/news/coraz-mniej-wolnosci-dla-organizacji-pozarzadowych-na-bialorusi
http://www.europapraw.org/en/news/coraz-mniej-wolnosci-dla-organizacji-pozarzadowych-na-bialorusi
http://ukurier.gov.ua/uk/articles/vstupne-slovo-prezidenta-do-shorichnogo-poslannya-/

250

Uryadoviy Kurier Website: http://www.ukurier.gov.ua/uk/articles/yurij-lavrenyuk-borotbu-

z-pobutovoyu-korupciyeyu-s/.

Yershov, E., Rubin, M., and Kozlov, P. (2011). Onno3uuusa no 6apabany (Opposition on the

Drum). Izvestiya. Number 229m, December 07, 2011, p. 3.

Ylovits’ka, N., Galaur, S., Konareva, L., Kush, P., Mel’nik, V., Shpak, V. (2013).
"Po3aeprkaBneHHA — KPOK Ha WAnsaxy Ao BinbHoi npecun” (Privatisation is the step towards a
Free Press). Retrieved June 28" 2013, from the Uryadoviy Kurier Website:

http://www.ukurier.gov.ua/uk/articles/rozderzhavlennya-krok-na-shlyahu-do-vilnoyi-

presi/p/.

Zakatnova, A. (2012). 3akasnka ans 6onblumHcTea (Hardening). Retrieved July 5, 2013, from

the Rossiskaya Gazeta Website: http://www.rg.ru/2012/04/04/a602537.html.

Zhuravs’ky, V. (2011). AHTMKOpynUiliHe 3aKOHOA4ABCTBO K TECT Ha CEPMO3HICTb NParHeHHS
YKpaiHu A0 eBponencbKux LiHHocTel (Anti-corruption Legislation as a Test of the
Seriousness of the Intention of Ukraine to European Values). Retrieved July 1%, 2013, from

the Uryadoviy Kurier Website: http://ukurier.gov.ua/uk/articles/antikorupcijne-

zakonodavstvo-yak-test-na-serjoznis/.

Zlotin, L. (2012). Uneunnusaums koppynumu (Civilisation of Corruption). Izvestiya,

Number 26m, February 14, 2012, p. 9.

Zubkov, K. (2011). KasaxcTaHcKasa ctabunbHOCTb gana TpeluunHy (Kazakhstani Stability is

Cracked). Izvestiya, No. 238m, December 20, 2011, p. 9.


http://www.ukurier.gov.ua/uk/articles/yurij-lavrenyuk-borotbu-z-pobutovoyu-korupciyeyu-s/
http://www.ukurier.gov.ua/uk/articles/yurij-lavrenyuk-borotbu-z-pobutovoyu-korupciyeyu-s/
http://www.ukurier.gov.ua/uk/articles/rozderzhavlennya-krok-na-shlyahu-do-vilnoyi-presi/p/
http://www.ukurier.gov.ua/uk/articles/rozderzhavlennya-krok-na-shlyahu-do-vilnoyi-presi/p/
http://www.rg.ru/2012/04/04/a602537.html
http://ukurier.gov.ua/uk/articles/antikorupcijne-zakonodavstvo-yak-test-na-serjoznis/
http://ukurier.gov.ua/uk/articles/antikorupcijne-zakonodavstvo-yak-test-na-serjoznis/

