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Preface 

Political regimes, i.e. systems of rule ranging from closed autocracy to liberal democracy, are almost 

perpetually in flux. Political regime change can go fast or slow, proceed in expected or unexpected ways, 

and can engender outcomes foreseen or unforeseen by a large part of the population and their leaders. 

Whatever the case, one thing is sure: in most societies, the nature of rule is almost permanently contested, 

below or above the surface and within and beyond state borders. This PhD thesis focuses on the rise and 

stability of hybrid regimes, i.e. political regimes mixing democratic institutions with authoritarian practices 

which subvert the quality of democratic institutions to the extent that they are not democratic anymore. I 

advance a comparative political economy argument to explain how come hybrid regimes became so 

numerous after the Cold War, and to clarify why so many hybrid regimes did not transition to liberal 

democracy but rather developed stable political regime types. What I seek to show is that hybrid regimes 

are fundamentally grounded in the coercive logic of the international states system as well as the capacity 

of the state to deal with this logic. Both the international environment and state capacity provide powers to 

decouple from the liberal democratic script. I use a multimethod study, combining large-N statistical 

analysis with small-N comparative-historical analysis, not only to illustrate this argument, but also to 

develop significant parts of it, highlighting the key role of state capacity when it comes to stabilizing hybrid 

regimes.  

To be sure, I did not expect this final argument of the rise and stability of hybrid regimes when I started 

writing this PhD thesis. Although I was pleased to conclude that the opportunities and constraints offered 

by the structure of international relations provided a major part of the explanation, I however initially 

believed that international relations provided the only answer to the rise and stability of hybrid regimes, and 

that many other factors, especially factors emphasizing agency, did not play much of a role. In that sense, I 

was wrong. The case studies in this PhD thesis indicate that agency does matter, and that when it comes to 

explaining hybrid regimes, it is especially the agency of the state and its leaders who use the state as a 

resource to pursue political ends that makes an important difference. In particular, the case studies highlight 

the strategic character of hybrid regimes. Hybrid regimes serve as a means to respond to complex pressures 

from abroad, taking into account specific state (elite) interests, including access to vital resources and 

political survival. This type of strategic action requires significant state capacity, which however varies over 

time and place. The argument contributes to the growing awareness that hybrid regimes should 

predominantly be seen as the outcome of strategic power relations between variously situated groups and 

nations with the state taking up a preponderant position.  
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The idea for this PhD thesis came after a series of travels to the Middle East during my years as a university 

student. These travels not only stimulated me to think about democracy, and especially authoritarianism, 

but also encouraged me to consider the role of dictators, repressive power structures, as well as geopolitics 

in strengthening authoritarian rule. The idea was further developed during a series of lectures in 

Comparative-Historical Analysis at the University of Ghent, which further acquainted me with the important 

work of Charles Tilly, Theda Skocpol, Barrington Moore, and Michael Mann, among others, and inspired 

me to develop an interest in “Big Structures, Large Processes, and Huge Comparisons” or macro-

sociological phenomena more generally. Indirectly, the PhD thesis also stems from Roel Van Landuyt’s 

invitation for a two-month travel to India in the summer of 2007. As a teenager, what I witnessed in terms 

of poverty in India was so shocking and such an eye-opener that I only became more devoted to the study 

of sociology and development.  

This PhD thesis would not have come into existence without the generous support from the Institute of 

Development Policy (IOB) at the University of Antwerp. First and foremost, I would like to thank my PhD 

supervisors Nadia Molenaers and Ronan Van Rossem for their continued guidance and support throughout 

this long research project. I am also greatly indebted to Filip Reyntjens, who in 2014 encouraged me to 

proceed with this type of research, and Marijke Verpoorten, for her help, support, and interest at important 

moments during the PhD trajectory. Also special thanks to the PhD jury for reading this PhD thesis so 

carefully and for all the interesting comments, suggestions, and constructive feedback. This work would 

also never have come about without the support of my great colleagues at IOB: Catherine Windey, Filip De 

Maesschalck, Hanne Van Cappellen, Sahawal Alidou, Lisa Popelier, Bert Jacobs, Cassandra Vet, Gert Van 

Hecken, Mollie Gleiberman, Tobias Gandrup, Loresel Abainza, Dimitri Jacobs, Sarah Vancluysen, Ivan 

Ashaba, Vicky Verlinden, Réginas Ndayiragije, Joelle Dhondt, Janus Verelst, Antea Paviotti, Michael 

Wiebusch, Katleen Van Pellicom, Hans De Backer, Mitte Scheldeman, Nik Stoop, Klara Claessens, Greet 

Annaert, An Vermeersch, Boris Verbrugge, Nathalie Holvoet, Frédéric Huybrechts, Sara Dewachter, Miet 

Kuppens and of course many other people. I thank Sara Geenen for inviting me to present parts of my work 

at ECA–CREAC Expertise for Central Africa. I am also very grateful to Pone De Weerdt for hosting me at 

her house in Kigali for about three months. Finally, I must also thank Johan Debar, Deputy Head of Mission 

and Head of Cooperation at the Embassy of the Kingdom of Belgium, for his time and support in Rwanda, 

as well as all other interviewees for making time for me and providing me with many new insights about 

donor dynamics in Rwanda. Last but not least, I really enjoyed collaborating with my best cycling-buddy 

Job Van Nieuwenhove on a documentary about the 2018 Tour of Rwanda, broadcasted on Belgian television 

in February 2019.    
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I’m sure. A special word of thanks for Frederik, who has read several chapters of my PhD and gave valuable 
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Abstract 

Objectives. Hybrid regimes, i.e. regimes mixing democratic and authoritarian elements, became an inherent 

part of the post-Cold War order. The main research questions addressed in this PhD study is what explains 

the rise and stability of hybrid regimes? And what is the role of the international environment and state 

capacity in this regard? Macro-sociological theory offers competing insights on these questions. World 

society theory argues that hybrid regimes are a temporary phenomenon resulting from the gradual diffusion 

of Western institutions due to globalization. World-systems theory, by contrast, posits that hybrid regimes 

are simply a new type of authoritarianism stemming from unequal international exchange. Both theories 

also differ in the way they conceive effects of state capacity on hybrid regimes. Where world society theory 

points out that state capacity is derived from global cultural forces, indicating that the diffusion of political 

and state models are two sides of the same coin, world-system theorists claim that state capacity is a tool in 

the hands of the core and an instrument to pursue authoritarianism and core interests in the periphery. Both 

theories offer determinist arguments about hybrid regimes. Comparative political economy differs in this 

respect because, on the one hand, this framework argues that the impact of the international environment on 

hybrid regimes is conditional upon the overall structure of power-dependence relations, creating 

opportunities as well as constraints. Moreover, the political economy perspective also presents the state as 

an actor with agency, holding the potential capacity to mitigate domestic and international influences and 

to ultimately decide about political regime form. 

Methods. A multimethod framework is applied to investigate direct (e.g. via international relations) and 

indirect (i.e. via state capacity) forms of democracy diffusion. Hybrid regimes are conceptualized in a 

multidimensional vein and measured using disaggregated indicators, confirmatory factor analysis and 

hierarchical clustering techniques. The international environment is operationalized as a multiplex power-

dependence network distinguishing between economic, political, and military forms of exchange. Direct 

effects of these networks on hybrid regimes are examined through ego-network analysis and event history 

analysis. State capacity is furthermore conceptualized by differentiating between despotic and 

infrastructural state power. Through comparative-historical analysis of secondary data, investigating 

(divergent) political regime trajectories in Rwanda and Burundi after the Cold War, the indirect path of 

democracy diffusion is examined.  

Results. The results of the PhD thesis point to the importance of power-dependence relations and despotic 

state capacity for explaining hybrid regimes. Where embeddedness in power-dependence networks with 

mainly democratic partners stimulates democratization, embeddedness in power networks with mostly 

authoritarian partners impedes it. Yet, the positive effect of power-dependence networks with mainly 
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democratic partners on democratization declines significantly after the Cold War, which is related to the 

rapid rise of the People's Republic of China in international trade. The results illustrate that the sudden 

efflorescence and subsequent stability of hybrid regimes resulted from complex power dynamics within the 

international system due to globalization, creating new opportunities and limiting constraints for dependent 

states and allowing for agency. The comparative-historical analysis, furthermore, highlights the role of 

despotic state capacity in guarding international and domestic influences and to produce hybrid regimes. 

The results indicate that only in a context of low state despotic power, international pressure to democratize 

has the ability to yield democracy. On the other hand, when despotic power is high and combined with 

international pressure to democratize, the analysis suggests the outcome is mostly a hybrid regime where 

state elites use state capacity to mediate pressure by turning to window-dressing. If window-dressing is 

accepted and leads to the flow of resources, foreign powers strengthen the hybrid character of the regime. 

Moreover, when despotic power is high and international pressure to democratize absent, the outcome is a 

stronger type of authoritarianism strengthened by the transfer of international resources. Finally, when 

despotic power and international pressure to democratize are low, the outcome depends upon the balance of 

forces along the state-society nexus. The findings provide evidence for a political economy perspective on 

democracy diffusion. The international environment as well as state capacity provide sources of power to 

decouple from the democratic script, explaining hybrid regimes.  
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Chapter 1 

Introduction 
 

 

The fall of the Soviet Union and the end of the Cold War created a new momentum for the worldwide 

diffusion of democracy. Although the third wave of democratization started well before 1989, this “group 

of transitions from nondemocratic to democratic regimes” grew tremendously after this period with 

democratic transitions occurring in various parts of the world (Huntington, 1991, 15).1 These events created 

widespread optimism regarding the promise of democracy worldwide. For instance, they prompted 

Fukuyama (1989) to famously trumpet the end of history. According to the author, what happened was “the 

end point of mankind’s ideological evolution and the universalization of Western liberal democracy as the 

final form of human government” (p. 1). Likewise, the events inspired McFaul (2002, 213) to speak of a 

distinct fourth wave of democratization, “so different from the third wave democratic transitions in the 

1970s and 1980s they should not even be grouped under the same rubric.” Much of this demo-optimism 

also went beyond academia and included countless observers, development workers and policy-makers alike 

(Carothers, 2002, 6).2 

To be sure, the fourth wave of democratization was rather short-lived. Not only did global democratization 

quickly stagnate after the Cold War, also de-democratization took place in various new democracies. In the 

words of Lührmann and Lindberg (2019, 8), “the post-Cold War democratization surge already slowed 

down in the early 1990s and gradually reverse processes began to spread.” Although in several (post-Soviet) 

countries this staged the return to authoritarian rule, the most notable outcome of these processes was the 

rise of a specific type of political regimes, i.e. hybrid regimes. Thoroughly defined, hybrid regimes are 

political systems that combine democratic institutions (i.e. political competition, respect for human rights, 

checks and balances, impartial administration and citizen participation) with authoritarian practices which 

subvert the quality of democratic institutions. Crucially, hybrid regimes have the democratic form (such as 

                                                      
1 The third wave of democratization started in 1974 with the Carnation Revolution in Portugal.  
2 From the outset, it is important to mention that throughout the PhD thesis, references are mostly accompanied by 
page numbers. Yet, as we made use of both online and printed versions of books, page numbers might not always 
correspond. Therefore, any confusion resulting from page numbers is not a consequence of any purposeful act of the 
authors, but rather stems from making use of different formats of one and the same book. This observation does not 
apply to academic articles or other PhD dissertations, for which only a single format was used. 
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multiparty politics, recurrent elections, checks and balances, impartiality, participatory engagement) but fall 

short on democratic function. Hybrid regimes are political regimes that in varying degrees are marked by 

unfree and/or unfair elections, violations of civil liberties, ineffectual political participation and/or 

disrespect for countervailing powers and a rather corrupt state administration. They differ from authoritarian 

regimes because they at least partly embrace democratic institutions. Yet, they cannot be considered liberal 

democracies, for the simple reason they subtly and purposefully compromise these same democratic 

institutions altogether (Schedler, 2013; Levitsky and Way, 2010). 

1.1. What Are Hybrid Regimes? 

Hybrid regimes have been addressed in a variety of ways in the academic literature. One strand of research, 

most popular during the nineties, considers hybrid regimes as diminished subtypes of democracy. What 

these studies share is that they start from democracy as the root concept, but identify regime hybridity 

through the use of subtypes or adjectives indicating the absence of key democratic attributes (Collier and 

Levitsky, 1997). Some of the most well-known subtypes in this tradition are delegative democracy 

(O'Donnell, 1994), illiberal democracy (Zakaria, 1997), minimal and electoral democracy (Møller and 

Skaaning, 2013, 42–44), semi-democracy (Mainwaring et al., 2007), pseudo-democracy (Diamond, 2002), 

and defective or incomplete democracy (Merkel, 2004), among others. Most of these regimes are considered 

democracies because they have a representative government. They are not liberal democracies, however, 

because they lack checks and balances, respect for civil liberties, guarantees for political rights and/or other 

democratic attributes in varying ways. 

Another important strand of literature, which gained importance with the turn of the millennium, perceives 

hybrid regimes as diminished subtypes of authoritarianism. In this literature, interestingly, the focus is less 

on what hybrid regimes lack in terms of democracy, but rather on what they share in terms of 

authoritarianism (Cassani, 2014, 544). In this regard, most emphasis is put on the organization of national 

elections. Competitive authoritarianism, for instance, are authoritarian regimes that allow for multiparty 

competition and elections, but render competition so unfair it highly favors the incumbent. To be sure, in 

competitive authoritarian regimes, the incumbent remains at risk of losing office (Levitsky and Way, 2002, 

2010). This is different in electoral authoritarian regimes, where political competition is unfree and unfair 

to such a degree the risk of incumbent turnover is virtually non-existent (Schedler, 2002, 2006, 2013). Other 

subtypes of authoritarianism, including semi-authoritarianism (Ottaway, 2003) and hegemonic 

authoritarianism (Magaloni, 2006), capture ideas similar to electoral authoritarianism. 
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Apart from the subtypes approach, researchers advocating a dichotomous (autocracy/democracy) approach 

to classifying political regimes systematically downplay the importance of hybrid regimes. These scholars 

argue that the presence of democratic institutions in authoritarian regimes does not fundamentally alter the 

authoritarian character of these regimes (Boix et al., 2013; Cheibub et al., 2010; Geddes et al., 2014; Sartori, 

1987; Wahman et al., 2013). Basically, one should simply see hybrid regimes as “modern” or “adapted” 

forms of authoritarianism. This type of argument becomes all the more convincing knowing that some 

widely accepted definitions of authoritarianism also incorporate the possibility of limited political pluralism 

and participation (Linz, 2000, chap. 4). Finally, as seen, other researchers allude to the temporary and 

transitional character of hybrid regimes and therefore question the utility of the concept altogether (Armony 

and Schamis, 2005).3 

As is clear, the term “hybrid regimes” is an “essentially contested concept” (Collier et al., 2006; Gallie, 

1956). Scholars hold alternative views on what hybrid regimes are and how to study them. Importantly, 

besides these different approaches, a range of scholars have also called to study hybrid regimes in their own 

right, i.e. as distinct and meaningful regime categories or as regime types unto themselves (Adeney, 2015; 

Bogaards, 2009; Cassani, 2014; Gilbert and Mohseni, 2011; Hale, 2011; Karl, 1995; Morlino, 2009; Mufti, 

2018; Schmotz, 2013; Wigell, 2008). This PhD thesis builds upon and contributes to this literature. There 

are multiple reasons why hybrid regimes deserve to be studied in their own right. One of course is that 

hybrid regimes are quite numerous and relatively stable, as we will discuss in more detail below. Cornell 

(2013, 30–31) furthermore finds that hybrid regimes are among the main recipients of Western democracy 

aid. Additionally, existing studies show that compared to democracies and autocracies, hybrid regimes have 

a higher risk of civil conflict (Fearon and Laitin, 2003; Håvard et al., 2001; Jones and Lupu, 2018) as well 

as political violence and state failure (Goldstone et al., 2000), are more likely to go to war (Mansfield and 

Snyder, 2005), and obtain less business confidence (Kenyon and Naoi, 2010). Hybrid regimes are also found 

to have weaker environmental policies in comparison to democracies and autocracies (Bush, 2009; Epstein 

et al., 2006). Although several of the studies cited above were criticized on empirical grounds (Vreeland, 

2008), they nevertheless indicate that there is something truly distinct about hybrid regimes, making them 

an important object of study.  

As already mentioned above, hybrid regimes are regimes mixing democratic institutions with authoritarian 

practices alongside the five dimensions of democracy. It bears emphasizing, however, that most previous 

studies focused on political competition and elections as the dimension par excellence to define hybrid 

regimes (Haggard and Kaufman, 2015, 3). This should not come as a surprise. An overwhelming majority 

                                                      
3 For an interesting critique, see Morlino (2009) 
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of hybrid regimes today are hybrid because they violate political rights and organize unfree and/or unfair 

elections. Competitive authoritarian and electoral authoritarian regimes are therefore part and parcel of the 

hybrid regimes category. The limitation of such a strategy, however, is that it ignores the 

multidimensionality of hybrid regimes and that it by definition excludes alternative hybrid regime types. 

Unfree and/or unfair political competition and elections are only one way to establish regime hybridity, and 

many other configurations remain possible. Adeney (2015), for instance, points out that although multiparty 

competition in Pakistan is generally free and fair, it is not a democracy, for the mere reason elected officials 

lack the effective power to govern. Similarly, Gilbert and Mohseni (2011) posit that even though multiple 

political factions in Iran compete for power, and electoral turnover is frequent, Iran still remains a hybrid 

regime because of restrictions on civil rights and checks and balances. All this calls for a multidimensional 

understanding of hybrid regimes taking into account, but also going beyond, elections. 

This work applies a substantive definition of democracy. This implies it distinguishes between five 

dimensions of democracy, i.e. (1) political competition, (2) respect for human rights, (3) checks and 

balances, (4) impartial administration, and (5) citizen participation, to study hybrid regimes. The origins of 

these five dimensions, as well as their exact definitions and meaning, will be discussed in the next chapter. 

Table 1.1. Differentiating Hybrid Regimes from Democracies and Authoritarian Regimes. 

Dimension  Democracy Hybrid Regimes Closed Autocracy 
Political competition Generally free and fair; 

Main route to political 
power 

Unfree and/or unfair; 
Elections seldom route to 
political power 

Generally not allowed; 
If allowed unfree and 
unfair and not a route to 
political power 

Respect for human rights Generally respected Tepidly respected, 
although the opposite 
may be claimed 

Not respected at all on a 
relatively large scale and 
no real attempts to hide it 

Checks and balances Present, checks and 
balances operate in an 
independent fashion 

Present, but 
countervailing powers 
have no or only ad hoc 
or contested autonomy 

Not present, and if present 
countervailing powers 
have no autonomy at all 

Impartial administration Professional 
administration working 
impartially for elected 
officials 

Semi-professional and 
partially fraudulent 
administration taking 
into account 
particularistic interests 

Technocratic or pillaging 
administration serving the 
idiosyncratic needs of the 
ruling clan 

Citizen engagement Citizen participation is 
real and generally has an 
impact on policy-makers 

Citizen participation 
exists, but generally has 
a (very) limited impact 

Citizen engagement in 
political affairs is not 
allowed 

Configuration(s) Some minimal flaws in 
one or two dimensions are 
allowed, but should be 
compensated by 
democratic standards in 
others  

Dimensions are only 
partly present. Complex 
configurations are 
allowed. Yet, they 
remain such that the 
democratic access to and 
exercise of political 
power is not fully 
guaranteed.  

Some democratic 
attributes may exist in one 
or two dimensions, but 
these are rendered 
insignificant due to 
autocratic attributes in all 
other dimensions 

Notes. Inspired by Levitsky and Way (2010, 31). 
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Suffice it to say here that these dimensions constitute the theoretically justified property-space along which 

to analytically grasp hybrid regimes.4 We argue that such a definition allows to fully capture the institutional 

mix that is characteristic of hybrid regimes – much more than one-dimensional (electoral) approaches. This 

definition is in other words more inclusive because it incorporates hybrid regimes that are hybrid for reasons 

other than unfree and/or unfair elections. Table 1.1 summarizes the main differences between democratic, 

authoritarian and hybrid regimes based on our five dimensional conceptualization of hybrid regimes.  

Hybrid regimes differ from democracies because they do not fully respect democratic principles. That is, 

political competition is generally unfree and/or unfair, civil liberties are only tepidly respected, checks and 

balances are upheld in an ad hoc or contested way, while the administration frequently favors particularistic 

interests and citizen engagement has only a limited impact.5 On the other hand, hybrid regimes differ from 

closed authoritarian regimes because in those type of regimes, democratic principles are basically absent. 

Although also in closed authoritarian regimes, democratic institutions may exist, this is most frequently the 

result of complex historical processes and not in any way an attempt to turn to window-dressing and to 

create an image of democracy abroad. Hybrid regimes are not as politically closed as, say, China, Uzbekistan 

or Turkmenistan, but they are also not as politically open and free as many states in (Western) Europe. Some 

hybrid regimes are also closer to liberal democracies, whereas others are closer to authoritarianism. 

1.2. Hybrid Regimes as a Transitional Regime Category? 

Evidently, hybrid regimes are not only a theoretical reality. Also empirically, much can be said. To begin 

with, as Figure 1.1 demonstrates, hybrid regimes swelled significantly over time. Where in 1975 only 18 

countries or 13 per cent of all countries in the world were hybrid regimes, this number increased to 51 

countries or 33 per cent in 1995 and 48 countries or 32 per cent in 2015.6 Importantly, as Figure 1.1 also 

shows, after the Cold War, hybrid regimes replaced traditional autocracies as the second most common form 

of political rule in the world, after democracy. Moreover, a closer look at the data suggests that many 

important countries in the global system, and not only marginal ones, are or have been hybrid regimes 

somewhere in the recent past, including countries as powerful, rich, populous, and/or geopolitically relevant 

as Brazil, Côte d’Ivoire, the Democratic Republic of the Congo, Egypt, Ethiopia, Iran, Iraq, Malaysia, 

Nigeria, Russia, South Africa, and Venezuela, among others. Interestingly, Figure 1.1 furthermore 

demonstrates substantial variation as regards the rise and incidence of hybrid regimes across world-regions. 

                                                      
4 The concept of “property-space” refers to the location of, in this case states, in social space according to scores on 
the salient dimensions of democracy. A property-space in social sciences is similar to coordinates in geography. For 
more on the concept of “property-space,” see Barton (1955) and Lijphart (1971, 687). For more recent applications, 
see for instance Linz (2000) and Gilbert and Mohseni (2011).  
5 Of course, within this configuration, important variations exist. As discussed, some hybrid regimes endorse some 
principles of democracy while falling short on others. They are nevertheless hybrid regimes because they cannot 
guarantee democratic access to and/or exercise of political power.  
6 We start our discussion from 1975 as this year is typically identified as the start of the third wave of democratization. 



METHODOLOGY 

30 

While hybrid regimes after the Cold War especially proliferated in sub-Saharan Africa, where they became 

the predominant mode of political rule, they also mushroomed in other parts of the world, including Asia 

and the Pacific, the Middle East and Northern Africa, Eastern Europe and the former Soviet Union and to a 

lesser degree the Americas.7   

The rise of hybrid regimes notwithstanding, all too often these post-Cold War hybrid regimes have been 

studied or depicted as temporary or transitional regime types, i.e. as unstable political regime categories in 

transition towards democracy or dictatorship. In this regard, Huntington (1991, 137) once described hybrid 

regimes as “halfway houses that do not stand.” All this inspired scholars to perceive hybrid regimes as 

diminished subtypes of democracy and dictatorship and not as substantive regime categories of their own. 

                                                      
7 Where in 1975 hybrid regimes in sub-Saharan Africa were rather the exception than the rule (only 6 countries or 14 
per cent of all countries in this region were hybrid in this period), as Figure 1.1 shows this number skyrocketed after 
the Cold War. In 2017, 40 per cent of all sub-Saharan African countries were hybrid, versus 36 per cent democratic 
and 24 per cent authoritarian. In Asia-Pacific hybrids were respectively 29 per cent in 1975, 42 per cent in 1992, and 
36 per cent in 2017; whereas for the same period in the Middle East and Northern Africa this was 12, 29, and 41 per 
cent and 0, 35 and 23 per cent for Eastern Europe and the former Soviet Union. Only in the Americas hybrid regimes 
were less prevalent, making up 13 per cent of all regime types in 2017.  

Figure 1.1. Hybrid Regimes in the World and by World-Region, 1975–2017. 
Notes. Own classification based on a multidimensional conceptualization and measurement of hybrid regimes 
(see next chapter). Freedom House regional divisions of the world. Eastern Europe also includes the former 
Soviet Union. 
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To some degree, of course, such a logic makes sense. As Table 1.2 shows, 30 per cent of all hybrid regimes 

between 1975 and 2017 did not last longer than three years.8 This indeed renders an important share of 

hybrid regimes temporary and transitional. Many ex-hybrids moved relatively quickly to democracy or 

authoritarianism, without staying hybrid for a long time.9 Yet, Table 1.2 also finds that more than 40 per 

cent of all hybrid regimes between 1975 and 2017 lasted 10 years or longer. According to Morlino (2009, 

285), political regimes surviving for such a long period (> 10 years) should be considered substantial for 

the simple reason it indicates they rather effectively integrated democratic and authoritarian institutions. 

Moreover, Table 1.2 demonstrates that of all hybrid regimes in existence in 2017, about half of them were 

above the age of 20. What these findings suggest is that hybrid regimes were much more stable and durable 

than commonly assumed. Hybrid regimes, in other words, are halfway houses that do stand. Their sheer 

number and stability makes hybrid regimes an inherent part of the post-Cold War order.10  

1.3. Research Questions 

This PhD thesis posits that hybrid regimes should be explained for what they are: substantive regime 

categories. Therefore, rather than studying hybrid regimes as diminished subtypes of democracy and 

dictatorship, or as transitional regime categories, the main goal of this PhD thesis is to explain the rise and 

stability of hybrid regimes. This makes this PhD thesis different from the “hybrid regime champion” book 

of Levitsky and Way (2010), which predominantly focused on explaining divergent hybrid regime 

trajectories after the Cold War (Slater, 2011, 386). The core research question of this PhD thesis is what 

                                                      
8 Data taken from our own measurement of hybrid regimes as introduced in the fourth chapter. As is clear from the 
table, the picture does not change when using more conventional sources of data, i.e. Freedom House and Polity IV. 
9 This is also the reason why we recently observed a small decline in the global percentage of hybrid regimes, i.e. 
from 51 countries (32 per cent) in 2013 to 44 countries (or 28 per cent) in 2017. It bears emphasis, however, that 
one can also observe similar types of shifts amongst autocracies and democracies. 
10 The post-Cold War order is the period after 1989 until today.  

Table 1.2. Longevity of Hybrid Regimes and Age of Current Hybrid Regimes (%), 

1975–2017 

 Own Classification Freedom House Polity IV  
 Longevity Age Longevity Age Longevity Age 
Longevity       
≤ 3 years 30.41 9.09 33.78 11.77 30.72 6.00 
4–9 years  28.38 25 28.83 17.65 26.51 20.00 
10–19 years  20.95 18.18 23.42 27.45 24.10 28.00 
≥20 years 20.27 47.73 13.96 43.14 18.76 46.00 
Notes. Inspired by Hale (2011, 28). Longevity indicates the percentage of all hybrid regimes between 1975 
and 2017 that lasted for a particular period of time. Age refers to the percentage of all hybrid regimes in 
2017 lasting for a particular period of time. The table does not include hybrid regimes before 1975 and only 
covers the third wave of democratization. 
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explains the rise and stability of hybrid regimes after the Cold War? Two more specific sub-research 

questions involve, first, how does the international environment explain the rise and stability of hybrid 

regimes, and second, what is the role of state capacity in this process?    

In order to answer these research questions, the PhD thesis presents a new conceptualization and 

measurement of hybrid regimes between 1975 and 2017. Furthermore, it examines democratization episodes 

of a global sample of states that were or became nondemocratic during the third wave of democratization. 

Moreover, the PhD thesis investigates the post-Cold War political regime paths of two small yet fascinating 

countries in the Great Lakes Region of sub-Saharan Africa, i.e. Rwanda and Burundi. The PhD thesis seeks 

to explain the rise of hybrid regimes, as well as why some hybrid regimes further democratized while others 

got stalled in a “grey-zone” and thus stabilized or simply slid back towards this grey-zone after short 

experiments with democracy.11  

1.4. Theoretical Problem 

Figure 1.2 presents the overall theoretical framework of the PhD thesis. The framework departs from the 

observation that global waves of democratization, de-democratization and regime hybridization require 

theoretical explanations that are comparative and global in character.12 Again, such a view is not self-

evident. For one, explaining regime change as a result of international processes goes against the heart of 

democracy, which is ultimately about the will of the people. Many existing theories of democratization, 

such modernization theory and institutional theory, also underscore domestic explanations of political 

regimes, leaving international factors, as well as complex interactions with the national level, largely at 

bay.13 

Whatever the case, past research has shown that international factors cannot be ignored for the study of 

democratization (Gunitsky, 2018; Schwartzman, 1998; Whitehead, 2001). In the words of Levitsky and 

Way (2010, 57), throughout the nineties, “the debate turned from whether international factors matter to 

how much they matter.” International processes affect political regime outcomes in major ways, and this is 

where domestic explanations fall short. Due to globalization, international processes also became more 

important over time. Globalization implies the growing interdependence and interpenetration of countries 

                                                      
11 The “grey-zone” is a popular metaphor in order to refer to hybrid regimes. It stems from the fact that hybrid 
regimes are situated in-between the polar opposites of democracy and dictatorship.  
12 As already suggested above, a democratic wave refers to “groups of transitions from nondemocratic to democratic 
regimes that occur within a specified period of time and that significantly outnumber transitions in the opposite 
direction during that period” (Huntington, 1991, 15). To be sure, de-democratization is just the opposite of 
democratization, whereas hybridization refers to democratic waves that are only partial at best. 
13 For an overview of modernization theory, see for instance Møller and Skaaning (2013, chap. 7). For more on 
institutional theories of regime change and stability, see Brancati (2014) and Pepinsky (2013), among others.  
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and regions, and this in various domains: economic, political, military, social and cultural (Keohane and 

Nye, 2012; Robertson, 2015). Although essentially nothing new, scholars basically agree that globalization 

took new heights from the 1970s on and that it accelerated after the Cold War (Alasuutari, 2000; Held et 

al., 1999; Mann, 2013; Steger, 2017). This enhanced “changes in the density of international and global 

interactions relative to local and national networks” (Chase-Dunn et al., 2000, 78).  

Importantly, as the theoretical framework in Figure 1.2 demonstrates, macro-sociological theory is not clear 

cut on the link between globalization and democratization. Apart from how much, within macro-sociology 

debate also remains as to how the international environment affects political regimes. The theoretical 

framework in Figure 1.2 distinguishes between direct and indirect paths of democracy diffusion. The direct 

path investigates the direct effect of globalization on political regimes, while the indirect path investigates 

the indirect effects of globalization on political regimes through how it affects state capacity. 

According to world society theory (path AB in Figure 1.2), or the exposure model of democracy diffusion, 

globalization fosters international integration. This, in turn, undermines international hierarchy and 

facilitates the dissemination of Western democratic institutions across the world. Hybrid regimes, in this 

logic, are merely temporary phenomena resulting the gradual diffusion of democracy (Meyer, 2010; Meyer 

et al., 1997). World-systems theory, or the dependency model of democracy diffusion (path CD), by 

contrast, claims that globalization intensifies international structures of unequal exchange. Hybrid regimes, 

in this view, are principally new types of authoritarianism resulting from exploitation of the periphery by 

the core (Bollen, 1983; Clark, 2012). Interestingly, where the exposure model predicts a positive association 

between globalization and democratization, the dependency model postulates a negative one, forecasting 

Figure 1.2. Theoretical Framework of the PhD Thesis. 
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authoritarian or hybrid regime persistence in the periphery. This is different for comparative political 

economy or the dependence model of democracy diffusion (path EF), which argues that globalization 

affects the overall structure of international power relations, creating new opportunities and limiting existing 

constraints on states, allowing for more heterogeneous political regime outcomes (Clark, 2008; Galtung, 

1971; Van Rossem, 1996). 

Macro-sociological theory also offers competing arguments regarding the indirect path of democracy 

diffusion, i.e. how globalization affects state capacity and subsequent political regime developments. World 

society theory, for its part, argues that globalization strengthens state capacity (path AG), and posits that the 

diffusion of Western state and political models are two sides of the same coin (path AGJ). World-systems 

theory, on the other hand, points out that globalization weakens state capacity (path CH) and consolidates 

the authoritarian character of regimes in the periphery (path CHJ). Comparative political economy, finally, 

alludes to the autonomy of the state, portraying state capacity as an outcome of endogenous historical rather 

than exogenous international processes, although the latter plays a role (Barkey and Parikh, 1991; Evans et 

al., 1985; Skocpol, 1979). Strong states are a source of agency and allows to mitigate global influences and 

to make sovereign decisions about political regime trajectories (path EIJ).14 

1.5. The Argument  

The theoretical framework in Figure 1.2 integrates competing theoretical models with regards to the 

mechanisms through which globalization and state capacity are believed to affect hybrid regimes. Crucially, 

this PhD argues that hybrid regimes should be studied from a comparative political economy perspective 

(paths EF and EIJ in Figure 1.2). This implies a structured agency approach to hybrid regimes, namely an 

approach that integrates objective relationships between groups (i.e. structures) with the choices and 

strategies of purposeful actors (i.e. agency) into one overarching research framework (Mahoney and Snyder, 

1999). Where both world society and world-systems theory are highly structural or deterministic models of 

hybrid regimes, the comparative political economy perspective is more dynamic and develops a concern for 

multilevel explanations of hybrid regimes, i.e. explanations that span across structural- and actor-levels of 

analysis.  

First, the political economy perspective offers a state-centered power-dependence conceptualization of the 

international environment. This means that attention goes to the distribution of capabilities between states 

and the extent to which this distribution creates opportunities as well as constraints for dependent yet 

choice-making states (Wendt, 1987, 340–344). Hybrid regimes, we argue, rose as a result of the gradual 

                                                      
14 We discuss each of these paths in further detail below. 
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transformation from a bipolar to a unipolar states system. The gradual weakening and sudden collapse of 

the Soviet Union throughout the eighties and early nineties concentrated resources in the West, rendering 

Western leverage for democracy profound and power to decouple limited, contributing to democratization 

and the rise of hybrid regimes. Globalization, however, quickly altered this unipolar structure. Globalization, 

it is argued, stimulated partner diversification and the emergence of new poles of power. This gave way to 

a multipolar and much more complex international system, creating new opportunities and limiting existing 

constraints for dependent states, allowing their hybrid regimes to survive.   

Second, the political economy perspective also highlights the role of state capacity, and as a corollary, that 

of potentially powerful state elites for explaining the rise and stability of hybrid regimes. States are 

organizational actors with a monopoly on the legitimate use of force combining administrative, policing and 

military functions (Skocpol, 1979, 29). States hold a boundary-maintenance function and develop interests 

that are distinct from all other actors in (inter)national society. States, in other words, are fundamentally 

Janus-faced. In our view, strong states are best-placed to pursue these interests. Although a macro-structure, 

state capacity allows state elites to mitigate pressures from below and abroad and to even make the most 

controversial decisions. It puts the state and their leaders in the driving seat for political development. State 

capacity, in other words, allows for effective counter-leverage and provides a tool to decouple from the 

democratic script. The extent states can do so, however, depends on their capacity, which of course differs 

across time and space. Besides an outcome of international power dynamics, we argue that hybrid regimes 

also stem from state capacity. Hybrid regimes need strong states to rise and survive. 

As is clear, the political economy perspective does not put forward structures as primordial units generating 

actor identities or interests. Rather, it sees structures as resources that at once enable and constrain already 

pre-existing actors. The extent, however, that structures facilitate action depends upon how they can be 

appropriated and transformed by actors in a self-conscious manner. As we seek to show, it is this complex 

integration of structure and agency, or structured agency, and the balance of power it generates between 

actors at various levels with the state taking a preponderant position which lies at the basis of the rise and 

stability of hybrid regimes.  

One of the main novelties of this PhD thesis is that, rather than assessing the strength of each macro-

sociological framework simultaneously, it gives particular attention to the comparative political economy 

theory of democracy diffusion taking into account state capacity. Such a stance is important, because 

compared to world society and world-systems theory, comparative political economy lost popularity in 

recent macro-sociological research. Although comparative political economy received more attention in 

political science, especially in the path-breaking work of Levitsky and Way (2010), this PhD thesis goes 
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beyond (and adds to) this work by investigating how international structures and state capacity explain initial 

transitions to and the subsequent survival of hybrid regimes rather than divergent hybrid regime trajectories.  

1.6. General Findings 

As said, this PhD thesis distinguishes between direct and indirect paths of democracy diffusion. Where the 

direct path investigates the impact of globalization on the overall structure of international power relations 

and the rise and stability of hybrid regimes, the indirect path examines the indirect effects of the international 

environment on hybrid regimes through how it affects state capacity.  

The PhD thesis finds that, with regards to the direct path of democracy diffusion, integration in power-

dependence networks with democratic partners stimulates democratization, while integration in power-

dependence networks with autocratic partners impedes it. The effects, however, are much stronger for 

democratic than autocratic power networks, as we will clarify below. Interestingly, the PhD thesis also finds 

that the positive effect of integration in dependence networks with democratic partners on democratization 

declines significantly after the Cold War, and that in this period trade dependence on the People’s Republic 

of China exercises a negative effect on democratization, even though this effect was insignificant before the 

Cold War.  

The findings demonstrate that international power structures play an important role for the diffusion of 

democracy and authoritarianism. Specifically, and responding to the first sub-research question, the PhD 

thesis offers qualified evidence that although the legitimacy of democracy thrived during the final phase of 

the Cold War, concurrent with the gradual switch from a bipolar to unipolar international power structure, 

contributing to democratization worldwide, the legitimacy of the democratic model declined however 

afterwards. Globalization and the swift economic rise of China gave way to a multipolar power structure, 

stimulating the diversification of dependence ties and the relative demise of the democratic script at the 

expense of authoritarianism. The PhD thesis offers new insights regarding the international context of hybrid 

regime rise and stability. Hybrid regimes carry with them the remains of the unipolar moment, when 

pressure for democracy was profound and alternatives few. Hybrid regime stability, however, followed from 

the power-dependence logic of a multipolar world. Multi-polarity reinstated competition between would-be 

hegemons, revived the legitimacy of authoritarianism, and gave dependent states new powers to decouple 

from democracy. In this context, hybrid regimes are a rather “normal” outcome – they allow dependent 

states to pay lip service to traditional (Western) partners while avoiding the perils of democracy. 
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The indirect path of democracy diffusion further nuances the international explanation of hybrid regimes by 

bringing in state capacity. Importantly, responding to the second sub-research question, the PhD thesis finds 

that the state provides a second source of power to decouple from democracy, in addition to international 

power dynamics. In the indirect path, the impact of Western dependence and Western pressure to 

democratize on democratization is mediated by state capacity. Where Western dependence is translated into 

outright pressure to democratize, and state capacity is high, we find that the outcome is not democracy but 

rather a hybrid regime and significant window-dressing. Only when in such a context state capacity is 

medium to low, state elites lack the power structures to effectively mitigate international pressure and 

credible steps towards liberal democracy occur. Moreover, where Western pressure to democratize is low, 

for instance as a result of competing foreign policy ambitions, and state capacity is high, the outcome is 

persistent authoritarianism. Where in such a context, state capacity is medium to low, the outcome depends 

on the balance of power between societal actors on the one hand and state elites on the other and most likely 

results into political regime instability.  

In response to the general research question, the PhD thesis demonstrates that hybrid regimes result from 

the opportunities and constraints provided by the international system, as they are equilibrium outcomes of 

complex interactions at various levels with the state taking up a prominent position. Specifically, hybrid 

regimes are the outcome of foreign pressure to democratize in a context of strong state power. Interestingly, 

while many observers have recognized window-dressing as a strategy of state elites lying at the basis of 

hybrid regimes, only few have investigated its strategic origins.15 This is where this PhD thesis steps in.  

1.7. Structure of the PhD Thesis 

The remainder of the PhD thesis is organized as follows. Chapter 2 of the first part of the PhD thesis presents 

the theoretical framework of the thesis. This section starts by describing institutional determinants of hybrid 

regime stability and change. Institutional explanations of hybrid regimes became very popular in recent 

years and therefore cannot not be ignored. After however highlighting the limits of this strand of research, 

we turn to macro-sociological debates regarding the link between globalization and democracy diffusion. 

We discuss world society theory firstly and world-systems theory secondly in order to unravel our 

comparative political economy framework of democracy diffusion. We scrutinize into further detail what 

this framework implies for the link between globalization, international relations and the rise and stability 

of hybrid regimes. Afterwards, we introduce the indirect path of democracy diffusion. Here, particular 

                                                      
15 Including, perhaps surprisingly, the path-breaking work of Levitsky and Way (2010). For a similar argument, see 
Slater (2011, 387) 
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attention goes to the conceptualization of state capacity, as well as how state capacity relates to international 

and domestic factors and how this in turn explains hybrid regimes. 

Chapter 3 of part I then concentrates on the methodology. We introduce a multimethod research (MMR) 

design combining large-N statistical analysis with small-N comparative-historical analysis. Interestingly, 

the research design allows to present explanations of hybrid regimes that are at once thin – i.e. that lend 

themselves to hypothesis testing and generalization – and thick – i.e. that provide a rich understanding of 

specific events in one or more cases and facilitate theory development (Coppedge, 2013, 5–6). We explain 

how this PhD thesis applies a causal mechanism multimethod design (Goertz, 2017) and, as regards the case 

studies, zoom in on the selection of cases (Rwanda and Burundi), data collection, and methodological 

techniques, among others.   

Afterwards, we switch gears and turn to the empirical chapters. Part II covers the large-N statistical studies 

and follows a deductive logic. Chapter 4 of part II devotes special attention to the main dependent variable 

of the study, i.e. hybrid regimes. It argues that the study of hybrid regimes is plagued by conceptual 

confusion and measurement flaws. In response, the chapter develops a multidimensional and continuous 

configurative approach to the conceptualization and measurement of hybrid regimes. Building upon 

democratic theory, the chapter distinguishes between five salient dimensions of democracy, i.e. (1) political 

competition; (2) respect for human rights; (3) checks and balances; (4) impartial administration and (5) 

citizen participation. The chapter shows that only few studies have systematically addressed these five 

dimensions of democracy in past research, and that instead most studies focused on political competition to 

study of hybrid regimes. The chapter argues that these five dimensions create the theoretically justified 

property-space along which to study hybrid regimes. It makes use of a novel dataset and relies on 

confirmatory factor analysis and hierarchical clustering techniques to present a measurement of hybrid 

regimes that is theoretically more coherent and empirically more sensitive than previous measures. The 

chapter demonstrates the strength of the new measure through various validation techniques and discusses 

limitations as well as avenues for future research. 

From the outset, however, it bears stressing that substantial overlap exists between the theoretical framework 

developed in Chapter 4 and the framework used by the International Institute for Democracy and Electoral 

Assistance (IDEA) (Skaaning, 2018). To be sure, one should note that the first version of Chapter 4 was 

already written in the course of 2014. In this period, it was rather novel to distinguish between different 

dimensions of democracy and to measure these dimensions through disaggregated indicators. We published 
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a working paper on the matter even before the IDEA framework existed and went viral.16 Needless to say, 

the conceptual study of democracy evolved quite significantly since 2014. All this forced us to update 

Chapter 4 at quite a late stage of the PhD trajectory (February 2019) by including (two) additional 

dimensions of democracy, bringing our framework close to IDEA. Therefore, despite overlap with IDEA, 

one should note that the core ideas of Chapter 4 remain our own, and that the IDEA framework actually 

gives further credibility to our findings and approach. Alternatively, this chapter also contributes to the 

IDEA framework by anchoring the work of International IDEA and others deeper into democratic theory.  

Chapter 5 of part II explores the link between globalization, power-dependence relations, and the rise and 

stability of hybrid regimes. It was written in the course of 2015–2016. This chapter provides a large-N 

statistical test of path EF in Figure 1.2. The chapter departs from world society theory, yet argues that this 

theory faces limits explaining the global stagnation of democracy from the mid-nineties on. The chapter 

argues that the structure of international power-dependence relations between countries determines chances 

for democracy. Where this structure gradually shifted from a bipolar to unipolar system in the final phase 

of the Cold War, increasing Western leverage for democratization, after the Cold War this type of leverage 

was quickly undercut by globalization and the economic rise of China. This challenged the supremacy of 

the democratic script by allowing a balance against Western pressure to democratize and by exposing 

countries to market authoritarianism, all benefitting hybrid regime stability. The chapter tests this argument 

making use of a multidimensional dataset of international dependence relations for a global sample of states 

for the period 1972–2005, as well as ego-network analysis and event history techniques.  

Part III moves the analytical focus to the indirect effects of the international environment on hybrid regimes 

through state capacity. It turns from large-N statistical analysis, which mapped the international background 

of the rise and stability of hybrid regimes, to small-N comparative-historical analysis. This part of the PhD 

provides qualitative investigations of path EIJ in Figure 1.2, with research conducted between 2016 and 

2019. Part III also puts more emphasis on state agency, i.e. the ability of states to effectively mitigate 

complex pressures from abroad and below. Doing so, we add another layer to the overall argument. 

Concretely, part III goes beyond the conceptualization of the state as a choice-making unit in international 

affairs.17 Instead, it presents the state as a macro-unit that is capable to actively intervene in domestic and 

international settings and to steer political developments in specific ways. As we seek to show, not only 

state choices in the international realm, but also specific state actions in the domestic realm provide an 

                                                      
16 See De Roeck and Van Rossem (2015). 
17 As in Chapter 5. 
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important explanation of the rise and stability of hybrid regimes. State actions should be understood in 

reaction to complex pressures from below and abroad.  

Chapter 6 of part III presents the theoretical model under investigation. Because the model emphasizes 

complex power dynamics between multiple actors at various levels (international  state  society) to 

explain hybrid regimes, it is called the political economy model of democracy diffusion. In short, the model 

argues that democracy diffusion is conditional upon (1) aid dependence (2) donor pressure to democratize 

and (3) state despotic power. Although the model owes intellectual debt to Levitsky and Way (2010), it goes 

beyond and adds to their work by explaining how Western leverage and state capacity actually contribute 

to the rise and stability of hybrid regimes. The model was developed through a process of “abduction” 

(Delputte and Orbie, 2018), which implies the “multiple creation, testing, revising, and retesting of 

hypotheses” within the same complex material and thus a constant dialogue between theory and evidence 

(Mahoney and Rueschemeyer, 2003, 312). The model, in other words, is both an argument and finding of 

the PhD thesis.18 Importantly, the model puts special emphasis on the network of foreign aid, or Official 

Development Assistance (ODA), at the expense of other types of international exchange. This is so because 

in various countries in the Global South, the disbursement of foreign aid, rather than other forms of 

exchange, constitutes the main type of international interaction.19 Frequently, foreign aid involves 

government-to-government transfers of resources along which leverage is created and pressure exercised.   

Chapter 7 illustrates the political economy model of democracy diffusion for Burundi. As said, 

methodological concerns such as case selection, sources of data and research techniques are discussed in 

Chapter 3. The chapter departs from the observation that Burundi’s political regime path after the Cold War 

was rather erratic. The country transitioned to democracy in 1993, quickly degenerated into a hybrid regime 

after this period, made another democratic transition in 2005, and started to de-democratize to a hybrid 

regime from 2006 on to make a free fall on levels of democracy after 2015. The chapter shows that the only 

way to account for this process in aid-dependent Burundi is by looking at the interaction between donor 

pressure to democratize and the strength of despotic state infrastructures.  

Chapter 8, for its part, illustrates the political economy model of democracy diffusion for Rwanda. In 

contrast to Burundi, Rwanda’s political regime trajectory was much less erratic. Once the Rwandan Patriotic 

Front (RPF) grabbed power after the 1994 genocide, Rwanda rather quickly developed into a stable hybrid 

regime. As we will seek to show, also this trajectory should be understood in light of the interaction between 

donor pressure to democratize and state despotic power. Once the RPF elite took office, it quickly revived 

                                                      
18 We will further discuss this issue below in the methodology section.  
19 We develop this argument in further detail below.  
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state despotic power structures and developed rather cordial ties with Western powers. Over time, Rwanda 

became a real “donor darling” (Marysse et al., 2007). The absence of any substantial pressure to 

democratize, together with strong despotic infrastructures, engendered hybrid regime stability, to the extent 

that the need for window-dressing was also significantly reduced.  

Chapter 9 finally compares Rwanda’s and Burundi’s divergent political regime trajectories after the 1993–

1994 events. Although, obviously, quite some overlap exists between this chapter and the two previous 

ones, the chapter adds to our knowledge on hybrid regimes by moving the analytical focus from within-case 

to cross-case analysis. In short, the aim is to demonstrate the strength of the political economy model of 

democracy diffusion in a comparative fashion, explicitly looking at the differences and similarities between 

both countries. In the concluding Chapter 10, we recap the theoretical problems, summarize the overall 

findings of the PhD thesis by unravelling a more general political economy theory of hybrid regimes, and 

also discuss the implications of our findings for EU policy and future research. 
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Chapter 2 

Theoretical Framework 
 

 

2.1. Institutional Explanations of Hybrid Regimes 

In recent years, a relatively rich literature emerged on the institutional determinants of hybrid regimes. The 

central argument in institutional theory is that nominally democratic institutions (elections, parties, 

legislatures) in non-democracies explain hybrid regime dynamics.20 Despite this superficial consensus, 

however, disagreements remain. One strand of institutionalist scholarship, for instance, points to the regime-

democratizing effects of democratic institutions in hybrid regimes (Brownlee, 2009; Donno, 2013; Fish, 

2006; Lindberg, 2006, 2009; Miller, 2015; Teorell, 2010; Teorell and Wahman, 2018; Wright and Escribà-

Folch, 2012). Elections, in this view, mobilize society against the dictator and increase the costs of 

authoritarianism. The more they occur, therefore, the higher the likelihood of democratization. A similar 

argument applies to legislatures and political parties. The presence of legislatures and political parties in 

hybrid regimes not only strengthen checks and balances, they also facilitate collective action and incumbent 

turnover, all contributing to democratization in hybrid regimes.  

Another strand of institutionalist research, however, takes an opposite position. Rather than portents of 

change, this list of studies argues that nominally democratic institutions in hybrid regimes serve as engines 

of stability (Brownlee, 2007; Gandhi, 2008, 2015; Geddes, 2005; Kendall-Taylor and Frantz, 2014; Knutsen 

et al., 2017; Little, 2012; Magaloni, 2006; Miller, 2014). In short, nominally democratic institutions, such 

as unfree and/or unfair elections won by large margins, not only have the ability to demonstrate that any 

opposition against the dictator is futile, they also allow the dictator to more easily extract information from 

society – and thus to quickly foil any type of opposition – and to strengthen patronage networks, among 

others (Brancati, 2014). All this facilitates incumbent survival in office and allows to keep the hybrid regime 

intact. Democratic institutions in hybrid regimes should therefore be seen as a blessing to rather than a curse 

for dictators.  

                                                      
20 For an overview, see for instance Gandhi and Lust-Okar (2009), Magaloni and Kricheli (2010) and Schedler (2013, 
151–157). 
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Importantly, while reasons for opposing findings differ, one stems from the fact that within institutionalist 

scholarship, too much emphasis is put on the exogenous effects of domestic institutions at the expense of 

alternative ones.21 In a sense, this is surprising, as institutionalist studies face some considerable 

shortcomings. On the one hand, most institutionalist studies cannot account for why so many countries adopt 

nominally democratic institutions in the first place. In the rare cases they do, however, these institutions are 

explained as outcomes of strategic actions by powerful political elites (Pepinsky, 2013, 4–5). Such an 

explanation, however, is not institutional. More fundamentally, it raises questions about the true exogenous 

effects of nominally democratic institutions sensu stricto. The explanation rather suggests that there is no 

difference between the exogenous effects of nominally democratic institutions and their very endogenous 

origins, or better, that political actors not only compete within, but also over institutional arrangements. This 

is also recognized by Jayasuriya and Rodan (2007, 775), who point out that “implicit in the [institutionalist] 

accounts of hybrid regimes is the problematic assumption that these [nominally democratic] institutions are 

external to – even if influenced by – broader power structures.” Second, institutionalist studies also ignore 

international determinants of hybrid regimes, even though there is little doubt that international processes 

affect political regimes in major ways, and that due to globalization, this level of analysis only gained 

importance over time, as already indicated in the introduction. The inability of institutionalist studies to 

explain the emergence of hybrid regimes, as well as the role of the international environment in this process, 

is a clear flaw. It forces us to look at alternative explanations for our research questions. Looking at 

sociological theory, interestingly, we observe that competing theories exist regarding the role of 

globalization, international relations, state (elites), and the rise and stability of hybrid regimes. It is to these 

discussions we turn next. 

2.2. World Society Theory 

World society theory argues that globalization stimulates democratization. The argument is captured in path 

AB of Figure 1.2 in the introduction. The causal mechanism linking globalization and democratization in 

this theory is what DiMaggio and Powell (1983) call normative isomorphism. World society theory puts 

global culture at the center of explanation. The theory refers to the existence of highly legitimate cultural 

scripts in world affairs. These scripts were configured in the West about 200 years ago. Their universality 

stems from Western Capitalism, Christianity and Enlightenment ideals. Liberal democracy is a prominent 

example of a global script. Democracy’s modern roots goes back to eighteenth century writings of John 

                                                      
21 Other reasons for contradictory findings are differences in data collection, model specification and statistical 
procedures, operationalization of dependent and independent variables and geographical and temporal coverage, 
among others. 
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Locke, Alexis de Tocqueville and Thomas Paine, among others. With time, the democratic model turned 

into a “dominant global ideology” (Torfason and Ingram, 2010, 358–359).  

For world society theory, globalization encourages the diffusion of Western models, including democracy. 

Globalization fosters the integration of countries into a horizontal network of international governmental 

organizations (IGOs). Likewise, it exposes them to a growing assemblage of international non-governmental 

organizations (INGOs). IGOs and INGOs constitute the “skeleton” of the world polity. They serve as the 

main carriers of Western scripts or the world polity and act as diffusion agents. Globalization not only 

undercuts existing asymmetries in the international system, producing a “densely interconnected and 

decentralized social structure,” it also increasingly exposes countries to Western scripts (Beckfield, 2010, 

1019). Hence, by integrating in the world polity, states become gradually more aware about what constitutes 

legitimate, rational and appropriate behavior. States adopt Western institutions in order to gain status, 

legitimacy, and recognition amongst peers. Globalization and democratization are therefore two sides of the 

same coin. The more global and interconnected the world polity, the higher the likelihood of democracy 

diffusion. Various empirical studies found evidence in support of such a view (Hafner-Burton and Tsutsui, 

2005; Pevehouse, 2002, 2005; Torfason and Ingram, 2010; Wejnert, 2005).  

World society theory explains hybrid regimes through decoupling. In short, decoupling refers to the 

distinction between institutional form and function, i.e. between formal policy and eventual practice. World 

society scholars conceive decoupling as an endemic characteristic of the modern states system. In their view, 

the diffusion and adoption of relatively complex Western models such as liberal democracy goes hand in 

hand with conflict, inconsistency and contradiction at the national level. These conflicts, however, are not 

seen as outcomes of power struggles between competing states, nor believed to stem from strategic choices 

of powerful political elites. Rather, they result from capacity gaps in script-adopting states. Hybrid regimes 

are therefore no substantive category of political regimes. Instead, hybrid regimes should be seen as 

temporary regimes that ultimately lay the groundwork for further democratization. This is so because they 

provide “a continuing basis for further mobilization” (Meyer, 2010, 15). Meyer et al. (1997, 155) point out 

that scholars and policy-makers alike should not be cynical about decoupling or hybrid regimes. They just 

need to be patient. 

2.3. World-Systems Theory 

World-systems theory has a different take on the link between globalization and democratization. The 

argument is presented in path CD of Figure 1.2 in the introduction. World-systems theory argues that 

globalization does not undercut existing hierarchies or structural inequality in the world-system, but rather 
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reproduces it. According to world-systems theory, the world is stratified into a core and a (semi-)periphery 

resulting from unequal economic exchange between countries. The core are rich, industrially advanced and 

economically powerful (Western) states, such as the US, France, Germany and the UK, that have large 

economies, produce sophisticated goods and control the international division of labor and terms of 

exchange. They have an interest in globalization because it allows to generate more profit and to consolidate 

their privileged position. By contrast, (semi-)peripheral states are relatively poor, weakly industrialized and 

relatively isolated states that are exploited by the core for the access to raw materials and the export of 

processed and second-hand goods.  

Importantly, world-systems theory posits that unequal economic exchange and dependency are the main 

drivers of national political development. The theory predicts significant variation in levels of democracy 

across world-system zones. Where democracy is relatively common in the core, it is unusual in the (semi-

)periphery (Bollen and Jackman, 1985). According to world-systems theory, authoritarianism and hybrid 

regimes result from the fact that the structural conditions for democratization in the (semi-)periphery are 

not fulfilled. In short, dependency as a rather diffuse form of power structure generates underdevelopment 

in the (semi-)periphery. This underdevelopment weakens more substantive forms of democratization, 

because it undercuts class formation and other forms of modernization (urbanization, education, 

industrialization) believed to be crucial for democracy.22 It also incentivizes the core to support political 

elites in the periphery (Bollen, 1983). The only way to get out of this impasse, and thus to become a liberal 

democracy, is by reducing dependency and making upward mobility in a highly unequal and stratified 

international system. The prospects for such a move are however limited. Also in an era of globalization, 

various studies find that world-system zones are fairly persistent across time and space and that chances for 

mobility remain low (Babones, 2005; Chase-Dunn, 1998; Clark, 2016; Jacobs and Van Rossem, 2016). Core 

states, by contrast, are relatively free from this type of foreign interference. They directly benefit from 

unequal exchange and develop internal structures that bode well for democracy. The direct link between 

world-system zone and (the lack of) democracy is shown in various empirical studies (Balaev, 2009; Bollen, 

1983; Bollen and Jackman, 1985; Clark, 2012; Gonick and Rosh, 1988) although these findings remain 

contested (Crenshaw, 1995; Gasiorowski, 1988; Paxton, 2002; Wejnert, 2005).  

Overall, both world society and world-systems theory explain hybrid regimes as a result of global system 

dynamics. Where world society theory perceives hybrid regimes as temporary phenomena stemming from 

capacity gaps in script-adopting states, world-systems theory sees hybrid regimes as outcomes of 

                                                      
22 The world-systems argument to hybrid regimes is therefore quite close to modernization theory. For an overview 
of modernization theory, see for instance Møller and Skaaning (2013, chap. 7). 
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international inequality, dependency, and world-system position. While world society theory is rather 

optimistic, arguing that hybrid regimes will eventually converge to liberal democracy, world-systems theory 

is pessimistic, positing that hybrid regimes are here to stay. Both models, however, are highly deterministic 

explanations of hybrid regimes. They also cannot explain why hybrid regimes suddenly became so 

numerous after the Cold War and provide static accounts of hybrid regimes. They frame states as merely 

passive actors subject to global structural forces over which they have no control. Drawing upon 

comparative political economy, we argue that this is too much of a simplification. States are active players 

in the international realm exploiting the opportunities and constraints offered by globalization. Hybrid 

regimes, we posit, are products of international power-dependence relations. They result from shifting 

relational patterns of dependence, power and control between states. In the next section, we develop our 

comparative political economy argument of hybrid regimes in further detail. The argument draws upon the 

neorealist perspective in international relations (Jackson and Sørensen, 2010, chap. 2; Waltz, 1979; Wendt, 

1987) and is situated amidst the optimistic world society and pessimistic world-systems model.  

2.4. Comparative Political Economy 

2.4.1. The Direct Path of Democracy Diffusion 

2.4.1.1. The Global System as a Power-Dependence Network 

This PhD thesis conceptualizes the international environment as a power-dependence network (Bergesen, 

1984; Clark, 2008; Galtung, 1971; Van Rossem, 1996). Such a conceptualization implies, first and foremost, 

a focus on repeated and relatively stable interactions between states. Few of us would deny that states 

exchange a wide variety of goods, ranging from material (oil, gas, minerals, money, foreign aid, population, 

(military) technology, manufactured products) to immaterial (language, culture, knowledge, information 

and legitimacy) resources. Levitsky and Way (2006, 379) call this type of interaction “linkage,” indicating 

“the density of ties (economic, political, diplomatic, social, and organizational) and cross-border flows (of 

trade and investment, people, and communication) between particular countries” (p. 379). Although linkage 

is typically equated with ties to “the United States, the European Union, and Western-led multilateral 

organizations,” and thus Western linkage, there is little reason however to limit the analysis to this type of 

linkage alone (p. 379). Especially in an era of globalization, linkage goes beyond ties to the West and also 

involves other regions, making it global in character (De Lombaerde et al., 2019; Keohane and Nye, 2012, 

chap. 10).  

Importantly, exchange relations or linkages between countries are not always balanced. Countries need other 

countries to acquire resources in order to satisfy domestic demands. Despite a major oil producer itself, for 
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instance, the US relies on various other states to meet its high oil demand and to keep the economy running. 

This brings in the question of power. The need for resources makes some states dependent on other states 

for the provision of resources (Pfeffer and Salancik, 1978). This creates power inequality in the states 

system. Control, power, and dependence are generated through the asymmetric control over strategic 

resources, both within and beyond state borders. Galtung (1971, 89) describes this vertical interaction 

structure as follows: 

There are four rules defining this particular interaction structure: 

(1) interaction between Center and Periphery is vertical 

(2) interaction between Periphery and Periphery is missing 

(3) multilateral interaction involving all three is missing 

(4) interaction with the outside world is monopolized by the Center, with two implications: 

a. Periphery interaction with other Center nations is missing 

b. Center as well as Periphery interaction with Periphery nations belonging to other 

Center nations is missing. 

 

Importantly, for Galtung, interactions between states create a core-periphery pattern. This renders Galtung’s 

theory quite close to world-systems theory. Open-systems theory, by contrast, allows to turn Galtung’s 

structural perspective into a dyadic power-dependence perspective (Scott, 2003, chap. 4). Powerful states 

are (core) states that control large amounts of (im)material resources. The control over these resources 

creates power-dependence relations. Dependence follows from “(1) the magnitude of A's interest in or desire 

for a good (x); (2) the extent of control of x by another actor B; and (3) the ability of A to substitute for x 

or for B” (Baldwin, 1980; Barnett and Duvall, 2005; Caporaso, 1978, 21). Dependence is highest when a 

resource is relatively important for country A, alternatives are few, supply is uncertain, and there is limited 

resource dependence or counter-leverage in the other direction (Pfeffer and Salancik, 1978, 52–53). Such a 

situation implies that dependent states are vulnerable to sudden interruptions in resource flows. Powerful 

states are those states that control many resources, attract the bulk of dependence relations, and are able to 

limit their own dependence. Dependent states, by contrast, control relatively few resources. They send the 

majority of dependence ties while not being able to compensate for this (Emerson, 1962).  

To be sure, a state of dependence gives dominant states leverage over their dependent counterparts. 

Dominant states can (ab)use their position by disturbing resource exchange and by exercising pressure. It is 

no secret, for instance, that Western states frequently make use of political conditionalities (sanctions, 

threats, and rewards) to foster democratization in dependent states or to achieve other foreign policy 

objectives, such as international security or migration control (Alesina and Dollar, 2000; Crawford, 1997, 
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2001; Molenaers et al., 2015; Stokke, 1995). In general, dominant states use their leverage if it is in their 

interest to do so (Waltz, 1979, 113). Dependent states, for their part, mind their steps because assertiveness 

risks backfiring (Clark, 2008). As a rule, they avoid disturbing resource flows and anticipate on partner 

actions. Yet, because resource dependence is sometimes reciprocal, dependent states are not powerless 

either. Dependent states can reciprocal dependencies to exercise counter-leverage. Leverage, taken together, 

is the degree to which governments are vulnerable to external pressure (Levitsky and Way, 2006, 379). 

Interestingly, while Levitsky and Way (2006, 382) believe leverage “is rooted in the size and strength of 

countries' states and economies,” we posit that leverage is exercised via concrete power-dependence 

relations.23 It depends on net balances of power resulting from asymmetric resource dependencies. One 

should note, however, that it is only out of the aggregation of dyadic power-dependence relations that overall 

dependence and thus international hierarchy emerges. The structural configuration of all dependence ties, 

and not dyadic power-dependence relations as such, determines constraints and opportunities for states. The 

less resource concentration, the more opportunities emerge. The international environment is therefore not 

only an exchange but also a highly coercive system with some states maintaining more leverage than others 

because of the peculiarity of their interdependence.  

Power-dependence relations are also inherently multiplex. States simultaneously act and compete within 

multiple power networks. Countries not only compete for economic goods, but also strive for political 

legitimacy, military strength, ideological power, and so forth. Each power network is semi-autonomous and 

operates according to its own logic. Yet, power networks are also to some extent cross-cutting. That is, 

power in one network may, but not necessarily needs to, contribute to power in another network. One finds 

such a view in Galtung (1971, 98), who highlights different forms of vertical exchange. And this is also 

recognized by Mann (2013), who distinguishes between economic, political, military and ideological power 

networks in his four-volume work on global history. Although there is little doubt that states have a stake 

in each and every of these power networks, it is worth noting that the gradient might be different. Where 

for some states trade relations are pivotal, for others political, military, ideological relations, or any complex 

combination, prevails.  

Finally, it should be emphasized that in a power-dependence logic, states rather than IGOs or INGOs, 

disseminate cultural scripts abroad. This is so because states, apart from self-interested units, also function 

as normative agents. To a variable degree, they advocate specific norms and values abroad and try to 

influence institutions in other states. American foreign policy, for instance, is not only guided by the quest 

for oil, but also focuses on respect for human rights, free trade, and multiparty elections. Krasner (2009, 

                                                      
23 Which are of course shaped by the size and strength of countries’ state and economies but cannot be reduced to 
that.  
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chap. 9), in this vein, distinguishes between “logics of consequences,” and “logics of appropriateness.” 

Where logics of consequences are state actions designed to maximize national interest, logics of 

appropriateness refer to normative ideals about what is right. Although both logics may clash, leading to 

“organized hypocrisy” or only rhetorical support to normative principles, they can converge as well 

(Brunsson, 1989). If so, this reduces the maneuverability of dependent states significantly. Dependence then 

leads to coercion by partners to respect certain normative principles. Although all states to some extent 

uphold logics of appropriateness, only few can promote them abroad. The promotion of cultural scripts 

follows power-dependence patterns, with powerful states dominating the international normative realm. 

States promote these values in order to strengthen their control over the international system and to maintain 

their own power position (Krasner, 2009). Interestingly, while all this may spell normative convergence, it 

may also engender conflict when cultural models of great powers collide.  

2.4.1.2. Globalization, Power-Dependence and Hybrid Regimes 

Importantly, power-dependence relations are by no means static. Rather, the image of the international states 

system is one of dynamic interaction and shifting patterns of dependence between competing and self-

interested states. This is where state agency enters the picture. States constantly look for opportunities, seek 

to limit constraints, and maneuver for advantage. Yet, although the international power hierarchy is not 

fixed, it nevertheless remains relatively stable, and hence best understood by looking at processes of the 

longue durée. A pertinent question, then, is how globalization affects the overall power-dependence 

structure of international relations and how this in turn explains the rise and stability of hybrid regimes. This 

brings us to path EF of Figure 1.2 as introduced in the introduction.  

What is argued here, consistent with comparative political economy, is that globalization makes the power-

dependence system not only more integrated, but also more complex. More specifically, globalization 

undermines the concentrated bipolar and unipolar structure of the global system in favor of a multi-polar 

more diversified one. Globalization propels interaction between dependent states and also stimulates 

interaction with other great powers. This is also what other studies suggest. According to Huntington (1999, 

36), globalization gave rise to a “uni-multipolar system,” with one superpower (the US) facing several new 

powers. Likewise, for Halper (2010, 27), globalization entails “new sources of wealth beyond the West” 

and “new ideas about capitalism without democracy.” Although many of these shifts have to do with the 

rapid rise of China in the economic realm, these shifts cannot be limited to the rise of China alone (Cohen, 

2015, 84; Jacobs and Van Rossem, 2014; Vom Hau et al., 2012). When looking at the network of foreign 

aid, for instance, various authors point to the emergence of various non-Western donors (Kragelund, 2008, 

2011; Manning, 2006) as a result of globalization, with China at the helm (Chin, 2012). Woods (2008, 
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1206), furthermore, identifies a “silent revolution” in the foreign aid landscape, with emerging donors 

“quietly offering alternatives to aid-receiving countries” and thereby “introducing competitive pressures 

into the existing system.” 

Globalization, in other words, enhances South-South cooperation and the emergence of new centers of 

power.24 According to a power-dependence logic, such a context undermines chances for democracy 

diffusion. This is so because globalization creates opportunities and reduces constraints for dependent states, 

allowing to decouple from the democratic script. As a rule, globalization facilitates “strategic hedging” or 

“external balancing” among dependent states (Tessman, 2012; Waltz, 1979, 2000). Both strategies imply 

that dependent states strengthen dependencies with other states while keeping traditional (Western) partners 

close. Instead of bandwagoning with rising powers, dependent states are looking for various alternative 

sources of support (Dreher et al., 2013; Mohan and Power, 2008; Swedlund, 2017). Doing so, they bolster 

competition between dominant states, increase their own autonomy, and downplay Western leverage for 

democracy by increasing their counter-leverage. Strategic hedging is also further encouraged by the relative 

success of non-Western development models, in particular market authoritarianism, which allows to bring 

about development without relinquishing power, what many dependent leaders find appealing.  

Comparative political economy explains the rise and stability of hybrid regimes looking at the changing 

competitive logic of the international states system. The rise of hybrid regimes is best explained in the 

context of the unipolar moment (Krauthammer, 1990). In this short period, right after the collapse of the 

Soviet Union, worldwide pressure to democratize was profound while power to decouple minimal. This 

contributed to worldwide democratization. Hybrid regime stability, on the other hand, should be understood 

against the backdrop of the shift from a unipolar system to a multipolar context due to globalization and the 

quick rise of China in international relations. This context, first, stimulated the rise of new partnerships, 

increasing the counter-leverage of dependent states. This counter-leverage, in turn, allowed to offset 

Western pressure to democratize if need be. Second, multi-polarity also bolstered the visibility and 

legitimacy of (successful) non-Western development models, especially market authoritarianism, at the 

expense of Western ones (Halper, 2010). Finally, the multipolar context also created new challenges for 

Western states in the international realm. Thereby, especially the events of 9/11 downgraded the importance 

of democracy promotion on the Western foreign policy agenda in favor of international security. All this 

benefitted the stability of hybrid regimes after the unipolar moment, for it undermined complex pressures 

                                                      
24 Including Brazil, Russia, India, South Africa (BRICs); but also Mexico, Indonesia, Nigeria and Turkey (MINT) and 
several others. 
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for democratization. We will discuss these arguments further in the fifth chapter as well as in the conclusion 

of the PhD thesis. 

We now have outlined the main macro-sociological theories explaining the direct impact of globalization 

on hybrid regimes. We departed from world society and world-systems theory, but we criticized these 

theoretical models for being too deterministic, static, and incomplete. In response, we proposed a more 

dynamic comparative political economy theory to explain hybrid regimes, emphasizing a state-centered 

power-dependence conception of international relations. Following comparative political economy, the rise 

and stability of hybrid regimes is best explained through the overall competitive logic of this system and the 

opportunities as well as constraints it provides for dependent states. In the next section, we discuss the 

indirect effects of globalization on hybrid regimes, namely as to how globalization affects state capacity and 

subsequent political development. As in the direct path of democracy diffusion, also in the indirect path 

conflicting views remain.
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2.4.2. The Indirect Path of Democracy Diffusion: Bringing the State Back In 

Apart from the opportunities offered by the international system due to globalization, we argue that state 

capacity provides another vehicle to decouple from the Western democratic script.25 Also such a position is 

not self-evident. Some globalization scholars claim that globalization renders the role of state capacity 

redundant. These scholars speak of a “powerless,” “retreating” “virtual” or “subordinate” and “dismantling” 

state as a result of a “borderless world” (Horsman and Marshall, 1994; Ohmae, 1995; Rosecrance, 1996; 

Strange, 1996). Others, however, criticize such a view, pointing out that globalization requires more rather 

than less state involvement in domestic and international affairs (King and Le Galés, 2012; Mann, 1997; 

Weiss, 1998).   

World society theory has a particular take on the link between globalization and state capacity. This 

relationship follows path AG in Figure 1.2. According to the theory, “many features of the contemporary 

nation-state derive from worldwide models constructed and propagated through global cultural and 

associational processes” (Meyer et al., 1997, 144–145). Rather than predicting the demise of the state, world 

society theory posits that globalization engenders the worldwide diffusion of the nation-state model. This is 

again the result of normative isomorphism. Studies have shown that today a wide variety of state institutions 

disseminate.26 World society theory, in other words, predicts a positive association between globalization 

and state capacity. According to the theory, the state also does not play any autonomous role in the 

development process. State identities, goals and policies are mere enactments of social and cultural rules of 

the wider environment rather than the result of autonomous decision-making or endogenous processes. State 

agency is therefore very limited, if not nonexistent altogether. States have no power to mitigate global 

cultural forces or resist the contours of it.  

World-systems theory, by contrast, forecasts a negative relationship between globalization and state 

capacity. The argument follows path CH in Figure 1.2 of the introduction. Globalization strengthens the 

structural mechanisms of exploitation and unequal exchange in the international system. It stirs up the role 

of the political elite in the periphery. This elite is outward-oriented, mainly serves the needs of the core, and 

profits from dependency by using state capacity primarily for self-enrichment. According to this theory, 

peripheral elites do everything within their power to maintain the status quo. Doing so, they receive 

                                                      
25 It is worth mentioning that where in the above the focus was on the state as a rational choice-making unit in 
international affairs, below we focus on the state as an organizational unit including both territorial, administrative 
and violence aspects. Where in the former state agency is about rational alignments at the international level, in the 
latter it is about capacity and empowering properties vis-à-vis domestic and foreign actors.  
26 From education systems (Meyer et al., 1992; Schofer and Meyer, 2005), to ministerial structures (Kim et al., 2002), 
constitutions (Boli, 1987; Beck et al., 2012), and national security policies (Jepperson et al., 1996), among others. For 
an overview, see Krücken and Drori (2009). 
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substantial (military) support from the core. Peripheral state elites also have little interest in strengthening 

state institutions – apart from the repressive apparatus. What preoccupies them is power and control, rather 

than socio-economic development or strong state institutions. In this literature, peripheral states are typically 

described as “lame leviathans,” “crony states,” “predatory states,” or “patrimonial states” and are generally 

considered to be weak (Bayart, 1993; Callaghy, 1987; Evans, 1989). Importantly, also in this framework the 

role of the state in the development process is rather limited. Peripheral states are the victims of structural 

violence of capitalism and lack the capacity and will to resist this system. Interestingly, in the literature on 

the political economy of aid, various studies have shown a negative link between aid dependence and state 

capacity for strikingly similar reasons (Benedek et al., 2014; Brautigam and Knack, 2004; Gupta et al., 2004; 

Knack, 2001, 2009; Remmer, 2004).27 Certain aid practices, it is argued, “serve to reinforce the patrimonial 

element within recipient governments at the expense of the legal-rational” (Moss et al., 2006, 7). 

2.4.2.1. Bringing the State Back In 

This PhD thesis modifies the models sketched out above by “bringing the state back in” (Evans et al., 1985). 

Although there is little doubt transnational pressures influence domestic processes, this does not by any 

means suggest that the state is a passive player in this process, on the contrary. As said, states can increase 

autonomy and offset foreign pressure by diversifying partner dependence. In addition, states also maintain 

sovereign control over their territory and population. They hold a boundary maintenance function and can 

use this as a buffer against foreign pressure. This implies that the state, and its relations to society, becomes 

an important factor to take into account when explaining the rise and stability of hybrid regimes. Yet, the 

capacity of states to mitigate foreign and domestic pressure varies significantly across time and space. It 

depends upon the ability of state leaders to act effectively. All this is a function of state capacity, which 

empowers state elites by giving them access to power resources.28 As is clear, by bringing the state back in, 

the focus should no longer be on the international environment alone, but on state-society relations and their 

interaction with foreign forces. It is the complex combination of these three interactions that provides an 

indirect explanation of hybrid regimes. 

                                                      
27 Although findings remain disputed (Carter, 2013; Clist, 2016; Clist and Morrissey, 2011), especially in case study 
research (for an overview, see Moss et al., 2006, 11–12). 
28 At this stage, one should note that state elites are the agents and the state is the structure. The state can empower 
or constrain state elites by providing or depriving them of tools to pursue political projects. All this depends on state 
capacity.  
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2.4.2.2. State Capacity 

Before we can scrutinize this process into greater detail, however, we first need to engage with the nature 

of state capacity. To be sure, the literature on the state offers different conceptualizations of state capacity.29 

The conceptualization of the state advanced in this study is one of the state as an organizational or realist 

actor. This implies a neo-Weberian logic, in which the state is seen as a “set of organizations invested with 

the authority to make binding decisions for people and organizations juridically located in a particular 

territory and to implement these decisions using, if necessary, force” (Evans et al., 1985, 46–47). The state 

is perceived as a differentiated unit from all other forces in society. It is ruled by a state class (i.e. those 

actors that occupy key positions of power within the state), who hold executive authority, have a monopoly 

on the legitimate use of force, and are preoccupied with power and control. The state is a “macro-structure” 

within society composed of “a set of administrative, policing, and military organizations” (Skocpol, 1979, 

29). Any statist analysis therefore implies the analysis of these macro-structures, as well as how these 

structures relate to a domestic and international context. The power of the state relative to the power of 

society provides an insight into the system of domination in any given polity. It is this power balance that 

determines to what extent state elites can act on their own and to what extent they can implement decisions 

to achieve their will.  

This PhD thesis distinguishes between two types of state capacity or state power, i.e. state despotic and state 

infrastructural power (Mann, 1984, 188; 2008, 355). State despotic power (DP) refers to the “range of 

actions which the state elite is empowered to undertake without routine institutionalized negotiation with 

civil society groups.” To be sure, DP is above all a domestic issue, as it highlights the relationship between 

state elite and society. An example of a state with substantial DP is the colonial state. This type of state most 

likely had greater autonomy from society than any other state in world history. One should note, however, 

that DP is never absolute. State elites always depend upon some groups in society to entrench power. DP is 

also domain-specific. That is, DP can be almost absolute in some government sectors, yet relatively weak 

in others. While DP frequently lays dormant, it becomes especially relevant when state elite interests collide 

with those of society. In that case, DP allows to take even the most controversial decisions. DP is based 

upon institutions that insulate state elites from dominant social groups as well as repressive capacity. 

Consistent with Levitsky and Way (2010), however, we consider repressive capacity more meaningful than 

institutional insulation. Although this does not mean that institutions are irrelevant, amongst the group of 

developing states, formal institutions are frequently circumvented by (the threat of) violence – especially 

when the stakes are high. This is why the latter is more important for DP than the former. Repressive 

                                                      
29 For overviews, see Barkey and Parikh (1991), Krasner (2009, chap. 3) and Vom Hau (2012), among others. 
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capacity results from the state’s monopoly on the legitimate use of force and executive control over the 

military, police, paramilitaries, and/or intelligence services, among others. It is a type of power that is denied 

to most other actors in society. In many developing states, repressive capacity is primarily used to control 

the population and only secondarily for foreign objectives. Importantly, although DP and authoritarianism 

are closely related, they are not identical. On the one hand, there are many authoritarian regimes with only 

limited DP. The Democratic Republic of the Congo provides a case in point. Although this country is 

nondemocratic, its armed forces are relatively weak and their control over the country at best spotty. This is 

different in, say, North Korea, which is also a nondemocratic regime, but where the despotic capacity of 

these latter forces is much stronger and extensive. On the other hand, there are also some presidential 

democracies, like France and the US, that have higher levels of DP than one would expect, given the 

extensive powers imbued in the presidency.  

State infrastructural power (IP), on the other hand, is “the capacity of the state to actually penetrate civil 

society and to implement logistically political decisions throughout the realm” (Mann, 2008, 355). IP refers 

to the presence of the state organization across national territory as well as the number of tasks the state 

performs to regulate social life. A national bureaucracy, taxation, education, modernization, and so forth, 

are all related to infrastructural power. There is little doubt that some states have only limited IP (Jackson 

and Rosberg, 1982) and that most of these states are developing states situated in the global South (Cooper, 

2002; Herbst, 2000; Slater, 2010). Other types of states, like welfare states, have on the other hand 

substantial IP. They tax societies “at source” and strongly regulate social life (Mann, 2008, 356). 

Importantly, what matters for IP is not the very size of the state, but rather the state’s actual organization. 

In order to have IP, state elites need to have control over what happens at lower levels of the state 

organization. This allows to implement uniform policies and avoids particularistic interests. In many states, 

the problem lies not so much in the size but rather in the actual cohesion of the state organization. The nature 

of IP is also different according to the type of DP, as we will illustrate below. 

2.4.2.3. A View on Below 

Statist analysis also needs to take into consideration the relation of the state vis-à-vis society. It reverts to 

the question: state capacity towards whom? And state capacity for what? States differentiate from society, 

yet this society also provides a strong potential bulwark against state action. This balance is often seen as a 

triad between the state on the one hand and civil society and market forces on the other (Evans, 1979). 

Additional research has furthermore emphasized a wide range of forces operating below the state, ranging 
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from socioeconomic classes30 to status groups31 to even rebel movements and popular insurgencies, among 

others.32 Just as for state capacity, however, also here a distinction needs to be made between the strength 

of society versus its autonomy. Where societal strength accrues from the degree to which society is 

organized, autonomy is a function of state penetration and state control over society. Although, for instance, 

both the Soviet Union and Nazi Germany had a relatively well-organized civil society, it was not 

autonomous whatsoever.  

Azarya (1988) offers an interesting analysis on the societal side of the state-society nexus. The author 

differentiates between two types of popular responses to state action. Incorporation involves “the process 

whereby large segments of the population associate with the state and take part in its activities in order to 

share its resources” (p. 6). Incorporation implies that substantial segments of the population find state 

activities desirable (for whatever reason) and therefore decide to align with it. In this case, the state functions 

as magnet. Disengagement, by contrast, “is the tendency to withdraw from the state and keep at a distance 

from its channels” (p. 7). Disengagement involves societal dissociation from the state due to doubts about 

state effectiveness or intentions. By disengaging, social actors turn to alternative types of engagement, such 

as informal trade or communal solidarity. They do so as a means to hedge against the arbitrariness of state 

action.  

Importantly, the study of incorporation and disengagement also means an interest in the degree of societal 

activism and favorable or unfavorable attitudes (Azarya, 1988, 13). These parameters are key, because the 

types and density of these actions can strengthen or weaken state capacity. As a rule, demonstrations, strikes, 

rebellions, be they brief or sustained, violent or non-violent, and within or outside existing institutions, are 

societal actions that disapprove of state actions and seek change. If unaddressed, they can profoundly 

weaken state capacity. Participation in the formal economy, commercialization, and voluntary engagement 

programs, on the other hand, are societal actions that generally endorse state activities and therefore add to 

the state’s collective power. Of course, in reality, these actions are again not always unequivocal. Some 

demonstrations, for instance, are organized in support of rather than in opposition to state activities. By the 

same token, several civil society activities might involve much more resistance than one would expect at 

first sight.33 It is furthermore worth mentioning that also the societal sphere is influenced by the international 

factors. In some cases, foreign actors can undermine the strength and autonomy of social forces, for instance 

                                                      
30 Such as the bourgeoisie (Moore, 1966); the working class (Bellin, 2000; Collier, 1999; Rueschemeyer et al., 1992; 
Stephens, 1989); the agrarian class (Yashar, 1997); the agrarian bourgeoisie (Paige, 1998); the middle class (Lipset, 
1959) and the landed gentry (for a good overview see Mahoney, 2003). 
31 Including trade unions, civil servants, religious groups (Bratton and Van de Walle, 1992, 1997); parties (Howard 
and Roessler, 2006) and nonviolent resistance movements (Schock, 2005). 
32 For insurgencies, see for instance Wood (2000, 2001). 
33 In this regard, see for instance Scott (1985). 
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by supporting a repressive state elite. In others, outside forces can contribute to a wealthy and diversified 

social sphere, especially when pouring funds into this sphere.  

2.4.2.4. State Despotic Infrastructures 

Of course, also the state as a macro-structure is well-placed to give shape and substance to society, especially 

in those contexts where the state is relatively powerful and society relatively weak. All this brings us to the 

question when are state elites able to act effectively? And how do state elites effectively deal with 

incorporation and disengagement?  

According to Mann’s definition, states can be strong and weak at the same time. States can be described as 

weak on DP and IP, strong on DP but weak on IP or vice versa, or strong on DP and IP. States, we assert, 

are strongest when they enjoy substantial despotic and infrastructural power.34 Theoretically speaking, such 

a power configuration allows state elites to maintain decision-making autonomy from society and to 

effectively implement decisions across territory. Such a power context puts the state in the driving seat as 

regards political development, at the expense of society. Likewise, it facilitates effective state action in the 

international realm, if only because this power configuration allows to respond quickly to geopolitical events 

(such as sudden demands for democracy). This power context can best be analyzed by studying state 

despotic infrastructures, i.e. infrastructures of power that not only give rise to, but also sustain and 

reproduce DP. Despotic infrastructures are infrastructures of state power that are typical in strong DP 

contexts and that differ from infrastructures of power in weak DP contexts because of their oppressive 

character. A non-exhaustive list of despotic infrastructures is summarized and briefly explained in Table 

2.1. 

Table 2.1 distinguishes between eight despotic power infrastructures. Importantly, not all despotic 

infrastructures are strictly necessary to make the state an effective actor. For instance, in many cases, control 

over a large and relatively sophisticated repressive apparatus is in itself alone sufficient to crystallize DP. 

Strong repressive capacity allows state elites to penetrate and control society and therefore may compensate 

for the lack of capacity in other despotic infrastructures. In other cases, by contrast, it is enough to rely on 

an extraordinary revenue-gathering capacity. Where during the Arab Spring, for instance, countries like  

 

                                                      
34 We are mainly speaking for developing countries. Of course, many developed countries in the West are low on DP 
and high on IP and are still highly effective actors. In the global South, however, IP is generally much lower and 
extremely variable. In such a context, therefore, DP has more relevance, as well as the infrastructural power 
structures that go along.  
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Yemen and Syria mainly resorted to repression, Saudi Arabia primarily reacted by increasing social 

spending. This was facilitated through the country’s extraordinary oil rents. There is little doubt that many 

despotic infrastructures are cross-cutting and can easily reinforce one another. Importantly, the presence of 

strong despotic infrastructures renders society virtually powerless. They undermine societal autonomy. In 

such a context, society becomes much more subject to the ploys of state power rather than the other way 

around. Disengagement, in other words, becomes quite complicated, while incorporation almost a must. 

This does not mean, however, that autonomous action becomes totally impossible. Rather, it suggests that 

this type of action is by definition forced underground, goes together with severe risk, and is generally more 

secure outside state borders. As a rule, autonomous action in such a context is more likely to result from 

Table 2.1. Despotic Infrastructures of State Power (Inspired by Mann, 2014). 

Despotic Infrastructures Description 

I. Physical infrastructures of 
communication 

State elites rely on roads, railroads, radio, 
television, and education systems to make 
repression and control over society easier 

II. Repressive forces State elites control society through arbitrarily 
declared and biased laws, as well as army and 
paramilitary security police forces, among 
others, and doing so entrench power 

III. Ideological legitimacy State elites make use of and actively create 
charismatic, traditional and rational-legal forms 
of authority in order for society to routinely obey 
regime directives 

IV. A loyal single party movement or an 
ethnic/religious/regional social group  

State elites cultivate elite unity and endorse 
regime agents to penetrate society as agents of 
regime control 

V. Spoils system State elites are generally inclined to redistribute 
resources in such a way they buy the support of 
potentially threatening economic, political and 
societal elites 

VI. Revenue-gathering capacity which 
does not depend on the consent of the 
people 

State elites use taxes that are specialized and 
require little consent from society, such as 
import and export taxes, revenues from oil, gas 
and other minerals 

VII. Providing social welfare to the people 
without making concessions to 
democracy 

State elites propose an authoritarian social 
contract in return for social obedience to the 
regime  

VIII. Control over key strategic positions 
within the state organization 

State elites strategically appoint loyal agents 
within positions of power in order to use state 
structures as they see fit 
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sudden outbursts of anger and discontent rather than anticipated political activity. What this power structure 

also implies is that the seeds of (political) change are mainly situated within the state itself. Neither societal, 

nor international, but rather dynamics within the state organization determine political outcomes. This is so 

because the collapse of vital despotic infrastructures weakens the Janus-faced position of the state and 

renders the state elite more prone and less able to mitigate pressures from abroad and below.  

Thus far, we have presented the state as an autonomous actor simultaneously operating in domestic and 

international contexts. We argued the state is not, as world society theory posits, constituted through global 

cultural forces, nor an exploitative tool of states in the core of the world-system. Rather, it is an 

organizational actor, with particularistic interests, and different levels of despotic and infrastructural power. 

State power is highest when DP and IP are high and this mainly results from historical processes. The 

strength of despotic infrastructures determines the extent to which state elites can act effectively and use the 

state as a structure to pursue political ends. In the next section, we discuss the relationship between 

international relations, state capacity and hybrid regimes.    

2.4.2.5. International Relations, States and Hybrid Regimes 

The study on the relationship between state capacity and hybrid regimes is nothing new. Several authors 

have demonstrated that in those hybrid regimes where despotic infrastructures are strong, democratization 

is highly unlikely (Albertus and Menaldo, 2012; Andersen et al., 2014; Bellin, 2004; Brownlee, 2002; 

Darden, 2008; Slater, 2003; Slater and Fenner, 2011; Thompson, 2001). Conversely, in those places where 

despotic infrastructures are rather weak, there is an increased chance of democratization (Herbst, 2001; 

Slater, 2010; Snyder, 1998; Way, 2005). Interesting as these studies are, however, only few tried to account 

for the sudden rise of hybrid regimes after the Cold War, focusing on hybrid regime stability instead. 

Furthermore, in these studies, hybrid regime stability is mainly explained through investigating the state-

society nexus, leaving the more complex environment  state  society interaction largely at bay.  

An exception, however, we find in the path-breaking work of Levitsky and Way (2010). This study 

investigates divergent hybrid regime trajectories after the Cold War, scrutinizing the role of Western 

linkage, leverage and state capacity.35 In Levitsky and Way’s argument, however, strong causal weight is 

assigned to Western linkage or purely international explanations of hybrid regime trajectories, at the expense 

of leverage and the state. In short, strong linkages to the West have a democratizing effect amongst hybrid 

regimes irrespective of the level of Western leverage or state despotic (or organizational, as they call it) 

                                                      
35 At this point, it is perhaps worth recalling that linkage refers to the density of ties and cross-border flows between 
particular countries and the West, while leverage is the vulnerability of a particular country to external (Western) 
pressure (Levitsky and Way, 2010, 23–24).  
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power. In their view, even where Western leverage is low, and state despotic capacity is high, strong Western 

linkage still imbues democratization. It is only in those contexts where Western linkage is low that state 

despotic capacity and Western leverage make a difference. Where in a low Western linkage environment 

state despotic capacity is high, the outcome is hybrid regime stability, notwithstanding Western leverage. 

Similarly, where in a low Western linkage environment state despotic capacity is low, the result is incumbent 

turnover without democratization in high leverage cases and hybrid regime stability in low leverage cases.  

Clearly, although Levitsky and Way highlight complex interactions, the state in their model does not take 

up a prominent role. More specifically, the state is not seen as a strategic actor with autonomous sources of 

power to steer or mediate pressures from abroad. Neither is the state seen as a crucial actor for hybrid regime 

stability. Rather, the state is an actor of only secondary importance. Frequently, if not always, the state is 

bypassed by the effects of Western linkage. For Levitsky and Way, Western linkage has a democratizing 

effect even when state despotic capacity is high. Western linkage forces state elites “to underutilize coercive 

capacity and tolerate opposition challenges that they could otherwise suppress – effectively wiping out the 

effect of domestic power balances” (p. 70). Additionally, in the model, the state also lacks the ability to 

creatively deal with Western leverage. Western leverage does not play any independent causal role. 

Leverage only matters to the extent it takes place in low linkage and low despotic capacity environments. 

Thereby, it rather puzzlingly contributes to “incumbent turnover without democratization” in high leverage 

and hybrid regime stability in low leverage cases. 

In other words, Levitsky and Way’s framework leaves several important alternative causal pathways 

unaddressed. As Slater (2011, 387) puts it, their framework “far from ideologically over-predicting 

democratization – actually under-predicts it.” One possible pathway involves the fact that democratization 

can also happen when authoritarian regimes crumble from within, i.e. when state despotic infrastructures 

are degenerating, as already indicated above. Another, and for our purposes more important pathway, deals 

with the strategic origins of hybrid regimes. In this logic, the interplay between Western leverage and 

despotic state capacity is key for explaining initial transitions to and subsequent stability of hybrid regimes. 

Miller (2017), for instance, finds that the more closed autocracies are dependent on Western democracies – 

through trade, military, aid or IGO ties – the more likely they are to transition to a hybrid regime, but not 

democracy. The author stresses “a major role for pro-democratic international leverage” as well as powerful 

state elites (Miller, 2017, 2). Briefly, state elites in closed autocracies mitigate Western pressure by 

strategically adopting nominally democratic institutions. They do so in order to reap the rewards (such as 

increased trade, trade and military alliances) associated with democracy. Yet, they only do so when they 

expect being able to control these type of institutions, which is a function of despotic state capacity.  
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Also this PhD thesis highlights the strategic environment  state  society interaction to explain hybrid 

regimes, but in a slightly different vein. The argument advanced here, which also results from the empirical 

analysis and therefore constitutes a major finding of the PhD thesis, as we shall further demonstrate below, 

is that foreign pressure to democratize lies at the heart of hybrid regimes.36 This pressure, however, cannot 

be understood without factoring in state capacity. A more crucial finding, therefore, is that only in a context 

of Western dependence and pressure to democratize, state despotic power becomes a factor to take into 

account. Generally, when state despotic power is high, pressure to democratize generates a hybrid regime. 

This is so because, as a rule, state elites seek political survival.37 Logically, this type of survival is threatened 

by liberal democracy. All this especially holds in developing countries, where the state provides one of the 

major sources of income and security. In these contexts, losing political power comes at a great price and 

should be avoided at all cost. Once pressure to democratize occurs, therefore, state leaders turn to despotic 

infrastructures to mitigate pressure for democracy. Strong despotic infrastructures offer state elites 

maneuverability to accommodate demands for democracy while reducing the risk of losing office. Despotic 

infrastructures allow to implement the form, but not the substance of democracy. They facilitate window-

dressing activities.  

When done well, window-dressing can give a strong yet erroneous impression of democracy (Brancati, 

2014). That is, window-dressing not only severely compromises the quality of democratic institutions, it 

also allows state elites to pay lip service to pressure to democratize. More specifically, window-dressing 

institutions can be used to offset foreign pressure to democratize. This is so because also Western states can 

wrap themselves around this coup de théâtre. This is what Brown (2011) calls “donor apologetics” and 

Reyntjens (2001) describes as “naivety” in the politics of foreign aid. What is more, if these apologetics go 

together with (renewed) resource flows to the state elite, for instance through foreign aid, foreign powers 

not only strengthen despotic state infrastructures, but also the stability of the hybrid regime. As we shall 

discuss in further detail below, i.e. chapter 6, hybrid regimes should be understood as a result of complex 

interactions between a state and its international environment. More specifically, they should be seen as the 

outcome of foreign pressure to democratize in a context of high state despotic power. Interestingly, besides 

Miller’s (2017) quantitative study, only few scholars have investigated the strategic origin and stability of 

hybrid regimes. This is where this PhD thesis steps in.  

                                                      
36 An important distinction, however, needs to be made between leverage and actual pressure for democracy. 
Although leverage enables pressure, pressure is not an automatic outcome of leverage. Rather, whether or not 
leverage is translated into outright pressure to democratize stems from high-level foreign policy decisions made by 
dominant states. As said, this decision is closely driven by logics of consequences (material interest) and logics of 
appropriateness (national ideas about what is right).  
37 Several authors make a similar argument, including for instance De Mesquita et al. (2005); Escribà-Folch and Wright 
(2015) and Gandhi (2008). 
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2.5. A Short Recap of the Main Arguments of the PhD Thesis 

Above, we sketched out the theoretical framework of the PhD thesis. In brief, we distinguished between 

direct and indirect effects of the international environment on the rise and stability of hybrid regimes. The 

direct path argued that the rise and stability of hybrid regimes is best explained through looking at the 

competitive logic of the international states system. In a unipolar system dominated by Western 

democracies, we argued that the competitive logic is such that the risk of democratization in nondemocratic 

regimes increases. Yet, we also pointed out that due to globalization, and the complex systemic shifts this 

brought about in terms of partner diversification and power balances, the risk of democratization decreases 

and countries are more likely to develop stable hybrid regimes. While the international environment can be 

a source of coupling, it can also be a source of decoupling, and all this depends on the overall structure of 

power-dependence relations and associated policies. 

Via the indirect path, furthermore, we claimed that the impact of Western leverage and pressure to 

democratize on democratization is mediated by state despotic capacity. According to this logic, which 

emanated from the empirical analysis and therefore constitutes a major finding of the PhD thesis, the state 

provides a second source of power to decouple from democracy. We devoted most attention to the strategic 

origins of hybrid regimes, and pointed out they are best seen as an outcome of pressure to democratize in 

strong despotic power contexts. While the direct and indirect paths of democracy diffusion look 

incompatible at first sight, they should rather be seen as mutually constitutive. The direct path provides the 

general background of democracy diffusion, while the indirect path adds to the overall argument by 

highlighting the autonomous role of the state in the democracy diffusion process. We now turn to the 

methodology of the PhD thesis, highlighting how we will further investigate these arguments. 
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Chapter 3 

Methodology 
 

3.1. A Multimethod Research Design 

This PhD thesis proposes a multimethod research (MMR) design to investigate the direct and indirect paths 

of democracy diffusion as introduced above. Again, such a decision is not self-evident. A panoply of 

multimethod research designs exist, all with different strengths and weaknesses and specificities and 

challenges (Johnson et al., 2007).38 This PhD thesis employs a specific kind of MMR, i.e. causal mechanism 

MMR (Goertz, 2017). This implies, first and foremost, a combination of large-N statistical research with 

small-N comparative-historical analysis (Lieberman, 2015). Doing so, the PhD thesis seeks to exploit the 

relative strengths and address the respective limitations of each method apart and to answer the research 

questions in an empirically rich way. It is commonly accepted that large-N statistical studies are strong at 

identifying general patterns and correlations in specific populations and contribute to external validity. 

Comparative-historical analysis (CHA), by contrast, is well-placed to nuance statistical findings and to offer 

detailed accounts of causal processes in particular cases. CHA also performs well on internal validity. Thus 

put, the comparative strength of our MMR design is that it at once enables research that is nomothetic (i.e. 

with a tendency to generalize) and idiographic (with a tendency to specify). Our MMR design makes 

concurrent use of “thick” and “thin” descriptions and allows to pose integrated questions such as “what 

explains hybrid regimes?” and “what explains hybrid regimes in, say, Rwanda and Burundi?”39 This is 

where many single-method research designs fall short and why an MMR design is so attractive. 

A pertinent question, then, pertains to the level of integration between large-N and small-N research. More 

specifically, to what extent do large-N statistical findings illuminate findings of the comparative-historical 

analysis and vice versa? This is essentially a matter of degree. Where nested analysis as a MMR strategy 

expects large-N and small-N methods to contribute to a single causal inference, and methodological 

triangulation uses small-N methods to improve large-N findings or vice versa, causal mechanism MMR cuts 

                                                      
38 Goertz (2016, 5), in this regard, identifies a non-exhaustive list of different research methods, including 
experiments, surveys, statistical analysis of observational data, (comparative) case studies, ethnography, life history, 
interpretivist analysis, archival work, social network analysis, focus groups, qualitative comparative analysis, and 
formal modelling. Accordingly, multimethod research would be any type of research combining two or more of these 
techniques into one overarching research design.  
39 Inspired by Lieberman (2005, 436). 
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across these weakly (triangulation) and strongly (nested analysis) integrated forms of multimethod research 

by focusing on causal mechanisms.40 Causal mechanisms are typically defined as “the processes and 

intervening variables through which an explanatory variable exerts a causal effect on an outcome variable” 

(Mahoney, 2003, 363). Causal mechanisms are the operational parts of a causal process, connecting a certain 

event or process to a result of interest. Following the flowchart in Figure 1.2 of the introduction, for instance, 

this PhD thesis identifies globalization as an explanatory variable, while exposure, dependence, dependency, 

and state capacity serve as (competing) causal mechanisms and hybrid regimes as the central outcome 

variable.41 To be sure, causal mechanisms possess a certain level of regularity. That is, when they occur, 

they usually engender a similar outcome. Likewise, while causal mechanisms are typically presented as 

“bringing about” something, they can also prevent an outcome from taking place. Importantly, MMR based 

on causal mechanisms is more open to a linear research cycle than nested analysis, which implies “an 

indefinite cycle of discovery and refinement” for a single causal inference (Seawright, 2016, 11). Causal 

mechanism MMR allows to compare and combine causal findings of large-N and small-N analysis 

afterwards, yet on the condition that mechanisms under investigation are similar. Causal mechanism MMR, 

however, differs from triangulation, because this method does not recognize the fact that causal mechanisms 

operate as a means of MMR integration. 

Admittedly, various authors argue against the practice of combining large-N statistical research and small-

N comparative-historical analysis in one research design. Some, for instance, claim that this form of MMR 

has no distinct advantages compared to single-method research designs (Beck, 2006). Similarly, others posit 

that any combination of large-N and small-N methods is for all intents and purposes unproductive because 

both methods rely on fundamentally different notions of causality (Ahmed and Sil, 2009; Chatterjee, 

2013).42 Moreover, integrating large-N and small-N techniques also bears the risk of becoming too complex 

and may generate systematic errors across various stages of research (Rohlfing, 2008).   

There is little dispute that many of these critiques are substantiated and therefore should be addressed with 

care. Yet, in doing so, one should also avoid throwing out the baby with the bathwater. To start with, the 

added value of this type of MMR has been demonstrated by a recent strand of studies applying such a design 

(Lieberman, 2015, 240; Seawright, 2016, 5).43 By the same token, various methodologists questioned the 

                                                      
40 A more detailed discussion of nested analysis and methodological triangulation goes beyond the scope of this PhD 
study. For more information about these two (alternative) multimethod techniques, see Lieberman (2005) for nested 
analysis and Tarrow (1995) for triangulation. 
41 Rueschemeyer et al. (1992) provide another example. Here, the positive link between development and democracy 
is explained through the rise of the pro-democratic working class. Thereby, development operates as the explanatory 
and democratization as the explained variable, while the rise of the working class should be seen as the main 
intervening variable or causal mechanism linking both (Mahoney, 2015, 80). 
42 For a critical reflection, see for instance Hall (2003) and Mahoney and Goertz (2006). 
43 With many of these studies making it to high-level academic journals. 
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argument that large-N and small-N techniques are mutually incompatible on ontological grounds (Bennett 

and Braumoeller, 2002; Goertz, 2016; Seawright, 2016). Rather, these authors called for moderation 

regarding several of the core assumptions of both methods. Furthermore, although MMR indeed bears the 

risk of becoming complex, one should also accept that MMR allows to produce alternative and 

complementary forms of empirical evidence. This not only has the potential to make causal arguments more 

lively, but probably more convincing as well.44  

This PhD thesis departs from a large-N statistical analysis to explain the rise and stability of hybrid regimes. 

Then it turns to small-N comparative-historical analysis to explain political regime dynamics in specific 

countries, e.g. Rwanda and Burundi. Although alternative research sequences are possible, such as starting 

with small-N CHA and proceeding with large-N analysis, what is interesting about our approach is that it 

allows to first sketch the overall context of transitions to and stability of hybrid regimes and then to 

inductively make the overall argument more complex. Thus put, this PhD thesis relies on comparative-

historical small-N research to further nuance the findings of the large-N statistical analysis. Importantly, as 

issues about statistical method, technique, and data collection for the large-N studies are already thoroughly 

discussed in the respective chapters, the remainder of this chapter focuses on methods and techniques related 

to the small-N comparative-historical analysis. Before doing so, however, some words are in order about 

the tradition itself.  

3.2. Comparative-Historical Analysis  

Comparative-historical analysis is generally defined as characterized by “a concern with causal analysis, an 

emphasis on processes over time, and the use of systematic and contextualized comparison” (Mahoney and 

Rueschemeyer, 2003, 6). Such a definition renders CHA close to the literature on temporality (Abbott, 2001; 

Büthe, 2002; Grzymala-Busse, 2011; Griffin, 1992; Mahoney, 2000; Pierson, 2004) and the comparative 

method and its extensions (Collier, 1993; Lijphart, 1971, 1975; Ragin, 2014), among others, like case study 

research (Eckstein, 2000; Gerring, 2006). At the same time, it sets the tradition apart from purely descriptive 

or interpretative historical studies, cross-sectional analysis, and studies aiming for universal or grand theory 

(Coppedge, 2013, 114).45   

As the definition already suggests, CHA has an overall preference for “big” questions, i.e. real-world 

questions about macro development and large-scale political outcomes that are generally considered 

                                                      
44 We therefore agree with Lieberman (2015, 268) that we may expect comparatively oriented social scientists to be 
“reasonably fluent in both case-specific materials and methods and modern quantitative techniques.”  
45 Michael Mann’s “sources of social power”-framework is an example of historical work striving for universal theory 
(Mann, 2013). 
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important and substantive by academics and non-academics alike (Mahoney, 2015; Mahoney and 

Rueschemeyer, 2003; Mahoney and Thelen, 2015). Big questions are also problem driven in the sense that 

they seek to solve specific empirical puzzles. In States and Social Revolutions, for instance, Skocpol (1979) 

asks what are the causes of social revolution in France, Russia and China, and how come other modern 

agrarian states going through political conflict did not proceed the same way? More recently, Lange (2009) 

poses the question what explains radically divergent development outcomes in the former British colonies 

of Mauritius, Botswana, Guyana and Sierra Leone, and what is the role of state power in this regard? Clearly, 

questions of this type go beyond typical large-N questions for the mere reason they seek to offer explanations 

about specific outcomes in particular cases. That is why they are increasingly combined. CHA is mainly 

concerned with identifying causal regularities leading to a certain outcome. In this manner, it develops an 

interest for middle-range theory, i.e. a type of theory which has generalizable propositions within a specific 

geographic and historical scope. Middle-range theory is based on cautiously selected and tested causal 

propositions resulting from in-depth investigation of a handful of cases in particular periods. Frequently, if 

not always, middle-range theory is the main contribution of CHA work. Not surprisingly, perhaps, within 

this tradition historical sequences and thus the way specific processes unfold over time in a certain place 

take up a pivotal position. Likewise, not only within-case analysis, but also cross-case analysis plays an 

important role. By meaningfully comparing similar types of cases with one another, CHA explores how 

certain variables may have different causal effects in different contexts. This, in turn, contributes to the 

strength of the overall argument.  

Having briefly outlined some of the basic features of CHA, we now turn to its application in this PhD thesis. 

We first focus on the “big” question. Then we proceed with the way we selected our cases, i.e. Rwanda and 

Burundi. Thirdly, the employed strategies for causal inference are discussed. Finally, we zoom in on the 

collection of secondary and primary data for our research. To be sure, the causal model that results from the 

CHA forms the primary subject of Chapter 6, while the case studies themselves are presented in the 

subsequent chapters.  

3.1.1. The Empirical Puzzle 

Figure 3.1 sketches the contours of the empirical puzzle addressed in this PhD thesis. The figure presents 

the political regime trajectories for Rwanda and Burundi after the Cold War. Most crucially, the figure 

shows that Rwanda and Burundi are two fundamentally different cases of democratization. In brief, where 

Rwanda developed into a stable hybrid regime after the 1994 events, Burundi’s political regime path was 

much more erratic. Burundi experimented with democracy throughout the nineties, made a democratic 
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transition in 2005, and relatively quickly degenerated towards an increasingly closed hybrid regime after 

this period. The question: what explains this difference? 

Looking at existing (sociological) theories of political regime stability and change, however, we find many 

unsatisfying. The applicability of modernization theory is for all intents and purposes limited because both 

Rwanda and Burundi are developing countries with relatively low levels of economic development. 

Modernization theory estimates a positive link between the level of development and democracy, yet it 

cannot account for why a least developed country like Burundi experimented with democracy. World 

society theory, for its part, also does not stand up to the comparative analysis. For instance, even though 

Rwanda with time developed into a “real donor darling,” suggesting a growing presence of world society 

actors (IGOs, INGOs, etc.) and world society integration through rising flows of foreign aid, democracy 

diffusion did not take place (Marysse et al., 2007).46 By contrast, even though Burundi was never offered 

this label, nevertheless, with the turn of the millennium a dearth of world society actors became active in 

the country, amid rising aid flows, coinciding with democratization in the first part and de-democratization 

afterwards. In both cases, clearly, the alleged positive link between world society exposure and democracy 

                                                      
46 Interestingly, this type of world society integration most probably renders Rwanda a “high-linkage” case in the 
Levitsky and Way framework. In this framework, high-linkage is also assumed to spell democratization. This did not 
occur in Rwanda, laying bare the limits of this type of explanation as well (Levitsky and Way, 2010).  

Figure 3.1. (Divergent) Political Regime Dynamics in Burundi and Rwanda, 1990–2017. 
Notes. Data taken from our own measurement of hybrid regimes as introduced in Chapter 4. What is shown is the first 
dimension of democracy, i.e. levels of electoral democracy. The other dimensions of democracy are excluded because they 
would disturb the clarity of the puzzle. 
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diffusion does not seem to hold, on the contrary. Finally, if we may believe world-systems theory, then we 

should expect hybrid regime stability in both cases, as both Rwanda and Burundi belong to the periphery of 

the world-system. Yet, again, this explanation is limited given the volatility of Burundi’s political regime 

path. Therefore, perhaps, most credit should go to institutional theory, were it not for the fact that this line 

of reasoning cannot account for why democratic institutions in Rwanda and Burundi emerged in the first 

place.47 As this PhD thesis seeks to demonstrate, the only way to account for this difference is through a 

political economy model of democracy diffusion. This implies an emphasis on the dynamic interplay 

between donor pressure to democratize and the strength of state despotic infrastructures, taking aid-

dependence as a scope condition. As said, we come back to this in Chapter 6, before presenting the 

narratives. Having laid bare the empirical puzzle, we now turn to the very reasons for selecting these two 

cases.  

3.1.2. Case Selection 

To be sure, Rwanda and Burundi were not selected as a result of a “random” sample from a larger universe 

of all possible cases. Nor were they selected as “on-the-line” or “off-the-line” cases based on the results of 

the large-N statistical analysis (Lieberman, 2005).48 Rwanda and Burundi were selected, first, because of an 

intrinsic interest in each of these cases49 and second, more importantly, because Rwanda and Burundi 

constitute two fundamentally different cases of democratization, as shown in Figure 3.1. This type of 

variation is important, if not critical, in case the overall goal involves theory generation or theory building 

(as is the case here). Indeed, as in this type of research the values of the explanatory variables are generally 

not known from the start, one way to ensure there is sufficient variation among these variables is by selecting 

contrasting cases. The selection of fundamentally different cases of democratization also provides a useful 

means to evaluate the validity of a causal argument. On the one hand, when a particular explanation travels 

beyond a singular case to also cover additional cases, the argument has more leverage. In addition, when 

the causal reasoning holds in contrasting cases, the logic of causality is not only further evinced, it also bears 

more weight. The selection of Rwanda and Burundi as two fundamentally different cases of democratization 

reverts to what Gerring (2006, 97-101) describes as the “diverse-case” method for case selection. 

                                                      
47 Of course, various others theories of democratization exist and are not mentioned in this paragraph (for a good 
overview of these theories, see Møller and Skaaning (2013) and Teorell (2010)). As such, the “eliminative logic” 
employed here could have been more encompassing (Mahoney, 1999). We decided however to focus on these four 
theories, and not others, because they are the most pivotal ones in the domain of sociology. 
48 “On-the-line-cases” are cases that are well predicted by the statistical model, while “off-the-line” cases are cases 
that are outliers and therefore not well predicted. 
49 Intrinsic interest as a mode of case selection is not as controversial as commonly believed (Bates et al., 1998; 
Skocpol, 1984), at least not in CHA, although, quite obviously, it cannot be the only reason for selecting cases. 
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Does all this imply we are selecting on the dependent variable? Geddes (1990, 2009, chap. 3) and others 

(King et al., 1994) warned against this practice because it leads to selection bias and faulty causal inference. 

This warning, however, should be put into context. In short, it mainly targets studies solely employing a 

small-N design. In this PhD thesis, however, Rwanda and Burundi are selected on the dependent variable, 

yet as part of a larger research project seeking to explain transitions to and the stability of hybrid regimes. 

This makes the risk of selection bias less likely. Where the large-N study sketches the overall background 

context of hybrid regimes, and follows a deductive logic, the small-N studies further nuance this background 

context by applying a more inductive logic. Importantly, this logic renders some rules of case selection less 

stringent. As Levy (2008, 7) points out, “some issues of case selection that are important in hypothesis-

testing are of less concern at the hypothesis-generation stage – there is a logic of scientific confirmation but 

not of scientific discovery”. Lieberman (2005, 445) furthermore assures that in MMR “case selection in 

model-building small-N research involves selection of cases based on initial scores on the dependent 

variable”. Thus put, in our overall MMR design, selecting cases the way we do does not pose much of a 

problem, since they ultimately aim to further nuance an overall background argument and thus theory 

building. Theory building, however, necessitates a discussion on external validity. To this issue, we return 

in the conclusion of the PhD thesis, where we also disclose our more general theory of hybrid regimes 

integrating large-N and small-N findings.  

3.1.3. Strategies for Causal Inference 

When it comes to causal inference, or explaining the empirical puzzle, an oft-repeated question involves 

how to evaluate a given explanation. What makes an explanation valid? What accounts for the way the dots 

are connected? And what is the risk of “capitalizing on chance,” i.e. of presenting explanations that are 

unreliable and invalid? Strictly speaking, CHA, like any other research tradition, remains essentially a 

human endeavor and therefore prone to error. Nevertheless, also within this tradition, scholars carved out 

several tools and methods in order to distinguish valid from invalid explanations as effectively as possible.  

To start with, the PhD thesis makes use of “causal” or “analytic” narrative to demonstrate the applicability 

of the political economy model of democracy diffusion in Rwanda and Burundi as discussed in Chapter 6 

(Bates et al., 2000, 1998; Levi, 2004; Mahoney, 1999, 2003; Skocpol, 1984; Skocpol and Somers, 1980). 

With causal narrative, “the analyst attempts to validate aggregated cross-case associations by “breaking 

apart” variables into constituent sequences of disaggregated events and comparing these disaggregated 

sequences across cases” (Mahoney, 2003, 365). In doing so, one typically tries to “trace the behavior of 

particular actors, clarify sequences, describe structures, and explore patterns of interaction” both within and 

across cases (Bates et al., 1998). Although causal narrative is close to other qualitative methods, such as 
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process tracing (Beach and Pedersen, 2013; Bennett and Checkel, 2015), preference is however given to the 

latter because it facilitates comparison50 and because of a focus on developing rather than tracing causal 

mechanisms. Causal narrative is also more analytic or variable-centered than process tracing (Ermakoff, 

2019). This implies attention goes primarily to causal configurations and analytic parsimony and only 

secondarily to the unity of time and place. This does not mean to suggest, however, that the importance of 

empirics diminishes. On the contrary, in our view, eye for empirical detail is as important as the logical 

structure of the argument. Rather, it entails that empirical information is wrenched in function of the causal 

model. Although causal narratives therefore tend to be less “aesthetic” than, say, purely historical accounts 

or process tracing, such a practice nevertheless strengthens the overall quality of comparison and inference.   

The PhD thesis also relies on “nominal comparison” to make the argument convincing. Nominal comparison 

involves “the use of categories that are mutually exclusive and collectively exhaustive” (Mahoney, 1999, 

1157). Mill’s Method of Difference is a clear example of nominal comparison. In this logic, “one contrasts 

the cases in which the phenomenon to be explained and the hypothesized causes are present to other cases 

in which the phenomenon and the causes are both absent, but which are otherwise as similar as possible to 

the positive cases” (Skocpol, 1984, 378). We argue that this applies to Rwanda and Burundi.51 On the one 

hand, Rwanda and Burundi have much in common. In short, it are two developing states in the periphery of 

the world-system with similar colonial histories and a dual ethnic structure.52 Both countries also share a 

history of ethnic conflict, have a high population density, were ruled for a long time by single-party regimes, 

and possess a relatively uniform culture, habits, and language. In contrast, they also differ in important 

respects, not least with regards to their political regime path as shown above. Hence the reason why Rwanda 

and Burundi are frequently depicted as “false twins” (Curtis, 2015, 1366). In our view, this type of contrast 

should strengthen the credibility of our argument, as it allows to maximize similarities amongst cases except 

for the causal model at stake.  

A final strategy used to develop the causal sequence is “abduction” (Delputte and Orbie, 2018).53 This means 

that, in developing the model, we stepped away from the conventional division between deduction and 

induction. Rather, as Rueschemeyer (2003, 312) describes, what took place was “a multiple creation, testing, 

revising, and retesting of hypotheses”. More specifically, we started the analysis of the cases with some first 

                                                      
50 Although this is changing, see for instance Faletti and Mahoney (2015). 
51 Although Mill’s methods have been criticized repeatedly (Lieberson, 1994; Goldthorpe, 1997), debate remains 
(Anckar, 2008; Caramani, 2010; Savolainen, 1994) and Mill’s methods are still applied in current empirical research 
(Rohlfing, 2012, 99). 
52 Both countries were part of German East Africa (1899–1916) and came under Belgian colonial rule afterwards 
(1916–1962). Re ethnic structure, in both cases 85 per cent of the population is Hutu versus 14 per cent Tutsi and 1 
per cent Twa.   
53 There is no particular concept for this well-known practice in CHA. That is why we use a concept from another 
literature, yet with grossly the same implications.  
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theoretical ideas in mind (as we had them after finalizing the large-N studies). We “tested” these initial ideas 

within the case material. When the case materials, however, did not confirm our expectations, rather than 

“rejecting” our theory, we reformulated the argument in such a way it provided a better fit to the data. This 

iterative dynamic between theory and empirics continued until we were satisfied with the results and we 

were only changing the details. At this stage, a match between theory and evidence was found, and the 

theory was rendered explicit. Although some see abduction as a weakness of CHA (Coppedge, 2013, 140), 

we would rather portray it as a strength. Overall, the fact that the model stems from abduction should inspire 

the reader to have confidence in the outcomes of the analysis. This is all the more so because the complex 

interplay between deductive reasoning and empirical detail makes the whole process rather constrained. 

Both logic and empirical detail delimit what can be said and done (Bates et al., 1998, 16). If, by contrast, 

the researcher relies too often on empirical factors outside any given model, or vice versa, it suggests 

something is wrong. Finally, it bears stressing that abduction also opens the floor for counterfactual analysis 

(Tetlock and Belkin, 1996). 

3.1.4. Data Collection 

Of course, the quality of all the above stands or falls with the use of (historic) source materials. This PhD 

thesis relies on secondary data as the main source of empirical evidence for the small-N analysis, yet 

strategically supplements this type of data with primary sources of information on Rwanda. Primary data is 

defined here as all original source material “contemporary to an event,” while secondary data refers to 

everything that is written about an event “subsequent to that time” (Thies, 2002, 356). Although such a 

distinction is not perfect, it is sufficiently discriminatory for our purposes.54 In this PhD thesis, primary data 

mainly includes expert interviews with development practitioners in Rwanda. Secondary data, on the other 

hand, mostly involves published monographs, INGO reports (such as the International Crisis Group and 

Human Rights Watch), PhD dissertations and articles by historians and other scholars specializing in the 

Great Lakes Region of Africa, among others. More importantly, however, from the above two pertinent 

questions come to mind. First, why a general preference for secondary data sources at the expense of primary 

ones? Secondly, how dealing with potential bias resulting from the selection and interpretation of primary 

and secondary sources of data? 

As we see it, the first question can be addressed rather quickly. Although some scholars advocate the use of 

primary instead of secondary data in CHA (Larson, 2001; Lustick, 1996), and some excellent examples 

                                                      
54 Begging the question how contemporaneous a discussion of an event must be in order to be interpreted as primary 
data. This PhD study, for instance, makes use of yearly chronicles of Rwanda and Burundi for data collection. Likewise, 
it also relies on autobiographies of several former high-level political actors in both countries to interpret certain 
events. Although a case can be made for saying these sources are contemporaneous accounts, and therefore primary 
data, we still consider these sources as secondary material given that they were written a while after an event.  
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relying on primary data exist, in the interest of time and money, we decided to mainly work with secondary 

sources of data.55 In short, as our empirical puzzle covers two cases over a time period of more than twenty-

five years with a comparative ambition, it is almost beyond doubt that an exclusive reliance on primary data 

would have dramatically complicated the entire research process. When it comes to studying donor pressure 

to democratize, for instance, a major variable in our model, the time frame of our empirical analysis would 

have implied travelling to various parts of the world in order to interview ex-officials about political 

dynamics in different time periods. This does not sound very realistic, indeed, especially when bearing in 

mind that donor pressure to democratize provides only one part of the answer to the empirical puzzle. Rather 

than hastily turning to primary data, therefore, we decided to mainly rely on secondary sources of data.   

This brings us to the second question: how to limit bias when working with secondary data? To be sure, this 

type of bias can never be fully eliminated, it can only be reduced. Thies (2002) and Møller and Skaaning 

(2018) distinguish between three types of bias for scholars working with secondary data. First, what we call 

evidence bias, refers to bias resulting from already biased secondary data – for instance due to interpretative 

mistakes made by the historian or particular research agendas, among others.56 Confirmation bias, on the 

other hand, stems from scholars selecting those secondary materials that basically confirm pre-existing 

theories and beliefs. Convenience bias, finally, lurks in when scholars select those sources of data they come 

across firstly or when they uncritically accept a dominant interpretation of a certain event, failing to weight 

alternative accounts. Table 3.1 succinctly summarizes these three types of bias as well as the ways they are 

addressed in this PhD thesis.  

On the whole, evidence bias was tackled by avoiding single accounts of events. As a rule, we crosschecked 

empirical observations to the greatest extent possible. In case opposing views occurred, we either explicitly 

engaged with them in the narratives or solved them by looking at later or more reliable contributions. In 

addition, we also had eyes for the broader research agendas of certain authors. It is very clear, for instance, 

that Stephen Kinzer’s (2008) book A Thousand Hills was written in order to cast a positive light on 

Rwanda’s repressive regime.57 Alternatively, it is not a secret that Filip Reyntjens, a prominent scholar of 

the Great Lakes Region of Africa, is a harsh critic of the current Rwandan regime.58 Quite evidently, any 

scholar relying on these types of work should take into account the overall agenda of the authors. The 

                                                      
55 For a list of CHA studies successfully using primary data, see for instance Thies (2002, 366–368) and Mahoney and 
Rueschemeyer (2003, 18, 99), among others.  
56 For clarity purposes, we speak in terms of “historians” but this also applies to non-historians (political scientists, 
lawyers, anthropologists) working very descriptive and producing secondary data. 
57 As Thomson (2009, 196) puts it, Kinzer’s book “falls far short of its stated goal of explaining Paul Kagame’s road to 
power; it simply reports the assertions of those in power.” 
58 In the words of Day (2017, 724), Reyntjens’ work sometimes “resembles more of an advocacy document than a 
strictly scholarly work.”  
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decision, however, to cite works à la Reyntjens, while omitting works such as Kinzer, is because in the 

former arguments are almost always substantiated, and mostly in great detail, while this cannot be said about 

the latter. Quite logically, secondary data should be credible before it can be used in CHA. In case of doubt 

about the trustworthiness of any given source, book reviews also provided a useful source of information. 

Confirmation and convenience bias, on the other hand, were addressed through “intensive testing” and 

detailed knowledge about both cases (Coppedge, 2013, chap. 7). For one, the practice of abduction served 

as a means to limit confirmation bias. More specifically, each time a hypothesis was held, the main response 

was not looking for confirmation, but rather disconfirmation. Thereby, when a hypothesis did not withstand 

empirical scrutiny, the main response was reformulation and another round of testing, until finding a good 

fit. Doing so, we did the utmost to interpret historical claims correctly, i.e. taking notes, reading additional 

work,59 and going through secondary source material again and again. Generally speaking, a-theoretical 

and/or work by trained historians were also given more weight, although our empirical puzzle covers a 

recent period and therefore also included non-historical work. Abduction, furthermore, also lowered 

convenience bias, because it forced us to digest as much secondary data as possible. Although this does not 

imply that the full population of sources was examined, as sometimes happens in CHA, it does suggest 

many sources were consulted. Although in this regard preference was also given to recent work, this did not 

happen unconditionally. Recent monographs, for instance, with strong revisionary accounts, such as Rever’s 

(2018) controversial book In Praise of Blood, were only consulted with care as they require further reflection 

                                                      
59 Such as earlier versions of an eventually published article, or earlier articles of an eventually published book, if 
available. It is sometimes surprising how much new information these types of documents contain. 

Table 3.1. Sources of Bias in the Use of Secondary Source Materials and Remedies. 

Type of Bias Short Explanation Remedies  
Evidence bias Bias resulting from errors made 

by the researcher producing the 
secondary source material 

• Avoid single accounts of events 
• Be wary of authors claiming to report the facts 
• Be wary of hidden agendas 
• Have interest for book reviews 

Confirmation bias Bias resulting from scholars using 
secondary materials confirming 
their pre-existing theories and 
beliefs 

• Do not limit the search for evidence to those 
sources that confirm theoretical ideas 

• Grasp well what is meant in the secondary data 
• Give more weight to the work of trained historians 
• Give more weight to a-theoretical work 

Convenience bias Bias resulting from scholars 
uncritically accepting dominant 
accounts or over-reliance on 
easily accessible work 

• Strive for in-depth knowledge of the cases under 
scrutiny 

• Have attention for the way evidence is embedded 
within a broader body of historiography 

• Give more weight to recent contributions, yet do so 
with care 

• Consult older studies 
Notes. Inspired by Thies (2002) and Møller and Skaaning (2018) 
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in order to be used safely in CHA. Older studies, for their part, were not ignored because they offered 

important details about certain historical events and also good overall introductions to the cases. 

Finally, secondary source materials were strategically supplemented with targeted primary investigations 

about donor pressure to democratize in Rwanda. More concretely, primary investigations encompassed 

semi-structured expert interviews with donor officials in the country.60 The reason for focusing on Rwanda, 

and not Burundi, for the collection of primary data on donor pressure is two-fold. First, donor pressure to 

democratize in Rwanda is somewhat more ambiguous compared to Burundi. In the former, there is only 

incremental pressure, whereas in the latter pressure to democratize (or to respect democratic principles) is 

more substantial and therefore easier to interpret. Second, although researchers can tap into a wealth of 

secondary data for both cases, this is less so for Rwanda than Burundi. For example, although the 

International Crisis Group published more than twenty-five detailed reports about political dynamics in 

Burundi since 1998, for Rwanda the number currently stands at seven. The last report about Rwanda also 

dates back to 2003, while overall only two Rwanda reports were really useful for our purposes.61 All this, 

in our view, warranted the collection of additional primary data for Rwanda, much more than Burundi. 

Supplementing secondary data with primary evidence also aimed to strengthen confidence in some of the 

main findings of the PhD thesis. 

Table 3.2 gives a brief overview of conducted interviews during a three-month fieldwork in Rwanda and 

additional details. Donor informants were selected through snowballing (starting from the network of the 

Belgian Delegation) and invited for interview by mail. A semi-structured interview guide served as a means 

to structure the interviews. The guide involved open questions about aid activities of the donor, pressure to 

democratize, and perceived effectiveness of both programs.62 Answers to these questions were collected via 

hand-written notes.63 As with secondary data, however, also for primary data there was a risk of bias (Thies, 

2002, 356–359). Convenience bias, for instance, slipped into the analysis due to non-response by American 

and British donors. Additionally, also non-Western donors were not part of the sample. Although various 

efforts were taken to include them in the sample, most were however in vain and doors generally remained 

closed.64 Convenience bias was partly overcome by giving more attention to these topics in the secondary 

literature. The actions and policies of non-responsive donors were also discussed during interviews with 

                                                      
60 Such a logic is not entirely alien to CHA, see for instance Skocpol (1984, 382–384).  
61 Knowing the wealth of information these reports otherwise contain, it cannot be denied this somehow constituted 
an impediment to the analysis. To a large extent, however, this gap was overcome by a number of important 
contributions by various Rwanda-scholars and other INGOs, like Human Rights Watch.   
62 The semi-structured interview guide is in Annex 1 of the Appendix. 
63 Available upon request with the authors.  
64 Tactics to somehow limit this type of bias involved going to receptions, playing tennis, second-level snowballing 
(i.e. snowballing with help of snowballed informants) and following language courses.  
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responsive donors. Evidence and confirmation bias in the primary data, finally, were reduced by including 

this new information in the abduction process. This is also how the data is used in the causal narratives, i.e. 

as additional “data-points” instead of stand-alone evidence.  

Having outlined the overall research design of the PhD thesis as well as the methodology for the small-N 

case studies, we now take a step back and turn to the large-N analysis. As already mentioned above, the next 

chapter deals with the conceptualization and comparative measurement of the main dependent variable of 

this PhD thesis, i.e. hybrid regimes. Afterwards, the complex link between power-dependence relations and 

democratization is explored. Each of these two chapters goes together with a detailed methods section. Only 

after these two chapters, we return to the CHA. Chapter 6 introduces the overall causal model, nuancing the 

large-N findings based on the abductive results of the small-N analysis. Chapters 7 (Burundi) and 8 

(Rwanda), in turn, present the model through causal narrative and within-case analysis, while chapter 9 does 

something similar yet with an explicit comparative logic. Each narrative also starts with a comprehensive 

introduction to the case at hand. This is done to demonstrate that the point of departure (1993–1994) 

provides a critical juncture for Rwanda and Burundi’s historical development, during which the logic of 

path dependence was significantly reduced.   

  

Table 3.2. Semi-Structured Interviews with Western Donors in Rwanda (Kigali),  
February–April 2018. 

Donor Function of Expert Place Duration Date 
Belgium Head of Development Cooperation Meridien Hotel/Belgian 

Embassy, Kiyovu 
90min 20 February 

Germany Head and Deputy Head of Development 
Cooperation 

German Embassy, 
Kiyovu 

120min 6 March 

Netherlands Head of Development Cooperation Dutch Embassy,  
Kacyiru 

75min 8 March 

Switzerland Deputy Regional Head of International 
Cooperation 

Swiss Embassy,  
Kiyovu 

90min 9 March 

Sweden Counsellor/Head of Development 
Cooperation 

Embassy of Sweden,  
Kacyiru 

90min 13 March 

EU 
Delegation 

Head of Cooperation and Democracy 
Expert colleague 

EU Embassy, Kigali 
(Kacyiru) 

90min 6 April 

Lunch 
meeting  

Belgian Head of Development 
Cooperation and various actors 

Residence, Belgian Head 
of Mission 

240min 7 April 

United 
Kingdom 

Country Economist, International 
Growth Center 

La Galette,  
Kiyovu 

120min 12 April 

UNDP Country Director of the United Nations 
Development Program 

One UN Office,  
Kiyovu 

60min 16 April 

Notes. The names of the experts are omitted from the Table for privacy reasons. 
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Chapter 4 

Conceptualizing and Measuring 
Hybrid Regimes Using Theories of 

Democracy, 1975–2017  
 

 

4.1. Introduction 

The dichotomy between democratic and authoritarian regimes has long dominated our thinking about 

political regimes. The rise of hybrid regimes that qualify as neither democratic nor authoritarian has 

complicated this scientific approach. Where during the Cold War the classification of countries as either 

democratic or authoritarian was relatively straightforward, this distinction became blurred throughout the 

fourth wave of democratization which started after the end of the Cold War (McFaul, 2002). In this period, 

a wide range of countries adopted hybrid regimes where democratic institutions existed alongside 

authoritarian ones. Moreover, many of these hybrid regimes did not evolve, as was commonly expected, 

towards liberal democracy, but rather developed into stable political regimes (Diamond, 2002; Levitsky and 

Way, 2010; Merkel, 2010; Ottaway, 2003). 

There is little doubt that the global rise of hybrid regimes has inspired a rich array of studies on the 

conceptualization and measurement of political regimes. Yet, although these efforts contributed to our 

understanding of hybrid regimes, they also produced conceptual confusion and measurement concerns 

(Collier and Levitsky, 1997; Munck and Verkuilen, 2002). This chapter proposes a multidimensional, 

continuous, and configurative approach to the conceptualization and measurement of hybrid regimes. The 

chapter argues, first, that each measure of hybrid regimes should be built upon the theoretically justified 

dimensions of democracy. As the findings of the chapter’s conceptual literature review suggest, these 

dimensions are (1) political competition, (2) respect for human rights, (3) checks and balances, (4) impartial 

administration, and (5) citizen participation. Together, these five dimensions determine the access to and 

exercise of political power. Second, the chapter posits that these dimensions are continuous concepts that 

primarily indicate differences in degree rather than in kind. This implies that the concern is not whether or 

not democratic attributes are present, but rather to what extent. Finally, the chapter also points towards the 
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importance of a multidimensional and continuous property-space in order to identify hybrid regimes.65 This 

is so because a theoretically grounded property-space allows to map the configurative variation among 

regimes and to produce measures of hybrid regimes that are more sensitive than, say, one-dimensional ones.  

The approach developed in this study to hybrid regimes has certain merits. On the one hand, the approach 

has the potential to bring more structure to a rather discorded field of research. Many previous studies 

conceived hybrid regimes as diminished subtypes of democracy and dictatorship. This gave rise to hundreds 

of subtypes, not only leading to concept stretching and the distortion of the root concepts of democracy and 

authoritarianism, but also to conceptual confusion because each of the subtypes carries with it its own 

meaning.66 This, in turn, renders exact differences or similarities between concepts difficult, if not 

impossible, to grasp. The strength of our approach is that it allows for a conservative take on the formulation 

of regime types, without neglecting the particular characteristics of each regime.  

On the other hand, the approach has the means to improve existing measures of hybrid regimes. The 

efflorescence of subtypes stands in stark contrast to the relatively few efforts undertaken to measure hybrid 

regimes empirically. Instead, many studies on hybrid regimes directly or indirectly relied on existing 

measures, i.e. Freedom House and Polity IV, which suffer from important shortcomings (Munck and 

Verkuilen, 2002). It is not a secret, for instance, that both measures are subject to measurement error. 

Freedom House and Polity IV scales are constructed making use of single indicators, based on subjective 

evaluations of a handful of coders and experts, and also apply rather inappropriate aggregation techniques.67 

This leads to measurement error, which in turn undermines measurement validity. By the same token, both 

measures also fall prey to conceptual inconsistencies68, and neither Freedom House nor Polity IV are very 

clear about coding rules or coding processes. All this suggests that besides conceptual confusion, the study 

of hybrid regimes is equally plagued by empirical limitations.  

                                                      
65 The concept of property-space was already explained in Chapter 1. It refers to the location of states in social space 
according to scores on the salient dimensions of democracy. 
66 Subtypes include tutelary democracy (Przeworski, 1988), delegative democracy (O'Donnell, 1994), semi-democracy 
(Diamond et al., 1995), illiberal democracy (Zakaria, 1997), pseudo-democracy (Diamond, 2002), defective 
democracy (Merkel, 2004), competitive authoritarianism (Levitsky and Way, 2002), electoral authoritarianism 
(Schedler, 2006), semi-authoritarianism (Ottaway, 2003) and many, many more. For an overview, see Collier and 
Levitsky (1997). 
67 Polity IV, for instance, aggregates different institutional dimensions of democracy by giving some dimensions (like 
executive constraints) more weight than others. While such a strategy is not problematic per se, it bears stressing 
Polity IV does not justify theoretically why some dimensions receive more weight than others. Similarly, although 
Freedom House does not make use of arbitrary weights (it aggregates indicators via addition), it does not clarify why 
it combines several democratic attributes, nor does it explain why this type of aggregation is preferable over and 
above other strategies.    
68 Polity IV, for instance, does not include voting rights in its measurement of democracy, while Freedom House 
includes attributes (such as government control over the economy and corporate strategies) that quite surely go 
beyond the democracy concept. Needless to say, also this provides a source of measurement error.   
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This chapter contributes to the literature on the conceptualization and measurement of hybrid regimes in 

two ways. Its main contribution is empirical. By relying on statistical techniques primarily designed for the 

measurement and classification of complex concepts (Confirmatory Factor Analysis and Hierarchical 

Cluster Analysis), and a new and comprehensive dataset bringing together a panoply of disaggregated 

indicators of democracy from multiple coders, the chapter presents a rather rigorous measurement of hybrid 

regimes. Although we acknowledge that, because of its social constructive nature, no measurement or 

classification is ultimately perfect, we still believe significant improvements can be made and that the one 

presented in this chapter provides a step in that direction. This is all the more so because the chapter also 

considers multiple dimensions of democracy simultaneously, whereas previous studies on hybrid regimes 

mostly relied on some, and even few, of them. Conceptually, the chapter steps away from the subtypes 

approach and advocates to see hybrid regimes as a “regime type unto itself” rather than a weak form of 

democracy or authoritarianism (Mufti, 2018, 113). This undercuts conceptual confusion by replacing 

hundreds of potential subtypes by one single overarching concept, i.e. hybrid regimes. Hybrid regimes are 

political regimes that combine authoritarian and democratic institutions alongside the five salient 

dimensions of democracy. While, admittedly, the “regime type unto itself” argument is nothing new 

(Bogaards, 2009; Gilbert and Mohseni, 2011; Morlino, 2009; Mufti, 2018; Ottaway, 2003), the chapter adds 

to this perspective by backing the argument with an innovative measurement strategy. By providing data on 

the continuous property-space upon which regime classification is based, it also becomes possible to 

empirically assess the idiosyncrasies of each regime.  

We proceed as follows. First, the chapter discusses the five faces of democratic theory. The chapter then 

proceeds by situating these five faces in existing measurements of democracy. Third, the dataset is 

introduced, involving a discussion of the indicators and measurement techniques. The final section validates 

the new empirical constructs and presents empirical findings.  

4.2. The Five Faces of Democratic Theory  

In the words of Dahl (1956, 3) “there is no democratic theory – there are only democratic theories,”                                     

and ultimately these theories revolve around the basic conception of democracy as “rule of the people” 

(Diamond, 2003). Below, we zoom in on the procedural, human rights, Madisonian, administrative and 

participatory theories of democracy. Each of these theories emphasize different dimensions and thus a 

different face of democracy.     
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4.2.1. Face One: Political Competition 

At the root of the first dimension of democracy, political competition, lies Schumpeter’s procedural theory 

of democracy. Central to this theory are “that institutional arrangements for arriving at political decisions 

which realizes the common good by making people itself decide issues through the election of individuals 

who are to assemble in order to carry out its will” (Schumpeter, 1942, 213).  

The procedural theory of democracy emphasizes institutional regulations for the access to political power 

and decision-making. The procedural theory of democracy consists of various principles. The most 

important institutional regulation for organizing access to political power involves the organization of 

periodic elections. In short, elections allow for a division of labor between politicians on the one hand and 

voters on the other. Once elected, politicians acquire the legitimacy to make important and binding political 

decisions in society. They accede to power because they are believed to represent the public will and 

important groups and interests. Such an institutional set up implies that those who govern are subject to 

popular control at the timing of elections. This is why they need to be recurrent in order to be meaningful. 

It is only during elections that people have the ability to show their preference, and thus if necessary to vote 

incumbents out of office and to bring in new ones. Likewise, it is only because of recurrent elections that 

voters have a lasting check on politicians, because dependence upon votes obliges politicians to prioritize 

the public interest. By implementing unpopular policies, or engaging in unacceptable behavior, the political 

aspirations of politicians might come to a premature end. Of course, elections are also only meaningful if a 

significant part of the population is allowed to vote. Suffrage rights, in other words, matter too and need to 

be broadly inclusive. Additionally, elections should go together with a pool of politicians and a range of 

alternatives out of which people can choose. This implies, first, freedom for political parties to rally for 

office. Second, this means that competition and voting should be free and fair and ultimately lead to 

representative governments and legislatures. 

Many path breaking studies have relied on the procedural dimension of democracy to define democracy. 

Huntington (1991), for instance, used this dimension as the backdrop against which to decide whether a 

country is democratic or not. One part of Dahl’s (1971) theory of polyarchy focuses on opportunities for 

parties to participate in government. Lipset (1959), furthermore, conceived democracy as a political system 

where electoral rights create the opportunity for change in political leadership. Overall, the procedural 

theory of democracy is generally assessed as the ultimate minimum for democracy to exist. Without 

elections, inclusive suffrage, political rights and representative government, these studies argue, democracy 

is simply not possible. Various studies have also put emphasis on the procedural dimension of democracy 

to examine hybrid regimes (Levitsky and Way, 2010; Schedler, 2013), while more recent studies indicated 

this dimension constitutes the heart of democracy (Lindberg et al., 2014, Skaaning, 2018). 
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4.2.2. Face Two: Respect for Human Rights 

The idea of democracy as a principle of human rights goes back several centuries. Already in 1791, writing 

during the French Revolution, Paine (1791) indicated the existence of the natural rights of man.69 Natural 

rights are “those which appertain to man in right of his existence. Of this kind are all the intellectual rights, 

or rights of the man, and also all those rights of acting as an individual for his/her own comfort and 

happiness.” In practice, natural rights are translated into civil rights and adhered to the individual because 

of people’s membership of society. As all governments are ultimately supposed to originate from society, 

this dimension emphasizes the exercise of political power, i.e. the extent to which the government protects 

and respects these rights. 

A human rights approach to democracy implies the protection of various rights to speak of democracy. In 

this regard, Paine (1791, 27, 38) identified the freedom of speech and religion as some “of those natural 

rights of man always retained.” Yet, as all civil rights essentially result from natural rights, the human rights 

approach to democracy goes much further than freedom of speech and religion alone. Briefly, the dimension 

encompasses everything that tackles individual liberty, ranging from the freedom to communicate and 

associate with other individuals, to the right to receive unbiased information, to move around and travel 

freely, to enjoy security and protection and to possess property, among others. Yet, to live in comfort and 

happiness, or a life of dignity more generally, individuals also need basic welfare, from a good health, to 

basic education and income. Similarly, dignity also implies an equal distribution of civil rights cutting across 

social structures and societal groups. All these rights are linked to what Marshall (1950) believes it takes to 

enjoy social and civil citizenship. Where civil citizenship alludes to “the rights necessary for individual 

freedom,” social citizenship implicates “the right to a modicum of economic welfare and security to the 

right to share to the full in the social heritage and to live the life of a civilized being according to the 

standards prevailing in society” (Marshall, 1950, 10–14). 

Also the human rights dimension of democracy has been rather pervasive in previous studies on political 

regimes. Although Dahl’s theory of polyarchy mainly stresses procedural aspects of democracy, i.e. the 

opportunity to formulate and signify political preferences, polyarchy also involves respect for various 

human rights, including freedom of expression and access to alternative sources of information (Dahl, 1971, 

3). Other classic studies expanding the procedural definition of democracy with a human rights approach 

include Arat (1991, chap. 2), Bollen (1990), Rueschemeyer et al. (1992, 43–46) and Karl (1990), among 

others (for an overview, see Diamond, 2003). Gilbert and Mohseni (2011), furthermore, identify respect for 

                                                      
69 Not to be confounded with males-only. ‘Man’ should be interpreted as humankind. 
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human rights as a distinct and defining facet of hybrid regimes, and also more recent studies underscore the 

importance of human rights for democracy (Lindberg et al., 2014; Skaaning, 2019).  

4.2.3. Face Three: Checks and Balances 

Checks and balances refers to the Madisonian theory of democracy. This third dimension stems from the 

observation that “the accumulation of all powers, legislative, executive, and judiciary, in the same hands, 

whether one, a few, or many, and whether hereditary, self-appointed, or elective, may justly be pronounced 

the very definition of tyranny” (Madison, 1952 [1788], 153). When writing these words, James Madison’s 

main concern was that political power without external checks almost naturally leads to abuse, either by a 

majority or a minority regime. In Madison’s view, political power was inherently corrupting and therefore 

needed to be checked. Also the Madisonian dimension of democracy deals with the exercise of political 

power. 

What Madison, inspired by Montesquieu (1748), suggested as a means to solve the risk of political tyranny 

was a separation of powers. Such an institutional regulation implies, first, the existence of various branches 

of government, each with autonomous powers and mutually exclusive areas of responsibility, supervising 

the executive. Second, a separation of powers entails that these branches of government operate in such a 

way as to prevent the concentration of political power into one department, i.e. that same executive. One 

important branch of checks and balances includes the legislature. It provides a check on executive power by 

having the right to ask for accountability regarding political decisions – for instance through establishing 

investigatory commissions, or by simply withdrawing all confidence from the government if need be. 

Another horizontal branch of political control involves the judiciary, which safeguards the rule of law and 

the constitutionality of government policies. This ensures that, once elected, incumbents do not abuse power 

through for instance exceeding term limits, offending minority rights, and so forth. Finally, although not a 

branch of government in any formal sense of the word, the independent press also wields an important check 

on the executive. It does so by retaining the power to launch independent investigations, through political 

agenda-setting, and by providing a national platform to discuss political matters. Media freedom is therefore 

much more than freedom of expression alone. It can also hold executive power to account. Importantly, the 

checks and balances dimension of democracy allows for civilian control over politics beyond regular 

elections. While horizontal accountability may well go against popular demands, it bears stressing that both 

types of accountability should be seen as mutually constitutive, strengthening rather than undermining 

democracy.  

Students of political regimes have used the checks and balances theory of democracy in various ways. 

O’Donnell’s new species of regimes, “delegative democracies,” followed from a focus on checks and 
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balances. Delegative democracies “rest on the premise that whoever wins election to the presidency is 

thereby entitled to govern as he or she sees fit” (O'Donnell, 1994, 59–60). Clearly, what distinguishes 

delegative democracies from, say, liberal democracies is that horizontal accountability is generally seen as 

a nuisance for power holders and should be neutralized as much as possible. Also Sklar (1987) referred to 

the importance of constitutional accountability for the healthy functioning of democracy, while Zakaria 

(1997) identified flaws in constitutional limits on executive power as one of the reasons for the rapid rise of 

illiberal democracies after the Cold War. Schedler et al. (1999), finally, examined the application of checks 

and balances in many new alleged democracies, while the dimension also received much attention in recent 

research (Lindberg et al., 2004; Skaaning, 2018).  

4.2.4. Face Four: Impartial Administration  

The fourth dimension of democracy emphasizes the impartiality of the state bureaucracy. Put simply, the 

impartial administration dimension of democracy indicates the extent to which political decisions are 

effectively implemented in the country. The underlying rationale is that democracies not only require public 

policies to have popular support, taking into account the ballot, human rights principles and horizontal 

constraints, but also entail the consistent implementation of these policies in practice. If this is not the case, 

and the application of these policies go together with severe fraud and other practical impediments, certain 

key democratic principles are undermined. In the extreme, fraud and corruption render democratic decisions 

collectively incoherent, hollowing out the democratic system altogether. Quite clearly, impartial 

administration refers to the exercise of political power. 

In contrast to the previous dimensions of democracy, which go back quite far in time, this dimension has 

perhaps been under-addressed in past research. Dahl’s (1971) popular concept of polyarchy, for instance, 

makes almost no reference to impartial administration whatsoever. Something similar can be said for 

Huntington (1991). This does not mean, however, that the dimension was ignored altogether. Long ago, for 

instance, Jeremy Bentham and John Mill already stated that “the temptation to abuse power in the public 

sphere – to act corruptly – is as universal as the force of gravity” (Held, 1996, 95). These scholars pointed 

out that “democracy has for its characteristic securing its members against depredation at the hands of those 

[corrupt state] functionaries” (p. 95). Therefore, the state needs to be bound by legal norms. In order to 

prevent partiality, in other words, the rule of law is key. More recently, academics underscored the important 

overlap between democracy and state impartiality, indicating that democracy can only be achieved if policy 

implementation is consistent with the public will (Diamond, 2007; Habermas, 1995; Merkel, 2004; 

Rothstein, 2011; Skaaning, 2018). Also for the study of hybrid regimes, the impartiality dimension was 

furthermore not left untouched (Gilbert and Mohseni, 2011; Alexander and Welzel, 2011).  
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4.2.5. Face Five: Citizen Participation 

The fifth and final dimension of democracy, citizen participation, refers to popular participation in politics 

during, but especially after, elections. Above, the chapter already argued that elections are merely one means 

to assure public oversight, and that after elections political power might well be abused. Elections 

furthermore allow to only choose between abstract alternatives. By definition, they exclude voice over more 

concrete and domain-specific policy matters. The citizen participation dimension of democracy stresses that 

also extra-parliamentary political action constitutes an inherent facet of democracy. It highlights popular 

action that enables control over the exercise of political power above and beyond representative institutions. 

To some extent, such a view is captured by Marshall’s notion of political citizenship, i.e. “the right to 

participate in the exercise of political power, as a member of a body invested with political authority or as 

an elector of the members of such a body” (Marshall, 1977, 78). Marshall sees parliament and councils of 

local government as corresponding institutions. Yet, Marshall’s definition can easily be extended to popular 

actions that take place outside these more traditional institutions. Here, the activities of social movements 

step in. Social movements maintain political authority and represent certain popular interests and as such 

are a key aspect of democracy. The current climate protests, for instance, which take place in various 

Western countries, are a good example. Social movements make use of a variety of strategies to clarify their 

position, ranging from referendums, petitions and social media activities to demonstrations, civil 

disobedience, political interpellation, and so forth. Although some overlap exists between this dimension 

and other dimensions of democracy (especially the first), it is non-redundant because it highlights constant 

citizen engagement in political affairs and popular activities outside representative institutions. 

The citizen engagement dimension has been addressed in classic (for an overview, see Held, 1996, chap. 2–

3) and more contemporary theories of democracy (Altman, 2013; Lindberg et al., 2014; Skaaning, 2018) 

and in important studies on hybrid regimes (Bowman et al., 2005). The next section briefly investigates the 

application of the five dimensions of democracy in existing measures of political regimes. It will be shown 

that only few studies addressed these five dimensions systematically, and even fewer incorporated these 

dimensions for measuring hybrid regimes. 

4.3. Relevance of the Five Faces of Democracy in Existing Indicators 

Table 4.1 provides a non-exhaustive list of existing indicators of democracy. The table was compiled after 

a thorough review of the academic literature and aimed to bring together the most important regime 

measures. The table shows that all five dimensions of democracy have been addressed one way or another 

in these measures. Yet, of all five dimensions, Table 4.1 indicates that the political competition dimension  
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Table 4.1. Democracy Indicators and the Five Faces of Democratic Theory 

Scale Author(s) 
Dimensions of Democracy 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

D3D-Index Altman (2013) X X  X X 

Score of Democraticness Arat (1991) X     

Democracy Measure Boix et al. (2013) X     

Liberal Democracy Series I Index Bollen (2009) X X    

BLM Index*  Bowman et al. (2005) X X  X X 

The Democracy Barometer Bühlmann et al. (2012) X X X X X 

Democracy-Dictatorship Index Cheibub et al. (2010) X     

Polyarchy Scale Coppedge et al. (2008) X     

EIU Democracy Index* The Economist (2018) X X X X X 

Political Rights and Civil Liberties Scale* Freedom House (2017) X X    

Political Regime Change Dataset* Gasiorowski (1996) X X    

Autocratic Regimes Dataset Geddes et al. (2014) X     

The Lexical Scale Gerring et al. (2018) X  X  X 

Configurative Model of Hybrid Regimes*  Gilbert and Mohseni (2011) X X  X  

The Democracy Cluster Classification Index*  Gugiu and Centellas (2013) X X X  X 

The Democracy Matrix Index Lauth and Schlenkrich (2018) X X X X X 

V-DEM Electoral Democracy Index Lindberg et al. (2014) X     

V-DEM Liberal Democracy Index Lindberg et al. (2014)  X X   

V-DEM Egalitarian Democracy Index Lindberg et al. (2014)  X    

V-DEM Participatory Democracy Index Lindberg et al. (2014) X    X 

Regimes of the World (RoW) Index* Lührmann et al. (2018) X X X   

Democracy Scale*  Mainwaring et al. (2007) X X  X  

Polity2 Index*  Marshall et al. (2016) X  X  X 

Electoral Democracy Index Munck (2009) X     

Unified Democracy Scores Pemstein et al. (2010) X X X X X 

Lexical Index of Electoral Democracy Skaaning et al. (2015) X     

Global State of Democracy Indices (GSoD) Skaaning (2018) X X X X X 

Polyarchy Index Teorell et al. (2018) X X    

Index of Democratization Vanhanen (2000) X     

Authoritarian Regime Type Dataset*  Wahman et al. (2013) X X X  X 

Notes. Non-exhaustive list bringing together the most important existing indicators of democracy. The five dimensions of democracy are shown 
in numbers, with (1) = Political Competition, (2) = Respect for Human Rights, (3) = Checks and Balances, (4) = Impartial Administration, and 
(5) = Citizen Engagement. Scales with an asterisk indicate scales that provide measures of hybrid regimes.  
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stood out as most popular. Apart from various Varieties of Democracy project (V-DEM) scales, 

intentionally emphasizing the unique non-competitive aspects of democracy, all scales include indicators 

on political competition to measure democracy. This reflects a certain consensus in this field of research, 

namely that regular elections, suffrage, and political (party) competition are the main constitutive features 

of democracy. Although some scholars even go as far as saying that only this dimension matters for defining 

and measuring democracy (Cheibub et al., 2010; Geddes et al., 2014; Przeworski, 2003), our approach is 

more substantive. Consistent with many others it argues that democracy is much more than political 

competition alone. Besides this apparent consensus, Table 4.1 demonstrates that substantial differences exist 

as regards additional constitutive features of democracy. First and foremost, a majority of scales do not take 

into account the five salient dimensions of democracy as sketched out above. In this respect, only the 

Democracy Barometer, the Economist Intelligence Unit (EIU) Democracy Index, V-DEM, the Democracy 

Matrix Index, the Unified Democracy Scores and the Global State of Democracy Indices are different, as 

they do focus on all dimensions of democracy. These are, however, only 9 out of the 30 scales identified or 

a mere 30 per cent. Of course, this does not mean to suggest that all remaining scales are inadequate. 

Depending on the research question, and the purpose of the empirical analysis, any scale can bear relevance. 

Yet, when it comes to the measurement of political regimes, we argue that the five faces of democratic 

theory cannot be ignored. 

All the more interesting it becomes when looking at the comparative measurement of hybrid regimes. Again, 

as Table 4.1 shows, only a limited number of scales (10/30 or 33 per cent) provide a measure for this 

important type of regimes. Other scales are either purely graded, or perceive democracy as a dichotomous 

phenomenon (yes/no). Of the group of hybrid regime measures, only one indicator, i.e. the EIU Democracy 

Index, relies on all five salient dimensions of democracy to distinguish hybrid regimes from all other regime 

types.70 Interesting as this typology may be, one should note that the EIU Democracy Index is only available 

from 2006 onwards. This implies the scale is ill-suited to study hybrid regimes during and after the Cold 

War and is particularly useful for understanding more contemporary trends. The EIU Democracy Index also 

relies on rather arbitrary cut-off points to differentiate between different regime types and is also not freely 

available to the public.  

Interestingly, Table 4.1 points out that the most popular scales to study hybrid regimes, i.e. Freedom House 

and Polity2, do not take into account the five faces of democratic theory. Instead, both scales emphasize 

different dimensions of democracy. Where Freedom House predominantly follows a human rights approach, 

Polity2 is mainly concerned with political competition, citizen participation, and checks and balances. A 

                                                      
70 The EIU Democracy Index distinguishes between “Full Democracies,” “Flawed Democracies,” “Hybrid Regimes,” 
and “Authoritarian Regimes”. 



POWER TO DECOUPLE. HYBRID REGIMES IN THE INTERNATIONAL SYSTEM: A MULTIMETHOD ANALYSIS 

107 

similar story applies to all other existing measures of hybrid regimes. Although the BLM index, for instance, 

identifies four dimensions of democracy, it neglects checks and balances. Gasiorowski’s (1996) political 

regime change dataset furthermore excludes checks and balances, impartial administration and citizen 

participation from the analysis, while the Democracy Cluster Classification (DCC) Index, Lührmann et al. 

(2018), Gilbert and Mohseni (2011), and Mainwaring et al. (2007) do not include either the impartiality of 

administration, citizen participation and/or check and balances in their measure of hybrid regimes. Finally, 

although Wahman et al. (2013) seek to overcome this problem by creating a composite index based on 

Freedom House and Polity2 data, their classification still does not encompass all five dimensions of 

democracy. Besides these theoretical shortcomings, many of the aforementioned scales also contain other 

flaws, ranging from questionable aggregation rules, systematic and idiosyncratic measurement errors, 

arbitrary cut-off points to differentiate between different types of regimes, and a lack of transparency, as 

already indicated in the introduction. All this calls for a measure of hybrid regimes that is theoretically more 

inclusive and empirically more sensitive. The remainder of the chapter deals with this subject. 

4.4. A Measurement Model for Hybrid Regimes 

The construction of a measurement model for hybrid regimes proceeds in various steps. The first step 

includes compiling data bringing together multiple indices from various sources on the five dimensions of 

democracy. The second step involves the aggregation of these indices into theoretically justified scales 

reliably capturing the five dimensions of democracy. The third step deals with the classification of political 

regimes taking into account the multidimensional property-space created by these five dimensions of 

democracy. We discuss each step in further detail below. 

4.4.1. Data 

The chapter makes use of The Global State of Democracy (GSoD) Dataset (Version 2) provided by the 

International Institute for Democracy and Electoral Assistance (IDEA) (Skaaning, 2018). This dataset is 

ideal for the exercise developed in this chapter. First, the dataset has never been used to measure hybrid 

regimes. Secondly, the dataset covers a relatively long period, i.e. 1975–2017. This allows to present a 

measure of hybrid regimes that encompasses a major part of the Cold War period and beyond. It also makes 

possible the study of more contemporary trends. Third, GSoD has a global coverage. By including 158 

countries, the dataset incorporates the vast majority of sovereign states in the international system.71 Fourth, 

GSoD provides data on multiple (disaggregated) indicators from various sources for each of the five 

dimensions of democracy. This allows to take into account the opinion of multiple raters and thus to control 

                                                      
71 The dataset excludes semi-sovereign states (like Somaliland or the State of Palestine) as well as sovereign states 
with a population of less than one million people (and hence many islands). 
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for any random and/or systematic measurement error inherently associated with each indicator. Not 

unimportantly, most of the indicators in the dataset were also only selected after a strict recruitment 

procedure. They are therefore of the highest quality in their field. Not only indicators were required to have 

widespread geographical and historical coverage, they also required a professional, systematic and 

transparent construction process and regular updates. GSoD indicators result from objective coding and 

subjective (expert) evaluations.72  

For reasons of space, the indicators and their descriptive statistics are presented by dimension in various 

tables in the Appendix (Annex 2). Since disaggregated indicators are so many (i.e. a total of 97), they are 

turned into aggregate-level scales through parceling (Little et al., 2002).73 Table 4.2 provides a descriptive 

overview of the aggregate-level scales (a total of 22) after the parceling process. Political competition is 

measured by looking at the quality of elections, suffrage rights, freedom for political parties, and whether 

or not the government results from an electoral process.74 Respect for human rights is operationalized 

examining at a battery of scales dealing with civil liberties, including access to justice, freedom of 

expression, association, religion and movement, personal integrity and security rights, as well as social 

group, class and gender equality for civil liberties and basic welfare rights. Checks and balances is captured 

by studying the effectiveness of parliament, judicial independence and media integrity. The fourth 

dimension of democracy, impartial administration, relies on two proxy scales, i.e. the absence of corruption 

and predictable enforcement of public policies.  Finally, citizen participation is estimated by investigating 

citizen engagement in civil society organizations and national elections as well as institutions that stimulate 

direct and local democracy. All scales are coded positively, with high values corresponding to higher levels 

of democracy and contain no missing values.  

4.4.2. Confirmatory Factor Analysis 

The chapter uses Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) to study the measurement properties of scales of the 

five dimensions of democracy.  To be sure, CFA has several advantages compared to other multivariate data 

                                                      
72 Also this mix is seen as a strength and the main reason why preferring this dataset over and above V-DEM data, 
which also provides indicators for the five dimensions of democracy but relies on expert evaluations only.   
73 Making use of Confirmatory Factor Analysis as introduced in the next section. Parceling is an accepted practice in 
Structural Equations Modeling when dealing with many items that are dimensionally similar. The aggregate-level 
scales were estimated as standardized latent factor scores using the regression method. The selection of variables 
for aggregation is taken from Skaaning (2018). Missing values were addressed by relying on indicators with observed 
values. This allows to have scales without missing values. Because most indicator variables did not contain many 
missings (see Appendix), this strategy can be applied rather safely. 
74 Data for elections was transformed into a country-year data structure by interpolating between elections until an 
electoral interruption occurs, defined as “(i) the dissolution, shutdown, replacement, or in any sense termination of 
the elected body (such as after coups or violent takeovers of the government) or (ii) an elected body which, while 
still intact or in place, is no longer appointed through (direct) elections” (Teorell et al., 2018, 10). 



 

 

Table 4.2. Descriptive Statistics of the Aggregate-Level Measurement Variables, 1975–2017. 

Attribute Scale Guiding Questions Mean SD Min Max N 

Dimension 1: Political Competition 

Clean Elections Scale1 To what extent are elections free from irregularities? 0 1 -1.61 1.71 6,331 
Inclusive Suffrage Scale2 To what extent do all adult citizens have voting rights? 0 1 -2.28 1.06 6,331 
Free Political Parties Scale3 To what extent are political parties free to form and campaign for office? 0 1 -1.67 1.75 6,331 
Elected Government Scale4 To what extent is access to government determined by elections? 0 1 -1.78 1.35 6,331 

Dimension 2: Respect for Human Rights 

Access to Justice Scale5 To what extent is there equal, fair access to justice? 0 1 -1.87 2.19 6,331 
Freedom of Expression Scale6 To what extent is there freedom of expression? 0 1 -2.30 1.87 6,331 
Freedom of Association Scale7 To what extent is there freedom of association and assembly? 0 1 -2.32 1.68 6,331 
Freedom of Religion Scale8 To what extent is there freedom of religion? 0 1 -3.33 1.52 6,331 
Freedom of Movement Scale9 To what extent is there freedom of movement? 0 1 -3.62 1.67 6,331 
Personal Integrity Scale10 To what extent is there respect for personal integrity and security rights? 0 1 -1.83 1.79 6,331 
Social Group Equality Scale11 To what extent is there social class/group equality for civil liberties and power resources? 0 1 -1.92 2.00 6,331 
Basic Welfare Scale12 To what extent is there respect for basic welfare rights for citizens? 0 1 -2.00 1.91 6,331 
Gender Equality Scale13 To what extent is there gender equality? 0 1 -1.79 1.82 6,331 

Dimension 3: Checks and Balances 

Effective Parliament Scale14 To what extent does parliament oversee the executive? 0 1 -1.69 1.87 6,331 
Judicial Independence Scale15 To what extent are the courts independent? 0 1 -1.70 1.76 6,331 
Media Integrity Scale16 To what extent are there diverse, critical media? 0 1 -2.15 1.95 6,331 

Dimension 4: Impartial Administration 

Absence of Corruption Scale17 To what extent is the exercise of public authority free from corruption? 0 1 -1.80 1.85 6,331 
Predictable Enforcement Scale18 To what extent is the enforcement of public authority predictable? 0 1 -1.79 1.82 6,331 

Dimension 5: Citizenship Participation 

CSO Participation Scale19 To what extent do people participate in civil society organizations? 0 1 -2.36 2.08 6,331 
Electoral Participation Scale20 To what extent do people participate in national elections? 0 1 -1.68 4.20 6,331 
Direct Democracy Scale21 To what extent are mechanisms of direct democracy available and used? 0 1 -1.44 1.24 6,331 
Local Democracy Scale22 To what extent are there freely elected, influential local governments? 0 1 -1.84 1.61 6,331 
Notes. Data aggregation is strongly inspired by the Global State of Democracy Dataset (Skaaning, 2018, Annex B). The variables, however, are different from the ones provided in this dataset because 
they are aggregated using Confirmatory Factor Analysis and contain no missing values. The guiding questions mentioned in this Table are taken from Skaaning (2018, 58–62) and therefore should not be 
seen as the authors’ own words or ideas. It bears stressing that all indicators refer to function rather than form. They measure how things are applied in practice and not how they are respected in principle 
(for instance through law).   
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aggregation techniques, such as Principal Component Analysis and additive, mean or multiplicative scores 

of the various indicators. This is also why CFA was used during the parceling process. Most significantly, 

CFA produces better measures of latent concepts because it isolates the shared variance of the indicators 

(i.e. the portion of the covariance indicators have in common) from their unique variance (i.e. the portion of 

the covariance that is particular to each indicator) (Bollen, 1989). By relying on what indicators share, 

measurement error is reduced and the relative weight of each indicator estimated, rendering final measures 

more reliable and reducing uncertainty. By contrast, Principal Component Analysis accounts for all the 

(co)variance of the indicators, while additive, mean, or multiplicative scales count each item as equally 

important for the latent concept under concern.  

As can be observed from a series of path diagrams presented in Figure 4.1, all the indicators load 

significantly (p < 0.01) and strongly on the respective dimensions of democracy they operationalize (see 

Table 4.2). For political competition, the standardized loadings of indicators range from 0.94 to 0.72. For 

respect for human rights, this is between 0.94 and 0.73; while loadings for checks and balances are situated 

between 0.84 and 0.95; for impartial administration between 1 and 0.83; and for citizen engagement between 

0.60 and 0.85.75 These loadings are similar to standardized Betas in regression analysis. For example, if a 

country scores one standard deviation (SD) higher on the political competition scale, it responds 0.86 SD 

higher on clean elections (Scale1); 0.72 SD on inclusive suffrage (Scale2); 0.89 SD on free political parties 

(Scale3) and 0.94 on elected government (Scale4). A similar logic can be applied to all other dimensions of 

democracy. The latent variable is shown in the oval and constitutes the independent variable in each of the 

five models (which can be observed from the direction of the arrows), explaining variance in the aggregate- 

level indicators. For each CFA, the resulting scale reliability was systematically higher than p = 0.75.76All 

models also obtained a reasonable fit to the data. Although in each model the chi-squared was significant, 

all measures of goodness of fit were above conventional thresholds of RMSEA = 0.05; CFI = 0.95 and 

SRMR < 0.08. The fit measures were obtained after including various correlated error terms for specific 

pairs of indicators to the model, for which modification indices were instructive.  

Separate scales for the five dimensions of democracy were obtained using the regression method and 

standardized. It bears stressing, however, that correlations between dimensions are quite high. The 

correlation between political competition and human rights is 0.84; while 0.83 for checks and balances; 0.52 

for impartial administration; and 0.87 for citizen engagement. Likewise, human rights correlates 0.89 with   

                                                      
75 We had to omit scale12 from the analysis because the scale gave problems for the CFA. Most likely, this scale was 
dimensionally too dissimilar from all other scales. Omitting this variable from the analysis however does not 
undermine the overall quality of the final human rights scale. 
76 Reliability here refers to the proportion of the total variation in each scale generated by the attribute-level 
indicators that is attributed to the true score. With a reliability estimate of 0.75, the true score can explain 75 per 
cent of the variation in the final scale (Acock, 2013, chap. 1).  



POWER TO DECOUPLE. HYBRID REGIMES IN THE INTERNATIONAL SYSTEM: A MULTIMETHOD ANALYSIS 

111 

 

Figure 4.1. Confirmatory Factor Analysis for the Five Dimensions of Democracy, 1975–2017. 
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checks and balances; 0.67 with impartial administration; and 0.81 with citizen engagement. For checks and 

balances, the correlation is 0.65 for impartial administration and 0.80 for citizen engagement. Finally, the 

correlation between impartial administration and citizen participation is 0.46. This suggests that the 

differences between the five dimensions of democracy are primarily a conceptual and only secondarily an 

empirical reality. Only impartial administration seems to really stand apart. Yet, high correlations between 

the dimensions do not take away the fact the five dimensions remain key for studying political regimes. 

When estimating a single-factor model, for instance, estimating all indicators simultaneously without taking 

into account dimensionality, we find that although all indicators tap into a single democracy factor77, 

goodness of fit measures nevertheless perform quite poorly. For the one-dimensional model, the RMSEA = 

0.15; the CFI = 0.87 and SRMR = 0.06, suggesting this model is not a good or even reasonably close fit to 

the data.78 By taking into account dimensionality, goodness of fit measures perform much better. Various 

studies also point out that despite high correlations between democracy scales, subtle differences still affect 

the outcomes (Casper and Tufis, 2012; Elkins, 2000). In the next section, we rely on these five measures as 

the configurative space for creating a novel measure of hybrid regimes. 

4.4.3. Hierarchical Cluster Analysis  

Agglomerative Hierarchical Cluster Analysis (HCA) is employed to determine to what extent the five 

dimensions of democracy classify countries with regards to hybrid regimes. Without going into too much 

of a detail, HCA categorizes countries based on similarity and dissimilarity patterns found in the data for 

the units to be clustered (Everitt et al., 2011). The purpose of HCA is to reduce the number of observations 

to a more limited number of clusters where members of one cluster are more similar to each other than they 

are to members of another cluster. Clusters are created by calculating Euclidian distances between the 

observations, creating a dissimilarity matrix on which ultimately multiple classifications are based. 

Logically, clusters are most identifiable when within cluster variation is low and between cluster variation 

high. Although several HCA techniques exist, Ward’s minimum variance method is applied in this chapter 

because it tends create mutually exclusive and relatively balanced clusters of units similar with respect to 

several democratic characteristics. HCA requires data for all years and all countries in the dataset, and also 

expects variables to be standardized to control for differences in variability. HCA is also sensitive to outliers, 

but we reported only few. The analyses are conducted in Stata13 using the “cluster” function. 

One feature of cluster analysis is that it suggests multiple cluster solutions. The optimal number of clusters 

is decided by looking at a list of criterion measures indicating the best cluster solution. In a first stage, we 

                                                      
77 Standardized loadings range between 0.96 (scale6) and 0.57 (scale22) with most loadings above 0.80. All loadings 
are statistically significant.  
78 This model also includes various correlated error terms for specific pairs of indicators. 
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look at the combination of the pseudo F statistic and pseudo t² statistic (also known as the Je(2)/Je(1) ratio 

criterion) calculated in Stata. Yet, as it transpires these statistics present contradictory results, we make use 

of the NbClust() function in R Statistical Software to calculate additional criterion measures (Kassambara, 

2017, chap. 12). Interestingly, the NbClust() function calculates a list of 30 indices in order to decide about 

the most valid clustering scheme (Charrad et al., 2014).79 While 10 criterion measures indicate a two-cluster 

solution, 6 also point out a three-cluster solution, versus 2 measures for 5, 1 for 7 and 3 for a 10-cluster 

solution. Since the goal of this chapter is to produce a parsimonious measure of hybrid regimes with 

explanatory power that takes into account the five dimensions of democracy, we estimate a three-cluster 

solution as most satisfactory to our endeavor. Also the visual inspection of the dendogram supports such a 

decision.80  

Table 4.3 summarizes the means of the five dimensions of democracy for each cluster. At this stage, it is 

perhaps important to recall that high values denote higher levels of democracy. We rely on our measures 

for the five dimensions of democracy to interpret the clusters because they contain less measurement error 

compared to various other measures. Just like the correlations above, the findings argue for the one-

dimensionality of the democracy concept. Cluster 1 provides low mean scores for all five dimensions of 

democracy and therefore identifies authoritarian regimes. Countries in this cluster have especially low 

values on political competition (m = -1.06; SD = 0.49), checks and balances (m = -1.02; SD = 0.46) and 

citizen participation (m = -1.01; SD = 0.68) and also perform badly on respect for human rights (m = -0.97; 

SD = 0.52) while scoring slightly better (albeit with more variation) on impartial administration (m = -0.63; 

SD = 0.83). Cluster 3, by contrast, are democracies, containing relatively high scores on all dimensions of 

democracy. Also here, however, there is more variation for the impartial administration dimension, 

indicating various democracies face problems regarding the consistent implementation of democratic 

decisions. Cluster 2, furthermore, identifies hybrid regimes. Countries in this cluster have mediocre scores 

on the five dimensions of democracy, meaning they only partly embrace these institutions. It are countries 

that have unfree and/or unfair political competition, to some extent disrespect human rights, have limited 

check and balances as well as a relatively corrupt public administration and weak autonomous citizen 

engagement.  

Of course, within the hybrid regime cluster (and others), variation remains. That is, some countries may 

adhere to some dimensions of democracy and fall short on others.81 Yet, despite this variation, the overall 

picture suggests they do not live up to what it takes to be a democracy or authoritarian regime. A full list of 

countries and their classification is provided in Annex 4 in the Appendix. Table 4.4 gives an overview of 

                                                      
79 Some of these measures, however, are computationally so intense they were impossible to calculate.  
80 The criterion measures are reported in Annex 3 of the Appendix. 
81 This can be studied into further detail looking at Figure 4.2 discussed below. 
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the regime classification of countries for 2017. In this year, 21.66 per cent of all countries in the world were 

authoritarian, versus 28 per cent hybrid and 50 per cent democratic. Among the authoritarian regimes one 

finds countries such as Saudi Arabia, Eritrea, the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea, and China. 

Democracies, for their part, are predominantly Western countries but also include various sub-Saharan 

African, Asian and Latin American states. Hybrid regimes, furthermore, mainly involve African states but 

also encompass countries in Europe, Latin America and Asia. The remainder of this chapter seeks to validate 

the new measurement of hybrid regimes.  

4.5. Validating the New Measurement of Hybrid Regimes 

Validity refers to whether an indicator credibly measures what it is supposed to measure, in this case hybrid 

regimes. Validation therefore implies the analysis of the relationship between the indicator and the specified 

concept. Seawright and Collier (2014) distinguish between various validation techniques, each with their 

own strengths and weaknesses. Content validation includes the validation of a measure for making sense. 

Emphasis is put on whether or not an indicator meaningfully covers the cases associated with the concept. 

A measure is expected to work well if it rightly classifies traditional examples of authoritarianism/hybrid 

regimes/democracies and does so in a rather systematic way. Convergent-discriminant validation, on the 

other hand, examines the link between the new indicator and extant indicators which are believed to tap into 

similar or closely related concepts. Nomological validation, furthermore, departs from ‘established’ causal 

relationships and investigates whether or not these relationships also hold for the new indicator. 

Table 4.3. HCA Cluster Sample Sizes and Means and Standard Deviations for 

the Five Dimensions of Democracy, 1975–2017. 

Dimension Cluster 1 Cluster 2 Cluster 3 Overall 

Political Competition -1.06 (0.49) -0.15 (0.59) 1.01 (0.27) 0 (1) 

Respect for Human Rights -0.97 (0.52) -0.14 (0.47) 1.01 (0.54) 0 (1) 

Checks and Balances -1.02 (0.46) -0.11 (0.48) 1.04 (0.45) 0 (1) 

Impartial Administration -0.63 (0.83) -0.36 (0.65) 0.84 (0.72) 0 (1) 

Citizen Engagement -1.01 (0.68) 0.05 (0.44) 0.92 (0.49) 0 (1) 

Total 2,279 1,634 2,418 6,331 

Notes. Standard deviations in parentheses.  
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4.5.1. A Quick Look at the Five Scales of Democracy 

We rely on this distinction between different validation techniques to assess the strength of our new indicator 

of hybrid regimes. Strictly speaking, however, not only our typology, but also our five scales need further 

scrutiny. Yet, at the outset, one should note that our five scales were constructed through a technique (CFA) 

that already included a specific type of validation. By relying upon multiple indicators from various sources, 

and by calculating how they optimally measure the concept of concern, one limits measurement error and 

applies convergent-discriminant validation (Seawright and Collier, 2014, 116). Similarly, the scales also 

relied on measurement variables that to a large extent were already validated in previous research (Lindberg 

et al., 2014; Skaaning, 2018; Teorell et al., 2018). Furthermore, the case studies in the coming chapters will 

also illustrate how the various scales adequately grasp political regime paths in these countries.82  

Figure 4.2 presents the dot plots by dimension for a cross-section of states in 2017. They are sorted according 

to values for political competition and not all dimensions together (which is why Costa Rica is ultimately 

ranked first). The symbols in the figure represent standardized factor scores for each respective dimension 

of democracy. What is interesting is that an examination of the factor scores not only demonstrate significant 

face validity, with authoritarian states rating at the bottom and various developed Western societies at the  

  

                                                      
82 Which, in a separate section, Seawright and Collier (2014, 125) call the case-based tradition in validation research. 

Table 4.4. Political Regimes in the World, 2017. 

Authoritarian 
Regimes 
(n = 34;  
21.66%) 

Angola, Azerbaijan, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Burundi, Cambodia, Cameroon, Chad, 
China, Cuba, DPRK, DRC, Egypt, Equatorial Guinea, Eritrea, Kazakhstan, Laos, 
Nicaragua, Oman, Qatar, Russia, Saudi Arabia, Somalia, South Sudan, Sudan, 
Swaziland, Syria, Tajikistan, Thailand, Turkmenistan, United Arab Emirates, 
Uzbekistan, Venezuela, Yemen 

Hybrid Regimes 
(n = 44;  
28%) 

Afghanistan, Algeria, Armenia, Belarus, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Central African 
Republic, Cote d'Ivoire, Dominican Republic, Ethiopia, Gabon, Guinea, Guinea-
Bissau, Haiti, Honduras, India, Iran, Iraq, Jordan, Kosovo, Kuwait, Lebanon, Libya, 
Madagascar, Malawi, Malaysia, Mauritania, Morocco, Mozambique, Myanmar, 
Nepal, Pakistan, Papua New Guinea, Republic of Congo, Rwanda, Serbia, Sierra 
Leone, Singapore, Togo, Turkey, Uganda, Ukraine, Vietnam, Zambia, Zimbabwe 

Democratic 
Regimes 
(n = 79;  
50.32 %) 

Albania, Argentina, Australia, Austria, Belgium, Benin, Bolivia, Botswana, Brazil, 
Bulgaria, Burkina Faso, Canada, Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica, Croatia, Cyprus, 
Czech Republic, Denmark, Ecuador, El Salvador, Estonia, Finland, France, Gambia, 
Georgia, Germany, Ghana, Greece, Guatemala, Hungary, Indonesia, Ireland, Israel, 
Italy, Jamaica, Japan, Kenya, Kyrgyzstan, Latvia, Lesotho, Liberia, Lithuania, 
Macedonia, Mali, Mauritius, Mexico, Moldova, Mongolia, Namibia, Netherlands, 
New Zealand, Niger, Nigeria, Norway, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, Poland, 
Portugal, Republic of Korea, Romania, Senegal, Slovakia, Slovenia, South Africa, 
Spain, Sri Lanka, Sweden, Switzerland, Taiwan, Tanzania, Timor-Leste, Trinidad 
and Tobago, Tunisia, United Kingdom, United States, Uruguay 
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Figure 4.2 Continued. 
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Figure 4.2. Political Regime Dot Plots by Dimension in 2017. Standardized Factor Scores between 
[-3; 3]. 
Notes. Squares = Political Competition; Circles = Respect for Human Rights; Triangles = Checks and Balances; 
Diamonds = Impartial Administration; Crosses = Citizen Engagement. Dot plots are sorted according to values for 
Political Competition.  
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top of the plot (with hybrid regimes frequently but not always in the middle), it also shows that despite high 

aggregate correlations between the five dimensions of democracy, meaningful variation exists within 

countries.83 Figure 4.2 therefore discloses the peculiarity of each case. This is our approach at work. 

Measures of democracy disregarding some or conflating all five dimensions of democracy would rather 

neglect this type of variation.  

The bottom of Figure 4.2 for instance shows the presence of cases (including Morocco, Jordan, Rwanda, 

Kuwait, Uganda, Vietnam, and Bosnia and Herzegovina) that somehow compensate a lack of political 

competition with more respect for human rights, checks and balances and/or other democratic features. By 

contrast, and mostly in the middle of the graph, we find a panoply of cases with higher levels of political 

competition than one would expect based on scores on other dimensions of democracy. Russia provides an 

important case in point. This country combines a level-playing field with a highly corrupt administration, 

weak checks and balances and human rights and even lower political participation. Interestingly, also the 

DRC, Madagascar, Lebanon, Malaysia, Kyrgyzstan and Honduras, among others, are examples of this 

phenomenon. Of course, besides this, Figure 4.2 indicates the existence of other configurations, as can be 

observed for Myanmar, Libya, Togo, Tanzania, and so forth, where we for instance observe a rather 

impartial administration amid severe human rights violations and some degree of competition, checks and 

balances and citizen engagement (or vice versa). At the top of the graph, finally, we find that the five 

dimensions of democracy are more likely to converge. This, however, does not mean no important nuances 

can be made. Belgium, for instance, scores lower on political competition and impartial administration than 

on all other features of democracy. Most likely, this has to do with the fragmented playing field between 

Walloons and Flemish in this country. Likewise, democracy in places such as Brazil, South Africa, 

Mauritius, Colombia and Argentina mainly stems from the quality of political competition, and only 

secondarily from the strength of other democratic dimensions. As is clear, although the ultimate aim of the 

chapter is classification and parsimony, this does not imply country specificities are disregarded.  

Table 4.5 shows the correlation between the five scales of democracy and other (continuous) democracy 

measures. Briefly, three important observations are worth making. First, as could be expected, the five 

dimensions of democracy generally covary with other indicators. The average (Pearson’s) correlation 

between political competition and all sixteen listed indicators is 0.87; while 0.85 for respect for human 

rights; 0.85 for checks and balances; 0.61 for impartial administration; and 0.81 for citizen engagement. The 

low correlation between impartial administration and existent indicators relates to the relative absence of  

                                                      
83 Albeit apparently not to such an extent we can identify more than three really meaningful clusters. 



 

Table 4.5. Comparing the Five Dimensions of Democracy Scales with Extant Indicators, 1975–2017. 

Extant Indicators Correlations 
Index Authors Scale Range N Political 

Participation 
Respect for 

Hum. Rights 
Checks and 

Balances 
Impartial 
Admin. 

Citizen 
Engagement 

BMR index Boix et al. 0-1 5,856 
(1,293) 

0.84 
(0.68) 

0.75 
(0.54) 

0.78 
(0.62) 

0.52 
(0.15) 

0.75 
(0.59) 

Polity2 Marshall et al. -10; +10 5,728 
(1,197) 

0.94 
(0.87) 

0.85 
(0.65) 

0.88 
(0.84) 

0.53 
(0.19) 

0.83 
(0.73) 

Political Rights Freedom House 1-7 6,054 
(1,253) 

0.89 
(0.84) 

0.86 
(0.69) 

0.87 
(0.78) 

0.64 
(0.29) 

0.80 
(0.71) 

Civil Liberties Freedom House 1-7 6,054 
(1,253) 

0.84 
(0.73) 

0.90 
(0.75) 

0.87 
(0.76) 

0.65 
(0.24) 

0.80 
(0.70) 

Lexical Index Skaaning et al. 0-6 5,959 
(1,311) 

0.92  
(0.88) 

0.78  
(0.62) 

0.80  
(0.73) 

0.45  
(0.15) 

0.85 
(0.80) 

Democracy Index Vanhanen 0-100 5,670 
(1,306) 

0.83 
(0.75) 

0.83 
(0.57) 

0.81 
(0.67) 

0.59 
(0.06) 

0.82 
(0.73) 

Competition Vanhanen 0-100 5,670 
(1,306) 

0.86 
(0.77) 

0.78 
(0.56) 

0.82 
(0.71) 

0.46 
(0.09) 

0.81 
(0.72) 

Participation Vanhanen 0-100 5,670 
(1,306) 

0.67 
(0.54) 

0.59 
(0.31) 

0.51 
(0.23) 

0.42 
(0.00) 

0.69 
(0.54) 

UDS Pemstein et al. -2.04; +2.26 5,449 
(1,311) 

0.90 
(0.86) 

0.91 
(0.73) 

0.91 
(0.87) 

0.63 
(0.16) 

0.86 
(0.79) 

Polyarchy Scale 1 Teorell et al. 0-1 6,276 
(1,309) 

0.95 
(0.89) 

0.90 
(0.81) 

0.90 
(0.86) 

0.55 
(0.21) 

0.89 
(0.84) 

Polyarchy Scale 2 Teorell et al. 0-1 6,276 
(1,309) 

0.87 
(0.76) 

0.89 
(0.72) 

0.88 
(0.77) 

0.71 
(0.31) 

0.79 
(0.66) 

Electoral DI Lindberg et al. 0-1 6,276 
(1,309) 

0.93 
(0.87) 

0.92 
(0.80) 

0.92 
(0.86) 

0.65 
(0.26) 

0.86 
(0.79) 

Liberal DI Lindberg et al. 0-1 6,249 
(1,309) 

0.87 
(0.80) 

0.93 
(0.82) 

0.93 
(0.87) 

0.74 
(0.37) 

0.81 
(0.72) 

Participatory DI Lindberg et al. 0-1 6,276 
(1,309) 

0.88 
(0.80) 

0.92 
(0.79) 

0.90 
(0.86) 

0.68 
(0.28) 

0.86 
(0.78) 

Deliberative DI Lindberg et al. 0-1 6,275 
(1,309) 

0.87 
(0.81) 

0.93 
(0.81) 

0.93 
(0.87) 

0.71 
(0.33) 

0.82 
(0.76) 

Egalitarian DI Lindberg et al. 0-1 6,275 
(1,309) 

0.83 
(0.75) 

0.91 
(0.84) 

0.87 
(0.79) 

0.76 
(0.37) 

0.78 
(0.67) 
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this dimension in previous studies (see Table 4.1). Second, although the five dimensions of democracy are 

empirically related, and primarily a theoretical reality as discussed above, Table 4.5 nevertheless shows they 

still tap into each dimension separately, however weakly. For instance, the correlation between our political 

competition scale and the Lexical Index of Electoral Democracy is 0.92, while lower for all other dimensions 

of democracy. Something similar, albeit to a lower extent, can be said about other indicators and 

dimensions.84 Table 4.5 also shows how the UDS, a one-dimensional measure of the five dimensions of 

democracy, cuts across all five dimensions of democracy simultaneously. Third, while the scales indeed 

overlap with existing measures of democracy, they are however not redundant. For instance, when we limit 

our analysis to sub-Saharan Africa alone, all correlations drop significantly (shown in the parentheses). This 

decline is even more outspoken when only focusing on non-democracies.85 

4.5.2. Assessing the Quality of the Typology 

The final section of the chapter validates the typology of hybrid regimes. Also here, it bears emphasis that 

the typology was already implicitly validated above. In the introduction, for instance, we discussed the rise 

and stability of hybrid regimes in various world-regions. Likewise, also the results in Table 4.4 have a lot 

of face validity. We furthermore conducted several statistical tests pertaining to the validity of a three-cluster 

solution, while the clusters themselves are also based upon the five salient dimensions of democracy 

measured through CFA. Moreover, in the next chapter, we will see the cluster solution at work, and 

demonstrate how it is able to reproduce several established causal relationships in macro-statistical research. 

Yet, because the typology constitutes a central pillar in this work, we nevertheless need to know more about 

how it relates to other typologies.   

Figure 4.3 therefore examines the association between our regime typology and Freedom House and Polity 

IV. These two measures were selected for reasons already outlined above, namely because they both 

measure hybrid regimes and are also widely used in the literature.86 To be sure, however, we do not expect 

a perfect association, in part because our measure is the only one relying on the five dimensions of 

democracy, but also because we apply different measurement techniques. Yet, some association is still to 

be expected, for the simple reason they all provide a measure of hybrid regimes. The graph shows a rather 

strong and statistically significant association between our typology and Freedom House and Polity2.87 Of  

                                                      
84 Such as the correlation between political competition and Freedom House’s measure of Political Rights; 
Vanhanen’s Measure of Political Competition and Teorell et al.’s Polyarchy scale. Also rather interesting are 
correlations between respect for human rights and Freedom House Civil Liberties and between citizen participation 
and Vanhanen’s Index of Participation. 
85 These results are not shown but available upon request with the author. 
86 While other typologies, including Boix et al. (2013); Cheibub et al. (2010); and Geddes et al. (2014) are dichotomous 
classifications (democracy/authoritarianism) not explicitly looking at hybrid regimes.   
87 Which can be observed from the statistics below the figure (all closer to 1 than 0). 
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Figure 4.3 Cross-tabulation for the Association between the Cluster Solution and Freedom House and Polity2 Classification, 
1975–2014. 
Notes. Darkest bars are authoritarian regimes in the Cluster Solution, dark grey are hybrid regimes and light grey democracies. χ2 (4) = 5,400, p = 
0.000; Cramer’s V = 0.683; gamma = 0.955; tau-b = 0.791 (for Freedom House); χ2 (4) = 5,500, p = 0.000; Cramer’s V = 0.694; gamma = 0.967; 
tau-b = 0.818 (for Polity2).  

 

all countries classified as “Free” (Democracy) by Freedom House (Polity), for instance, 92.28 (84.04) per 

cent are identified as “Democracy” by our typology, versus 7.92 (15.58) per cent “Hybrid Regimes” and 

0.10 (0.40) per cent “Autocracies”. Similarly, of all “Not Free” (Autocracy) countries in Freedom House 

(Polity), 84 (87) per cent is “Authoritarian” according to our measurement and 15.15 (12.90) per cent 

“Hybrid Regime” and 0.05 (0.00) per cent “Democracy.” Moreover, for all “Partly Free” (Anocracy) 

countries, our cluster solution identifies respectively 54.65 (58.40) per cent as “Hybrid Regime,” 26.99 

(39.10) per cent as “Autocracy” and 18.36 (2.50) per cent as “Democracy”. Figure 4.3 indicates that the 

association between our typology and Freedom House and Polity is strongest for the polar opposites of 

democracy and authoritarianism and lowest in the gray zone.  

While this observation paves the ground for a right or wrong discussion, a more fruitful way of looking at 

this issue, perhaps, is by calculating the level of agreement between our typology and various other 

typologies.88 Table 4.6 therefore shows the Cohen’s Kappa (κ) coefficient calculating the level of agreement 

between our typology and various others. In short, the κ–coefficient presents the proportion of agreement 

after agreement based on chance is controlled for. As a rule of thumb, κ–values ≤0 are considered poor 

agreement; .01–.20=slight; .21–.40=fair; .41–.60=moderate; .61–.80=substantial, and .81–1=almost perfect 

agreement. Interestingly, as Table 4.6 indicates, the κ–values for our typology are quite satisfactory. Only 

                                                      
88 The study of agreement is different from the study of association because it cancels out the degree of association 
based on chance (Cohen, 1960). 
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for the DCC Index, there is only fair agreement, but as the table shows this discloses problems with this 

index rather than the other way around. When compared to other measures of hybrid regimes, our measure 

produces better reliability measures compared to Freedom House, Polity2, and Mainwaring et al.’s 

trichotomous regime measure and is comparable to the (more recent) ROW index and Wahman et al.’s 

classification of political regimes. These two scales, however, do not put emphasis on the five dimensions 

of democracy, while the latter classification also stops in 2014 and is itself based on Polity2 and Freedom 

House data. All this demonstrates the strength of our new indicator of hybrid regimes.  

4.6. Conclusion   

The purpose of this chapter was to present a new conceptualization and measurement of hybrid regimes. 

Based on a conceptual literature review of democratic theory, the chapter argued that (1) political 

competition, (2) respect of human rights, (3) checks and balances, (4) impartial administration and (5) 

citizen engagement constitute the five theoretically salient and incommensurable dimensions along which 

to grasp hybrid regimes. The chapter demonstrated that although these five dimensions were pertinent in 

previous research on (hybrid) political regimes, only a minority of studies systematically integrated them 

into one overarching research framework. Instead, most studies emphasized one or several dimensions of 

democracy, with most attention going to the procedural theory of democracy at the expense of others. Past 

studies, in other words, ignored the covariation between these five salient dimensions and thus vital aspects 

of the theoretically justified property-space. In response, the chapter developed a measurement model of 

hybrid regimes taking into account these five dimensions. It relied on a novel dataset bringing together 97 

disaggregated indicators on the various faces of democracy, as well as Confirmatory Factor Analysis and 

Hierarchical Clustering Techniques, in order to design a theoretically coherent and empirically sensitive 

Table 4.6. Cohen’s Kappa (κ-) Coefficient for Cluster Agreement  

with Extant Typologies, 1975–2017. 

Index (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 
MDR 
(1) 

1 0.661 
(5,813) 

0.675 
(5,682) 

0.485 
(1,588) 

0.682 
(6,272) 

0.704 
(5,752) 

0.626 
(716) 

Freedom House  
(2) 

0.661 
(5,813) 1 0.566 

(5,687) 
0.423 

(1,576) 
0.544 

(5,774) 
0.626 

(5,750) 
0.559 
(716) 

Polity2 
(3) 

0.675 
(5,682) 

0.566 
(5,687) 1 0.433 

(1,555) 
0.680 

(5,675) 
0.739 

(5,658) 
0.509 
(716) 

DCC Index 
(4) 

0.485 
(1,588) 

0.423 
(1,576) 

0.433 
(1,555) 1 0.476 

(1,573) 
0.465 

(1,557) 
0.418 
(589) 

ROW Index 
(5) 

0.682 
(6,272) 

0.544 
(5,774) 

0.680 
(5,675) 

0.476 
(1,573) 1 0.743 

(5,748) 
0.579 
(716) 

Wahman et al. 
(6) 

0.704 
(5,752) 

0.626 
(5,750) 

0.739 
(5,658) 

0.465 
(1,557) 

0.743 
(5,748) 1 0.622 

(716) 
Mainwaring et al.  
(7) 

0.626 
(716) 

0.559 
(716) 

0.509 
(716) 

0.418 
(589) 

0.579 
(716) 

0.622 
(716) 1 

Notes. MDR indicates the Political Regime Cluster Solution developed here. 
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measure of hybrid regimes. On the one hand, the chapter presented five scales of democracy and illustrated 

that although these scales are correlated, they still allow to appreciate the idiosyncrasy and thus the 

democratic strengths and/or weaknesses of each regime. On the other hand, the chapter found that, in order 

to distinguish hybrid regimes from democracies and autocracies, the five dimensions of democracy make 

little difference. They associate to such an extent that only one dimension would already allow for 

meaningful differentiation.  

The fact that no distinction was made between different types of hybrid regimes constitutes one of the major 

limitations of this study. From one perspective, our trichotomous classification autocracy  hybrid regime 

 democracy is not all that different from existing measures, such as trichotomous solutions offered by 

Freedom House and Polity IV, among others, and therefore the contribution of the chapter is rather limited. 

Although these types of arguments are to some extent justified, we would still argue against such a view. 

Of course, the reason why the chapter did not find different types of hybrid regimes stems from the rather 

high correlations between the various dimensions of democracy and the fact that the chosen techniques look 

for average combinations rather than outliers. Although we experimented with different cluster structures, 

the best and most substantial solutions were systematically those with relatively few categories. In a sense, 

this rather rudimentary classification can also be seen as a strength. First, it produces a parsimonious 

measure of hybrid regimes with high explanatory power incorporating all salient dimensions of democracy. 

Second, it enhances interpretability of the clusters and also ensures that each category has empirical 

referents, making our classification different from, say, the Lexical Index of Electoral Democracy, the 

Lexical Scale, or Gilbert and Mohseni’s measure of hybrid regimes, where theoretical priors generate 

clusters with only few referents in the real world. Third, our trichotomous classification facilitates 

connection with other measures and replication of previous (causal) findings. Finally, and perhaps most 

importantly, the fact that the chapter only identifies three clusters does not mean to imply it ignores variation 

amongst hybrid regimes. Figure 4.2 demonstrated a panoply of possible continuous regime configurations 

within hybrid regimes (and beyond). Thus far, there have been few studies that allowed to simultaneously 

grasp this wealth as well as to classify regimes in a relative parsimonious way.   
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Chapter 5 

The Influence of International 
Relations on Democratization,  

1972–2005  
 

5.1. Introduction 

With the third wave of democratization liberal democracy seemed to become the dominant model of political 

governance worldwide (Fukuyama, 1992; Huntington, 1991).89 As more and more countries became 

democratic, many analysts believed others would quickly follow suit. Yet, from the mid-nineties onwards, 

it soon transpired that the global spread of democracy did not affect all countries equally. Not only were 

adoption rates of democracy lower in this period, many states also developed relatively stable hybrid 

regimes and others remained purely authoritarian (Carothers, 2002; Diamond, 2002). This chapter seeks to 

explain why democratization stalled in the post-Cold War era.  

According to world society theory (WST), global democratization results from countries’ growing 

integration in international organizations. This type of integration exposes countries to rationalized scripts 

of political governance and facilitates the diffusion of Western models, including democracy (Meyer et al., 

1997). The underlying mechanism of these processes of democratization is what Powell and DiMaggio 

(1991) call normative isomorphism. States adopt democracy because they seek status and legitimacy in an 

increasingly interconnected world society. While the world society model goes a long way in explaining 

institutional homogenization, it faces limits when it comes to accounting for institutional divergence 

(Beckert, 2010). Deviations from democratic scripts are depicted as only temporary and not as substantial 

or meaningful in their own regard.  

Comparative political economy offers an alternative view on the environment-democracy nexus. This model 

refutes both the mechanisms as well as the cultural content of the world society. Regarding the mechanisms, 

comparative political economy emphasizes not only the highly structured nature of the international system, 

but also that it primarily should be seen as a power-dependence network (Galtung, 1971; Van Rossem, 

                                                      
89 This is a co-authored chapter with Prof. Dr. Ronan Van Rossem as second author.   
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1996). Rather than a “world of Durkheimian or Simmelian integration,” countries integrate in a hierarchical 

system of interdependent activities (Meyer et al., 1997, 175). They establish dependencies (i.e. ties that are 

costly to break) in search for (im)material resources and thereby become vulnerable to demands and 

pressures of partner states. Such a view is consistent with open systems theory, resource dependence theory 

and other relational theories of power (Emerson, 1962; Pfeffer and Salancik, 1978; Scott, 2003). Democracy 

is most likely to diffuse when powerful democratic partners coerce dependent states to adopt democratic 

models, and dependent states lack the space to offset this type of pressure. Concerning the content of the 

world society, comparative political economy conceives cultural expectations not as a given. Instead, 

models of appropriate behavior are widely contested and shaped by the preferences and interests of the most 

powerful states (Krasner, 2009). The normative context is therefore almost perpetually in flux.  

This chapter argues that the overall structure and content of dependence ties impacts the democracy 

diffusion process in important ways, explaining why democratization stalls from the mid-nineties on and 

hybrid regimes survive. During and in the immediate aftermath of the Cold War, international resources 

were highly concentrated. Countries belonged to the communist East or democratic West and had few 

alternatives.90 It was a bipolar international order. While Western powers indeed supported various 

dictatorships in the global South in order to contain communism, incentives for doing so declined with the 

gradual weakening of the Soviet Union (USSR) from 1979 on (Cohen, 2015, 83; Mann, 2013, 113). The 

eventual collapse of the USSR and the start of a short unipolar period made Western pressure to democratize 

profound. After this event, Central and Eastern European states became part of the European Community 

and adopted democracy, states south of the Sahara organized multiparty elections and developed hybrid 

regimes and in Latin America and Asia democratic openings occurred in several long-standing 

dictatorships.91 These type of changes even led some scholars to identify a distinct fourth wave of 

democratization (McFaul, 2002).  

From the mid-nineties on, however, the post-Cold War order entered a new and increasingly multipolar and 

global era. For many dependent states, the rapid economic rise of the People’s Republic of China (PRC) 

and other regional authoritarian powers in world affairs implied a diversification of dependence ties and 

alternatives to Western resources (Jenkins, 2012; Mason, 2017; Taylor, 2014). Between 1989 and 2006, for 

instance, bilateral trade between China and sub-Saharan Africa (SSA) increased exponentially – a trend that 

only continued afterwards (Taylor, 2009; Tull, 2006). A similar type of trend could be observed in Latin 

                                                      
90 This was especially true for the “Second World”, while the “Third World” on the other hand tried to exploit rifts 
between the superpowers. This opportunity structure, however, mainly existed during the second phase of the Cold 
War (1957–1979) and gradually eroded during the third phase (1979–1989) with the West growing more powerful 
in international affairs and the USSR losing influence (Cohen, 2015, chap. 4).  
91 As Levitsky and Way (2015, 50) explain, “lacking resources, external allies or reliable coercive institutions, many of 
autocracies fell into severe crisis after 1989. The result was widespread “pluralism by default,” in which competition 
occurred because governments lacked even rudimentary means to suppress opposition challenges.” 
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America, albeit on a more moderate scale (Jenkins, 2012). What is more, the rise of China and other regional 

powers also quickly strengthened the legitimacy of the market authoritarian model at the expense of 

democracy (Halper, 2010). All this not only undermined Western hegemony in international affairs, with 

many dependent states turning East, it also stimulated core power competition in the South (Cooley, 2015). 

This, we argue, offered dependent states more agency and opportunities to decouple from the Western 

democratic script and took away incentives in the West to promote democracy abroad, undermining global 

democratization and facilitating hybrid regime survival.  

This chapter contributes to the literature on democracy diffusion in two ways. First, the chapter presents the 

international environment as a multidimensional power-dependence network in which countries not only 

trade, but also engage in political and military exchange (Mann, 2013). By focusing almost exclusively on 

spatial (Brinks and Coppedge, 2006; Gleditsch and Ward, 2006; O'Loughlin et al., 1998), political 

(Pevehouse, 2002; Wejnert, 2005) or economic (Beck et al., 2006; Li and Reuveny, 2003) networks of 

international exchange, many previous studies fell short of taking into account the inherently multiplex 

character of the international environment. Secondly, the chapter pays explicit attention to the structure of 

international dependence ties to explain democratization. Most of the studies cited above by and large 

ignored these complex power-dependence structures. Although world-systems analysis indeed provides a 

major exception, this type of analysis is restricted because it mainly focuses on trade relations and 

dependency (Balaev, 2009; Bollen, 1983; Clark, 2012). This chapter also goes beyond Torfason and 

Ingram’s (2010) study on democracy diffusion by investigating how globalization, and the rise of China in 

particular, challenged democratization across the globe. 

The chapter proceeds as follows. The first section briefly discusses the world society model of 

democratization. The second section introduces the political economy perspective and formulates concrete 

hypotheses regarding the (conditional) impact of integration in dependence networks with democratic and 

authoritarian partners on democratization. Given that the various international networks operate according 

to the same logic (power-dependence) and have similar pathways, they are discussed in an integrated 

fashion. The third section contains the empirical analysis, while the final section concludes. 

5.2. International Relations and Democratization: The World Society Model 

WST focuses on the homogenization of nations. The theory argues that international integration exposes 

countries to a uniform cultural environment where normative scripts of modern state behavior determine 

domestic institutions, culminating in global institutional convergence. Most, if not all, these scripts originate 

from Western Enlightenment thinking. The “taken-for-grantedness” of Western models results from 

Western centrality in the international system, due to capitalism and Christianity, and an emphasis on 
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progress and justice. The notion of liberal democracy is one of the (leading) normative scripts in the global 

system (Torfason and Ingram, 2010). 

For WST, international governmental (IGOs) and non-governmental organizations (INGOs) are the prime 

carriers of democratic scripts. These organizations expanded dramatically after World War II and together 

they constitute the skeleton of world society. Countries are exposed to and influenced by international 

culture by forging ties with these organizations. This means that the more numerous, and the more countries 

these organizations incorporate, the more likely that democracy gets spread. Wejnert (2005, 67), for 

instance, finds that links to IGOs are critical predictors of democratization. She states that “once diffusion 

predictors were added to the model, the significance of development predictors faded.” Other studies came 

up with similar results (Gleditsch and Ward, 2006; Pevehouse, 2002). In a similar vein, Hafner-Burton and 

Tsutsui (2005) demonstrate that citizens’ participation in INGOs positively affects government respect for 

human rights. The more citizens joining INGOs, the less likely leaders are to violate the rights of their 

citizens.  

Interestingly, for WST, democracy diffusion does not result from international structures (Strang and Meyer, 

1993). The international system is an associational environment where cultural integration generally 

outstrips international hierarchy. Democracy diffusion is best described as a process of cultural enactment 

and an outcome of normative isomorphism (DiMaggio and Powell, 1983). The international environment is 

made up of rules of appropriate behavior and provides specific blueprints of democratic action. States adhere 

to global norms and democratic scripts “in order to be regarded as legitimate members of world society” 

(Krücken and Drori, 2009, 15). By adopting democratic models, countries seek to secure their role and status 

in the international states system (Simmons et al., 2008).  

5.3. International Relations and Democratization: The Political Economy 
Perspective 

The political economy perspective differs from WST in several respects. Most importantly, the perspective 

conceives the international system not as an associational but as a power-dependence network. States are 

embedded in systems of interdependent activities in which they exchange (im)material resources. For 

Galtung (1971, 85), these interaction structures are both vertical and feudal. Vertical interaction means that 

(inter)national consequences of interaction are largely unequal. For some countries, it implies the export of 

raw commodities and resource depletion. For others, it means the import of raw materials and the production 

and export of processed goods. The feudal component suggests this interaction structure is self-perpetuating. 

Winners of the system will try to protect it, while losers generally have to accept it. Because states need 

other states to obtain (im)material resources to satisfy national demands, the outcome is an international 
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network of dependence and power relations (Krasner, 2009, 129). Dependence exists when the costs of 

breaking up an exchange relation are substantial. This model considers the international environment as a 

coercive system structured by the control of resources (Van Rossem, 1996).  

The political economy perspective also has a profoundly different view on the cultural content of 

international relations. First, it takes a realist position and considers states as sovereign and rational actors 

and as primordial units in international affairs. States are driven by two logics of action, i.e. logics of 

consequences and logics of appropriateness (Krasner, 2009, 213). Logics of consequences are state actions 

based on maximizing national interest, like the need to secure resources abroad. Logics of appropriateness, 

on the other hand, are actions based on normative considerations. They are part of a country’s self-image, 

i.e. what a country considers right and moral. There is little dispute that these two logics of state action 

oftentimes clash. More important, however, is that logics of action not only determine national behavior, 

but also expectations vis-à-vis dependent states. Respect for human rights and democracy, for instance, are 

part and parcel of US foreign policy. This suggests states are not only subject to the environment, but also 

give it form and substance. As such, states, much more than I(N)GOs, act as diffusion agents. They are the 

prime carriers of normative scripts and actively project these templates abroad. Their reach, however, 

depends on the scope of international connections and the extent to which they can attract dependencies. 

I(N)GOs are only relevant to the degree they follow state-driven principles. Hence, the political economy 

model presents democracy diffusion as a relational and coercive process that operates in accordance with 

socio-structural realities, providing opportunities and constraints for dependent states. 

From the reasoning above, one can draw alternate inferences on democracy diffusion than the ones made 

by WST. Rather than global, democracy scripts are situated in dependence networks with democratic 

partners. These networks create the local environment for dependent states. Relationships with democratic 

partners offer partner states leverage for democracy. When this leverage is translated into outright pressure 

to democratize, the costs of not adopting democracy for dependent states go up. Dependent states run the 

risk of losing status or to be excluded from important resource flows in case of resistance. These mechanisms 

have indirectly been tested in earlier studies. Boix (2011), for instance, finds that an alliance with the US 

positively affects democratization, while Gunitsky (2014) shows that US trade engenders democratization 

in times of hegemonic transitions. Goodliffe and Hawkins (2017), furthermore, demonstrate 

democratization is more likely when trade and politico-military partners are democratic. This leads to a first 

hypothesis:     

H1. The more integration in dependence networks with democratic partners, the higher the likelihood of 

democratization. 
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Embeddedness in dependence networks with authoritarian partners, in contrast, will have a profoundly 

different effect on democracy diffusion, albeit for similar reasons. In this case, authoritarian models make 

up the local environment for dependent states and leverage will mainly be used to impose authoritarianism. 

Boix (2011), for instance, finds that an alliance with the USSR reduces the risk of democratic transition. For 

Soviet leaders, state socialism, and not democracy, was considered rightful behavior.92 Similarly, Gunitsky 

(2014) shows that an increase in the global power of authoritarian regimes (i.e. Nazi Germany and the 

USSR) undermines democratization. All this indicates that logics of action are different in dependence 

networks with autocratic compared to democratic partners, leading to the following hypothesis: 

H2. The more integration in dependence networks with authoritarian partners, the lower the likelihood of 

democratization. 

The impact of dependence networks with democratic partners, however, varies over time and space. 

Everything depends on the concentration of (im)material resources and state interests. When resource 

concentration is high, dependent states are left with only few alternatives and agency, making leverage for 

democracy profound. This was especially so during the later stages of and in the immediate aftermath of the 

Cold War. During the Cold War, the international system was characterized by “a balance struck between 

the two superpowers which depended upon a nested system of geopolitical leverage whose units were tied 

to the superpowers” (Cohen, 2015, 9).93 While far from perfect, ultimately, the system was guided by the 

rule “if you stay off my satellites, I will stay off yours” (Galtung, 1971, 89). Thereby, two models of political 

rule were dominant. The Soviet bloc endorsed state socialism, whereas the West cultivated liberal 

democracy. Both blocs were not equal in strength, however. The USSR controlled large parts of Central and 

Eastern Europe, maintained stable relations with several client states and became more proactive in the 

Third World after Stalin. Yet, the USSR never matched US power, and gradually it was losing geopolitical 

control.94 For one, there was the weak Soviet economy. Economic growth fell from 3 per cent in 1970–1975 

to 1.8 per cent in 1980–1985, accompanied by rising mortality rates, national debt and weak technological 

progress, among others (Mann, 2013, 182). Economic hardship combined with military setbacks in 

Afghanistan and US assertiveness made Soviet leaders internationally more hesitant and less popular. The 

failure of state socialism in several Soviet satellites also stood in stark contrast with the success of liberal 

democracy in the West.95 Hence, with time, the socialist model lost appeal, while liberal democracy gained 

                                                      
92 State socialism is commonly defined as “a system of political and economic management which seeks to replace 
the market by an equally comprehensive structure based on collective (and hence in practice on state) action” 
(Clapham, 1992, 15). 
93 I.e. the Soviet Union and the United States of America.  
94 According to Kissinger (2014, 313), “the US, despite its divisions and vacillations, had preserved the essential 
elements of a situation of strength; over two generations it had built an informal anti-Soviet coalitions of every other 
major industrial center and most of the developing world.” 
95 In the words of Mann (2013, 182), “capitalism was a success and the Soviet cadres knew it. Their historic aspiration 
for world leadership sagged. If socialism was not superior to capitalism, its existence could not be justified.” 
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ground. This was made painstakingly clear with the eventual collapse of the USSR. According to Levitsky 

and Way (2015, 50), the fall of the USSR meant a “virtual perfect storm for dictatorships worldwide.” Many 

states were left no other option but to orient towards the West, while the West stopped supporting 

dictatorship in order to curb Communism. This created strong pressure for democracy, contributing to a 

spike in levels of democracy worldwide. 

The post-Cold War order did not give liberal democracy a free pass, however. It did not mean the end of 

history as proclaimed by Fukuyama (1992). What is interesting is that during this period important 

geopolitical shifts took place. Starting from a short “unipolar moment” (Krauthammer, 1990), in which 

Western power was unprecedented and pressure for democracy vast, the international system rather quickly 

developed into a multipolar and global order as a result of globalization. According to Halper (2010, 27) the 

“post-Cold War transition to a global market brought about two new developments: new sources of wealth 

beyond the West and new ideas about capitalism without democracy.”  

Even though the liberal democratic model remained popular, it started to lose appeal from the mid-nineties 

on (Kagan, 2008). This is so because, for one, the model became closely associated with institutions related 

to the Washington Consensus.96 All too often, these institutions could not meet the concerns of dependent 

states. In some cases, like Russia and the Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS), Washington 

Consensus institutions caused severe human suffering (Mann, 2013, 201–214). In others, they impeded 

economic prosperity (Stiglitz, 2002). Vreeland (2003), in this regard, finds a negative correlation between 

IMF assistance and economic growth for this period, while Peerenboom (2008) demonstrates that countries 

receiving various types of Western support were worse off in 2000 than in 1990.  

All this stood in stark contrast with the success of market authoritarianism in bringing about development 

(Kurlantzick, 2013, 64–76; Mann, 2013, 169).97 China’s market authoritarian development model, for 

instance, guided millions of ordinary people out of poverty in a relatively short span of time, and also Asian 

Tigers quickly developed as a result of this market authoritarianism (Leftwich, 1995).98 According to Gore 

(2000, 789), East Asian development models outcompeted Western ones because “in terms of their 

performance and according to the criterion of economic growth, they work(ed) spectacularly well.” 

                                                      
96 Washington Consensus institutions mostly refer to the economy, i.e. cutting government spending, imposing high 
interest rates, safeguarding a stable currency and opening-up for domestic capital markets, among others. We agree 
with Halper (2010, 55), however, that “the power of the market lay in economic freedom, but economic freedom 
could only exist in the context of political freedom, where the individual was free to choose how to live, what to buy, 
and what to produce. Thus put, economic and political freedoms were two parts of the same whole.” 
97 Market authoritarianism can be understood as a model of governance in which state capitalism is combined with 
political closure.  
98 Leftwich (1995, 401–410) defines a developmental state as “states whose politics have concentrated sufficient 
power, autonomy and capacity at the center to shape, pursue and encourage the achievement of explicit 
developmental objectives.” The author also argues that only “few developmental states have sustained democratic 
or quasi-democratic politics, like Singapore, Botswana and Malaysia” and that (semi-)democratic developmental 
states are mostly guided by “the dominance of a single party.”  
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Unsurprisingly, these models inspired leaders around the world, as they allowed them to rule and deliver 

without relinquishing power. States were therefore incentivized to forge closer ties with East Asian states, 

and China in particular.99 This shift, in turn, contributed to authoritarian influence. One of the core features 

of Chinese foreign policy is respect for state sovereignty and the absence of pressure to democratize (Taylor, 

2009).  

Besides normative contestation, materially liberal democracy was challenged by the dispersal of resources 

beyond the West. In this regard, Pieterse (2011, 25) identifies a “reconfiguration of the world economy,” in 

which emerging societies act “as development role models” and provide “stable markets, loans, aid and 

security, with China as a leading force.” Given the size of its population, there is little dispute the PRC has 

a giant economy. In addition, China also quickly developed a global footprint. Between 1990 and 2009, the 

country became one of Africa’s largest trading partners (De Grauwe et al., 2012). In 2001, China also 

founded the Shanghai Cooperation Organization (SCO), thereby creating a strategic and increasingly 

economic partnership between Asian states (Henderson, 2008). In addition, economic ties between China 

and Latin America have been growing as well, while China also took up a more proactive role within the 

World Trade Organization (Jenkins, 2012). Importantly, many of these shifts were not limited to China 

alone. On the one hand, notwithstanding its undiversified economy, Russia gradually reclaimed its role as a 

global power. On the other hand, various regional powers, such as Turkey, Iran and Venezuela, also 

gradually changed the global system by fostering regional integration and stimulating bilateral cooperation 

(Vom Hau et al., 2012). All these shifts further expanded the reach of authoritarian influence. 

Thus put, globalization coincided with increased opportunities for dependent states. This does not mean, 

however, these states “bandwagoned” against the West. On the contrary, at present, many states in the 

periphery still hold cordial ties with the West. Western countries, for instance, remain important trade 

partners for many SSA states (De Grauwe et al., 2012). By the same token, states in Latin America still 

value their relationship with the West. Rather, dependent states made use of “strategic hedging” or 

“balancing” (Tessman, 2012; Waltz, 2000). They sought to improve their maneuverability by aligning with 

other states but refrained from confronting traditional partners directly. The ultimate purpose was resource 

diversification. Resource diversification undermines partner dependence and benefits national autonomy 

and leverage. Most likely, it also obfuscates Western incentives to promote democracy, as this may imply 

                                                      
99 Cambodian politicians, for instance, see in market authoritarianism an alternative to what is sometimes perceived 
as shaky democracy (Kurlantzick, 2013, 127). Likewise, Iranian officials visit China to “look for ideas on how to loosen 
grip on the economy without losing political control” (Higgins, 2007). In 2006, the Mongolian President furthermore 
explained that “under the China model, you get the benefit of 10 per cent annual growth, a middle class, and leaders 
with a job for more than four years” (Halper, 2010, 129). And also in SSA, according to one analyst, “China is the living 
proof of successful alternatives to Western models. Physically and intellectually exhausted by two decades of 
economic reform driven by Western governments, China represents the hope that another world is possible, in which 
bread comes before the freedom to vote” (Taylor, 2009, 23). 
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losing an ally. Studies, for instance, show that countries set up regional organizations in reaction to the 

pervasiveness of Western scripts and interests in international organizations. Likewise, examples abound of 

states changing partnerships when relationships do not pay off or when pressure to democratize becomes 

too profound.100 For Boyle (2016, 42), post-Cold War coalitions “are neither exclusive nor static, but rather 

exceptionally fluid and responsive to the changing interests of their members.” This leads to our final 

hypotheses:  

H3a. The positive impact of integration in dependence networks with democratic partners on 

democratization decreases in the post-Cold War due to globalization and resource diversification. 

H3b. Economic ties with authoritarian powers, and China in particular, has a negative effect on 

democratization after the Cold War. 

5.4. Empirical Analysis 

5.4.1. Data 

5.4.1.1. Dependent Variable 

The dependent variable in this study are democratization episodes, i.e. “sustained periods of significant 

institutional changes in which an autocratic regime becomes more democratic, which may or may not lead 

to it meeting minimal requirements to be considered a democracy” (Lindberg et al., 2018, 4). The added 

value of this conceptualization is that it also allows to study changes that imply increases in a country’s 

democratic qualities (i.e. liberalization), without only focusing on the final outcome (i.e. whether a country 

makes a democratic transition). A focus on democratization episodes permits to simultaneously study 

liberalization and transition, and not, say, democratic transition alone. This is important, as both 

liberalization and democratic transition are instances of democratization (O'Donnell and Schmitter, 1986) 

and allow to say more about the rise and stability of hybrid regimes.  

While several standard measures for democratization episodes are readily available, this study relies on an 

alternative measure of democracy (and thus, democratization episodes). It does so out of theoretical 

concerns. Many existing indicators of democracy are based upon purely procedural definitions of 

democracy, equating democracy with the presence of political competition (Haggard and Kaufman, 2015). 

                                                      
100 The reaction of Philippine President Rodrigo Duterte on accusations of alleged human rights violation by the US is 
a case in point. Duterte was not only harsh in his response, but also quick in shifting to China – a move China 
welcomed. This does not mean, however, that China replaces the US as a partner. The Philippines, for instance, is 
still dependent on the US its security interests. Another example is Belarus after Russia’s annexation of Crimea. 
Although both countries remain close, Belarus became much more suspicious of Russia’s intentions and therefore 
strengthened ties with the European Union.  
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This study goes beyond this one-dimensional view and conceptualizes democracy as an inherently 

multidimensional concept. Doing so, we distinguish between multiple dimensions of democracy which 

regulate the access to and exercise of political power as discussed in the previous chapter.101  

Consistent with the previous chapter, we differentiate between three types of political regimes, i.e. 

autocracies, hybrid regimes and democracies. Democratization episodes are movements from a (relatively) 

closed to a more open political regime type, e.g. from autocracy to a hybrid regime or democracy or from a 

hybrid regime to democracy. We count a total of 116 democratization episodes between 1972 and 2005. 

About 55 episodes are transitions from autocracy to hybrid regimes; whereas 25 episodes are from autocracy 

to democracy and 36 from hybrid regimes to democracy. The episodes are listed in Table 5.1. A 

democratization episode is coded with the crisis of the previous political regime and proceeds to an 

establishment and consolidation phase. Political regimes are considered substantial if they last longer than 

three years. This implies that we only speak of a democratization episode when a political system remains 

(relatively) open for more than three years.102 Political regimes lasting no longer than three years are 

considered transitional. Transitions occurred in about 3.8 per cent of eligible country-years (N = 3,046).  

5.4.1.2. Independent Variables 

Dependence enters the analysis by operationalizing the international system as a multiplex power system. 

What is measured is not association (e.g. whether or not there is interaction), but dependence (e.g. whether 

or not there is an asymmetric interaction). The study distinguishes between three types of dependence 

networks, i.e. economic, political and military ones.  

Economic networks measure trade dependence. Data for import and export flows is obtained from the IMF 

Direction of Trade Statistics and the Correlates of War (COW) Bilateral Trade Dataset (Barbieri and Keshk, 

2012; International Monetary Fund, 2015a). Missing data on import flows is estimated from export flows 

and vice versa. A dependence is coded when import or export flows exceed one percent of the focal 

country’s GDP. The rationale is that a trade flow of one percent of a country’s GDP is substantial. The loss 

of these flows may have major ramifications on a country’s economy and have serious spillover effects to 

other sectors (Van Rossem, 1996). GDP data is taken from World Bank World Development Indicators and 

completed from various sources (International Monetary Fund, 2015b; United Nations, 2017; World Bank, 

2017).  

  

                                                      
101 This chapter, however, relies on an earlier version of the measure of hybrid regimes than the one presented in 
chapter 4. For more on this measure, we refer to the published version of this chapter (De Roeck and Van Rossem, 
2019). 
102 This coding rule is consistent with Morlino (2009, 283). 
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Table 5.1. Democratization Episodes in the International System, 1972–2005. 

Country Episode 
Years 

Transition 
From/To 

Country Episode 
Years 

Transition 
From/To 

Afghanistan 2003–2004 A>H El Salvador 1991–1992 A>H 

Albania 1990–1992 A>D El Salvador 1994–1995 H>D 

Algeria 1989–1990 A>H Fiji 1992–1993 H>D 

Angola 2004–2005 A>H Gabon 1989–1990 A>H 

Argentina 1972–1973 A>H Gambia 1996–1997 A>H 

Argentina 1982–1984 A>D Georgia 2003–2004 H>D 

Azerbaijan 1999–2000 A>H Ghana 1978–1979 A>H 

Benin 1989–1990 A>D Ghana 1991–1993 A>D 

Bhutan 1997–1998 A>H Greece 1973–1975 A>D 

Bolivia 1981–1982 A>H Guatemala 1985–1986 A>H 

Bolivia 1984–1985 H>D Guinea 1991–1992 A>H 

Brazil 1978–1979 A>H Guinea-Bissau 1993–1994 A>H 

Brazil 1985–1986 H>D Guyana 1996–1997 H>D 

Bulgaria 1989–1990 A>D Haiti 1989–1990 A>H 

Burkina Faso 1990–1991 A>H Honduras 1979–1980 A>H 

Burundi 1980–1981 A>H Honduras 2002–2003 H>D 

Cameroon 1988–1989 A>H Hungary 1988–1990 A>D 

Cape Verde 1990–1991 H>D Indonesia 1997–1999 A>D 

Central Afr. Rep. 1986–1987 A>H Iran 1990–1991 A>H 

Chad 1995–1996 A>H Iraq 2003–2004 A>H 

Chile 1988–1990 A>D Jordan 1988–1989 A>H 

Colombia 1990–1991 H>D Kenya 2001–2002 A>H 

Comoros 1989–1990 H>D South Korea 1979–1980 A>H 

Republic of Congo 1990–1992 A>D South Korea 1987–1988 H>D 

Croatia 1999–2000 H>D Lebanon 2004–2005 H>D 

Czech Republic 1989–1990 A>D Lesotho 1972–1973 A>H 

Djibouti 1991–1992 A>H Lesotho 1990–1992 H>D 

Dominican Rep. 1977–1978 A>H Liberia 1984–1985 A>H 

Dominican Rep. 1997–1998 H>D Liberia 2003–2004 H>D 

Ecuador 1977–1979 A>D Macedonia 2001–2002 H>D 

(Continued) 
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Table 5.1. Democratization Episodes in the International System, 1972–2005. (Continued) 

Country Episode 
Years 

Transition 
From/To 

Country Episode 
Years 

Transition 
From/To 

Egypt 1980–1981 A>H Madagascar 1991–1992 H>D 

Malawi 1993–1995 A>D Russia 1988–1989 A>H 

Malaysia 2000–2001 A>H Russia 1991–1992 H>D 

Maldives 2004–2005 A>H Rwanda 1990–1991 A>H 

Mali 1979–1980 A>H Rwanda 2003–2004 A>H 

Mali 1991–1992 H>D Sao Tomé & Prin. 1991–1992 H>D 

Mauritania 1991–1992 A>H Senegal 1975–1976 H>D 

Mexico 1999–2000 H>D Serbia 1986–1987 A>H 

Mongolia 1989–1991 A>D Serbia 1999–2000 H>D 

Morocco 1976–1977 A>H South Africa 1993–1994 H>D 

Mozambique 1989–1990 A>H Spain 1976–1978 A>D 

Nepal 1989–1991 A>D Sudan 1984–1985 A>H 

Nicaragua 1983–1984 A>H Suriname 1986–1987 H>D 

Nicaragua 1989–1990 H>D Taiwan 1986–1987 A>H 

Niger 1988–1990 A>D Taiwan 1992–1993 H>D 

Niger 1999–2000 H>D Tajikistan 1997–1998 A>H 

Nigeria 1978–1979 A>H Tanzania 1991–1992 H>D 

Nigeria 1997–1999 A>D Thailand 1979–1980 A>H 

Pakistan 1985–1986 A>H Thailand 1992–1993 H>D 

Panama 1989–1990 A>D Togo 1990–1991 A>H 

Paraguay 1989–1992 A>D Tunisia 1979–1980 A>H 

Peru 1977–1978 A>H Turkey 2001–2002 H>D 

Peru 1980–1981 H>D Uganda 1979–1980 A>H 

Peru 2000–2001 H>D Uganda 1995–1996 H>D 

Philippines 1985–1987 A>D Uruguay 1984–1985 A>D 

Poland 1988–1990 A>D Vietnam Dem. Rep. 1995–1996 A>H 

Portugal 1973–1974 A>D Yemen 1990–1991 A>H 

Romania 1989–1990 A>D Zambia 1991–1992 H>D 

Notes. A = Autocracy, H = Hybrid Regime, D = Democracy. A>D, for instance, should be read as a transition from autocracy to 
democracy. Regime categories are considered substantial if they last longer than three years. A transition is coded at the onset of 
the liberalization or transition phase. 
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Political networks are operationalized by looking at the network of diplomatic relations and shared IGO 

memberships. Data is collected from the Europa World Yearbook (Europa Publications, 1972–2005) and 

the COW IGO dataset (Pevehouse et al., 2004). For diplomatic relations, a dependence is coded each time 

country A has diplomatic representation in country B. This is so because countries with limited resources 

will only establish embassies in those countries politically important to them. Countries with international 

ambitions, in contrast, will use political networks to expand their influence (Van Rossem, 1996). IGO 

connections, furthermore, are measured as the ratio of joint memberships between two countries to the total 

number of IGO memberships of the focal country. A dependence exists when the ratio is higher than 50 per 

cent. While this cut-off point may look arbitrary, the logic is that influence is most likely to take place when 

shared IGO memberships are substantial. In the analysis section of the chapter, however, we will experiment 

with more and less restrictive forms of political (and economic) exchange and thus different cut-off points.  

Military networks, finally, are measured by three networks. Data on military alliances is taken from the 

Alliance Treaty Obligations and Provisions Project (ATOP) and extended to 2005 (Gibler, 2008; Leeds et 

al., 2002). This network differs from other networks because it is profoundly symmetric. Dependence exists, 

but is reciprocal. Military allies need each other to secure geostrategic ambitions. Trade in major 

conventional weapons systems and the presence of military troops, on the other hand, are again asymmetric 

networks. A dependence is coded when a country purchases major weapon systems or receives troops from 

another country. Data for trade in weapons systems is taken from SIPRI (Stockholm International Peace 

Research Institute – SIPRI, 2016), whereas data on military troops is coded manually from the Military 

Balance (The International Institute for Strategic Studies (IISS), Various Years). Average correlations 

between these three networks for the 1972–2005 period are low, supporting the view that countries are 

embedded in a set of multiplex international interactions.103  

Democratic and authoritarian influence variables are measured making use of ego-network analysis as the 

proportion of democratic and authoritarian states in a country’s local dependence network in year t - 1. By 

making use of proportions, the variables take into consideration the changing composition of the 

international system.104 Regime data is taken from our own classification of political regimes. We do not 

look at influence resulting from hybrid regimes as these regimes are mainly subjects rather than drivers of

                                                      
103 The correlation for the economic and political network (1972–2005) is r = 0.165, for the economic and military 
network r = 0.198 and for the political and military network r = 0.282.  
104 The number of countries ranges from 185 in 1972 to 212 in 2005. 



 

Figure 5.1. Economic, Political and Military Dependence Relations for Rwanda, 1972–2005.  



 

Figure 5.2. Economic, Political and Military Dependence Relations for Egypt, 1972–2005. 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Figure 5.3. Economic, Political and Military Dependence Relations for Guatemala, 1972–2005. 
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political change. In cases where the dependence relations are absent, the variables are coded as zero, as this 

indicates the absence of democratic/authoritarian influence. The procedure is visualized in Figures 5.1, 5.2 

and 5.3. These figures illustrate the dependence networks for Rwanda, Egypt and Guatemala.105 The figures 

also report the proportion of democratic and autocratic states in each country’s respective dependence 

network. Two things stand out. First, as for political and military networks, the countries under investigation 

become increasingly dependent on democracies (and less on autocracies) over time. Whereas in 1972 only 

22% (0%) of all Egypt’s political (military) partners was democratic, the picture changed to 41% (40%) in 

2005. Rwanda shifted from 23% (0%) to 41% (10%) and Guatemala from 43% (18%) to 70% (70%).106 

Reliance on democracies for economic resources, on the other hand, has always been high, yet seems to 

decline over time. Secondly, the graphs show that country-level international integration also becomes more 

diversified (and less Western) over time. Whereas in 1972–1975, for instance, Rwanda depended very much 

on Western democracies for economic and military resources, the picture changed anno 2005, with an 

increasing presence of non-Western states. The patterns just described for the three individual cases also 

hold when investigating geopolitical dynamics among a global sample of states (results not shown). 

Several other focal variables are added to the analysis to test the hypotheses. China trade dependence (t – 

1) is a dummy variable that gets the value of one the moment a country becomes trade dependent on China. 

The decision to focus on trade, and not on other networks, is because China’s international expansion is by 

and large an economic story. Therefore, one may expect that the strongest effects radiate from this network. 

Whereas in 1972 only 12 countries (out of a total of 184) were trade dependent on China, this number 

swelled to 150 (of 212 countries) in 2005.107 A similar logic is applied for authoritarian trade dependence. 

Finally, a post-Cold War variable is coded one for all years after 1989.  

5.4.1.3. Control Variables 

The list of potential correlates of democratization is long. The control variables for the empirical analysis 

are selected not in an arbitrary fashion, but rather based on what Ulfelder and Lustik (2007, 358) identified 

as the most important “risk factors” of democratization. Ulfelder and Lustik selected these variables after a 

meta-analysis on an extensive dataset of potential explanations of democratization. 

A first set of variables deals with economic factors. For Lipset (1959), economic well-being leads to class 

formation and national consciousness, creating increased demands for democracy. This thesis, however, 

remains subject to debate (for an overview, see Haggard and Kaufman, 2015). A logged GDP per capita 

                                                      
105 The countries are selected because they are nondemocratic regimes and for illustrative reasons only. A 10-year 
interval is chosen for the ease of presentation. 
106 This shift is driven by two dynamics, i.e. states aligning with (Western) democracies and existing partners 
becoming more democratic themselves. 
107 We come back to this in the conclusion of the PhD thesis, where we also visualize this trend. 
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variable is included to control for economic wealth. Other scholars find a clear link between economic crisis 

and democratization (Haggard and Kaufman, 1995; Przeworski and Limongi, 1997). Economic crises 

exacerbate divisions within the regime and may trigger mass protest, opening a window of opportunity for 

democratization. A level of economic growth variable controls for this effect (World Bank, 2017). Resource 

curse theory, furthermore, posits that natural resources have pernicious effects on democratization (Ross, 

2001; Ulfelder, 2007). Natural resources allow the regime to buy elite support, bolster the repressive 

apparatus of the state and distort the connection between state and society. We control for this theory by 

adding a variable measuring the percentage of GDP relying on natural resource rents to the model (World 

Bank, 2017). Another strand of research looks at variation in state power and democracy (Andersen et al., 

2014). Strong states are believed to undercut democratization. They penetrate far into society and take away 

incentives to revolt. State power is measured by looking at the capacity of governments to extract resources 

from the national output (Kugler and Tammen, 2012). Some students argue that democratic experience 

impacts democratization. Previously developed democratic institutions are part of a country’s institutional 

stock and therefore loom as a foundation of democracy (Ulfelder and Lustik, 2007). We control for this 

effect by including a variable that cumulates previous experience with democracy (in number of years). 

Teorell (2010), furthermore, points out that peaceful protest is more likely to lead to democracy than violent 

protest, in that it maximizes societal participation. Peaceful protest is measured as the total number of 

peaceful public gatherings of at least 100 people opposing government policies in a given year (Banks and 

Wilson, 2015). According to Ulfelder and Lustik (2007), leadership change may engender democratization, 

given the fragility of leadership change in authoritarian regimes. A new chief executive variable is equal to 

1 the first 5 years a new leader assumes office. Political geographers, finally, stress spatial aspects of 

democracy diffusion (Gleditsch and Ward, 2006; Starr, 1991). Being geographically close to democracies 

facilitates the flow of liberal ideas, strengthens democratic forces and increases the likelihood democracy 

becomes observed and emulated. We control for this effect by including a spatial lag of democracy. Two 

countries are spatially connected when they are separated by 400 miles of water or less (Correlates of War 

Project, 2016). All variables are lagged one year to address simultaneity issues. The correlation table (see 

Annex 5) shows that independent variables are not linear combinations of one another. 

5.4.2. Analysis and Results 

Model 1 in Table 5.2 analyzes the impact of embeddedness in democratic networks on the relative risk of 

democratization for the period 1972–2005. As in all subsequent models, we use event history analysis (with  



POWER TO DECOUPLE. HYBRID REGIMES IN THE INTERNATIONAL SYSTEM: A MULTIMETHOD ANALYSIS 

147 

Table 5.2. Conditional Effects of Democratic Alters in Economic, Political and Military Dependence 

Networks on the Relative Risk of Democratization, 1972–2005. 

Variables Model 1  Model 2  Model 3  Model 4 
(1989-) 

 

Age Linear 0.414 *** 0.438 *** 0.406 *** 0.563 *** 
 (0.143)  (0.143)  (0.142)  (0.206)  
Age Squared -0.000  -0.000  -0.000  -0.000  
 (0.000)  (0.000)  (0.000)  (0.000)  
Age Cubed 0.000  -0.000  0.000  -0.000  
 (0.000)  (0.000)  (0.000)  (0.000)  
Post-Cold War (89+) 0.363  0.624 * 1.851 *   
 (0.242)  (0.342)  (1.001)    
Democratic Partners 0.458    0.112  0.305  
(Economy Network) (0.388)    (0.474)  (0.693)  
Democratic Partners 2.759 **   5.388 *** -0.133  
(Political Network) (1.325)    (1.728)  (1.911)  
Democratic Partners 0.199    0.515  -0.235  
(Military Network) (0.325)    (0.433)  (0.503)  
Autocratic Partners   -0.765      
(Economy Network)   (0.521)      
Autocratic Partners   0.731      
(Political Network)   (1.114)      
Autocratic Partners   -0.665 **     
(Military Network)   (0.333)      
Democratic Partners * Post-Cold War     1.017    
(Economy Network)     (0.812)    
Democratic Partners * Post-Cold War     -5.202 **   
(Political Network)     (2.271)    
Democratic Partners * Post-Cold War     -0.741    
(Military Network)     (0.644)    
China Trade Dependence        -0.758 ** 
       (0.358)  
Economic Growth -0.005  -0.003  -0.004  0.031 * 
 (0.015)  (0.014)  (0.015)  (0.019)  
GDP per Capita (logged) -0.025  0.087  -0.054  -0.228  
 (0.116)  (0.111)  (0.115)  (0.162)  
Natural Resources -0.013  -0.017 ** -0.012  -0.009  
 (0.009)  (0.009)  (0.009)  (0.011)  
State Power 0.233  0.201  0.242  0.572 * 
 (0.211)  (0.207)  (0.212)  (0.324)  
Domestic Protest 0.062 * 0.070 ** 0.056  0.041  
 (0.036)  (0.035)  (0.036)  (0.088)  
New Chief Executive 0.326  0.385 * 0.326 * 0.378  
 (0.199)  (0.198)  (0.198)  (0.285)  
Previous Democracy Experience 0.019  0.030  0.029  0.063 *** 
 (0.021)  (0.020)  (0.021)  (0.023)  
Spatial Lag of Democracy -0.141  -0.159  -0.162  -0.212  
 (0.260)  (0.266)  (0.263)  (0.378)  
Constant -6.035 *** -5.592 *** -6.573 *** -4.093 *** 
 (0.925)  (1.083)  (1.026)  (1.365)  
Observations 3,046  3,046  3,046  1,221  
Countries 132  132  132  107  
Notes. Standard Errors in parentheses. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. All independent variables are lagged one year. 
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a cloglog specification of the hazard) and include linear, squared and cubed measures of regime age to 

control for temporal dependence. Error terms, furthermore, are homoscedastic and serially uncorrelated.108  

Missing values are imputed making use of multiple imputation (Honaker et al., 2011). The model shows 

that political dependence on democratic partners has a significant and positive effect on the relative risk of 

liberalization and democratic transition. With every one unit change in the proportion of democratic partners 

in the political network, having a network with all democracies versus one without, the cloglog of the hazard 

of democratization changes with 2.759 units (p < 0.05). Analysis of marginal effects, furthermore, indicates 

that, keeping all other variables constant, a one instant change in the proportion of democratic partners in 

political networks changes the probability of democratization with 10 per cent (p < 0.01). This is a rather 

strong effect. The coefficients of democratic partners in trade (β = 0.458; p = 0.238) and military networks 

(β = 0.199; p = 0.540) are also positive, but not statistically significant. In all, the results provide qualified 

support for H1.109  

Model 2 in Table 5.2 conducts a similar type of analysis, but now gives attention to dependence networks 

with authoritarian partners. While model 2 indicates that embeddedness in networks with predominantly 

authoritarian partners has a negative effect on democratization for economic and a positive effect on 

democratization for political networks, the coefficient is only statistically different from zero and negative 

for the military dependence network. Model 2 shows that, ceteris paribus, a one unit change in the proportion 

of authoritarian partners in the military network reduces the cloglog of the hazard of democratization with 

0.655 units (p < 0.05). In marginal terms, and again keeping all other variables at their mean, we find that 

a one instant change in the proportion of authoritarian partners in military networks lowers the probability 

of liberalization and democratic transition with 2 per cent (p < 0.05). The findings endorse H2, although the 

effects are not very strong and only significant for the military network. Figure 5.4 visualizes the overall 

results of the unconditional effect models by plotting the significant relationships between the proportions 

of democratic and authoritarian partners in political and military networks and the relative risk of 

democratization (based on Models 1 and 2).110  

Model 3 in Table 5.2 investigates the conditional effects of embeddedness in dependence networks with 

democratic partners according to the time period: before and after the Cold War. The model shows that, 

consistent with H1, during the Cold War, the more democratic partners in economic (β = 0.112; p = 0.814), 

political (β = 5.388; p < 0.01) and military (β = 0.515; p = 0.235) networks, the higher the relative risk of 

democratization. The opposite holds for authoritarian partners (results not shown), which is consistent with 

                                                      
108 According to Coppedge (2013, 282–284), controlling for past experience with democracy is a specification fix for 
heteroscedascity, whereas serial autocorrelation is fixed by explaining “change in democracy rather than its level.” 
109 As in all subsequent models, the findings are robust to different specifications of the models and control variables. 
110 We tried to play democratic influence variables off against authoritarian ones, but this gave multicollinearity 
problems. 
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H2.111 Interestingly, the conditional models, interacting the effects of democratic partners with a dummy for 

the Cold War, show that diffusion effects change drastically after the Cold War. Whereas democratic 

influence in trade and military networks remains statistically indifferent from zero, model 3 indicates that 

after the Cold War, the effect of higher proportions of democratic partners in political networks becomes 

much lower (β = 0.186; p < 0.01), ceteris paribus. Wald tests for the interaction terms reject the hypothesis 

that the coefficients are simultaneously equal to zero. The findings partially support H3a. After the Cold 

War, the positive impact of embeddedness in political dependence networks with democratic partners on 

democratization decreases significantly, although still many countries (and especially hybrid regimes) 

remain at risk. It shows that although democracy remains the single legitimate model in this network, its 

effects are much lower. 

H3a, however, is to some extent double-barreled. We attributed the reason for the declining impact of 

democratic embeddedness on democratization after the Cold War to globalization. It is in this period that 

non-Western authoritarian powers, and China in particular, gain influence. This creates alternatives for 

states in case democratic pressure becomes too profound and takes away incentives among democracies to 

promote democracy abroad. To further investigate H3a, we estimate one additional model. Doing so, we 

                                                      
111 During the Cold War, the more authoritarian alters in economic (β = -0.138; p = 0.819), political (β = -4.251; p < 
0.01) and military (β = -0.967; p < 0.05) networks, the lower the hazard of democratization. 

Figure 5.4. Relationship between Democratic and Autocratic Alters and the Relative 
Risk of Liberalization and Democratic Transition, 1972–2005. 
Notes. Predicted probabilities of democratization for different proportions of 
democratic and autocratic alters in political and military dependency network. All 
other variables are held constant at their mean values. Democratic alters for political 
network are proportions below one due to the density and diversification of this 
network. 
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restrict the sample to the post-Cold War period, as this is the period under concern, and limit the analysis to 

the trade network. The theoretical section already highlighted the swift and remarkable rise of China (and 

other countries) in international trade after the Cold War. Model 4 in Table 5.2 regresses trade dependence 

on China on the risk of democratization.112 The results indicate that the hazard of democratization for 

countries trade dependent on China is 0.5 times the hazard for countries that are not trade dependent on 

China, again controlling for all other variables in the model. Countries trade dependent on the PRC have a 

50 per cent lower hazard to democratize than those who do not depend on the PRC (β = -0,758; p < 0.05). 

The model also does not report any significant effects coming from dependence networks with democratic 

partners in this period. In all, these findings give additional support to H3a and also endorse H3b. 

A few words are in order regarding the coefficients of the control variables. First, the relationship between 

natural resources and democratization is statistically significant and negative, which is consistent with 

resource curse theory. It shows that countries with a relative abundance of natural resources are less likely 

to democratize. Second, just like Teorell (2010), we find a positive relationship between domestic and non-

violent protest and chances for democracy. National protests seem to provide a powerful tool for democracy. 

Just as for natural resources, however, the findings are not robust for time period and spatial democracy 

diffusion variables. The models furthermore report that the likelihood of democratization was more likely 

after the Cold War, and that also in this period, economic growth, previous experience with democracy, and 

higher levels of state power are associated with higher risks of democratic change (whereas this was not so 

during the Cold War). While the relationship between economic growth and democratization is beyond the 

scope of this study, the fact that effects differ by time period may inspire future research. The models also 

show that the arrival of new leaders in office and previous experience with democracy are beneficial for 

democratization.   

We finally experimented with variants of the dependent and independent variables (not reported) to further 

test for the robustness of the results. To assure that findings are not driven by the coding of democratization 

episodes, another transition measure is taken from the Polity IV dataset (Marshall et al., 2016, 36). Polity 

IV ranks countries on a 21-point scale [-10 to +10] based on institutional authority patterns. A 

democratization episode is coded when there is a three points or greater increase in this score over a period 

of three years or less. Using this transition variable does not change the findings of this study in any major 

way. Political (β = 2.586; p < 0.01) and military (β = 0.894; p < 0.01) dependence on democracies foster, 

                                                      
112 In a first step, we also found that trade dependence on autocracies, ceteris paribus, negatively affects 
democratization. The analysis [results not shown] estimates the hazard of liberalization and transition for those 
countries trade dependent on autocracies to be 0.08 times the hazard of countries that are not trade dependent on 
autocracies (β = -2.521; p < 0.05). We believe, however, that these results are for a large part driven by the presence 
of China in this category, and therefore decide to focus on the latter. 
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whereas military dependence on autocracies (β = -1.787; p < 0.01) undermines democratization. Likewise, 

we find that the effect of dependence on democratic partners declines or becomes insignificant after the 

Cold War and that in the same period trade dependence on China lowers chances for democratization, ceteris 

paribus. We fail to replicate, however, the negative effect resulting from economic dependence on 

autocracies after the Cold War (β = -0.801; p = 0.499) and find that also in this period, trade dependence 

on China undermines the small but still positive effect resulting from political dependence on democracies 

(β = -3.103; p < 0.01). 

Second, it is possible that findings are partly driven by the different cut-off points for coding a dependence. 

To investigate this possibility, we re-estimate the models using alternative cut-off points. For the economic 

network, we rescale a dependence at 0.5 and 2 per cent of a focal country’s GDP (whereas it was 1 per cent 

before). For the political network, we recode the IGO network by setting the ratio of joint memberships at 

36 per cent (the mean, whereas it was 50 per cent before). No cut-off points were used for the military 

network. The results by and large support earlier findings. Noteworthy, however, is that when setting the 

cut-off point for trade networks at 0.5 per cent, the signs for the effects of trade dependence on democracies 

and autocracies become borderline significant (p < 0.11) and consistent with H1 and H2. After the Cold 

War, we also report a positive effect of trade dependence on democratic partners on the relative risk of 

democratization, albeit that the effect disappears when controlling for China trade dependence. The analysis 

also shows that the positive effect of democratic partners in the political network turns negative when a 

country is trade dependent on China, again when setting the cut-off point at 0.5 per cent.  

Finally, it is possible that some control variables were omitted from the model. When indicators for civil 

and international war, urbanization, UK colony, foreign aid per capita and military rule (taken from the V-

DEM dataset and WDI) are added to the analysis, the coefficients remain in their expected directions and 

significant at conventional levels. Overall, the analyses suggest that democracy (autocracy) diffuses through 

democratic (authoritarian) dependence networks, but that after the Cold War, this trend becomes more 

complex as a result of globalization. Thereby, the findings suggest that especially the rise of China in 

international trade undermines democratization worldwide.  

5.5. Conclusion 

The results of this chapter cast a new light on the relationship between international relations and 

democratization. Against the world society model of democracy diffusion, which emphasized a positive link 

between international relations and democratization, this chapter presented a political economy model of 

democracy diffusion. This was inspired by the observation that adoption rates of democracy declined in the 

post-Cold War period and that during this period, many regimes either became stalled in a gray zone or 
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remained authoritarian. As we have argued, the world society model faces limits when it comes to explaining 

this trend.   

The political economy model of democracy diffusion provided the main contribution of this chapter. Briefly, 

the political economy model investigated shifts in power-dependence relations between states and argued 

that these types of dynamics are key for understanding democratization processes in general and the rise 

and stability of hybrid regimes around the world in particular. Not only power-dependence dynamics 

identify the types of leverage and pressure upon dependent states, they also change over time and provide 

sources of power to decouple from democracy. Making use of a global and multidimensional dataset on 

power-dependence relations between states between 1972 and 2005, and a new way of conceptualizing and 

measuring democracy, this chapter demonstrated that political dependence upon democratic partners propels 

whereas military dependence upon authoritarian partners impedes chances for democracy. The chapter also 

showed that the impact of political dependence on democratic partners declined after the Cold War and that 

during this period trade dependence on China and other non-Western autocracies undermined chances for 

further democratization.  

All these findings illustrate the coercive character of democracy diffusion. They also offer a rather unique 

insight as to why democratization stalled from the mid-nineties on. As a rule, dependence offers democratic 

and authoritarian partners the power and leverage to export their model abroad and to increase the costs of 

non-adoption among less powerful states. This logic, however, mainly applies to (weakening) bipolar and 

especially unipolar systems. In such contexts, dependent states enjoy less maneuverability and room for 

action or agency and face strong pressure for one model or another. All this is different in multipolar 

systems. Such a context lowers constraints and increases opportunities and agency for dependent states 

because it allows to diversify resource provision. This diversification, in turn, provides new sources of 

power to decouple from the democratic script. Our analysis suggested that the rapid rise of China and other 

authoritarian states gave market authoritarianism a new momentum and offered dependent states alternatives 

to the West. Likewise, multi-polarity reinvigorated great power competition and took away Western 

leverage as well as Western appetite to promote democracy abroad. The upshot is a climate much more 

favorable for authoritarian and hybrid regimes across the globe and stalled democratization.  

Future research should take stock of the findings presented in this chapter. One way of doing so is by looking 

at how the mechanisms described in this chapter unfold in particular countries. Another way is by extending 

the timeframe of this chapter. There is little doubt that the dynamics sketched out in this chapter only 

intensified after 2005. With the recent Belt and Road Initiative, for instance, China’s authoritarian influence 

became truly global. Similarly, countries such as Russia and Turkey, among others, also increased their 

weight on the global stage. It would be interesting to know more about what these power shifts imply for 
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democratization in various places and at the global level. Likewise, it would be useful to investigate whether 

these shifts are in any way related to the current global democratic rollback. Our study suggests they do. 

Furthermore, researchers may also consider designing more sophisticated research designs to study 

democracy diffusion or develop an interest for research questions that put the focus away from democracy 

to other institutional models. Whatever the case, we hope that this chapter will inspire scholars to further 

investigate the complex link between international relations and democratization.  
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6.1. A Point of Departure: World Society Theory 

Where the previous chapter examined the direct effects of the international environment on political 

regimes, the remainder of this PhD thesis investigates the indirect path of democracy diffusion. As already 

mentioned in the introduction, the indirect path examines the indirect effects of the international 

environment on political regimes through their effect on state capacity. As in the direct effect models, also 

for the indirect effect models macro-sociological theory identifies competing mechanisms.  

As seen, for world society theory, the international environment embodies a dense cultural system 

characterized by a general predominance of Western scripts. The state, in this context, is not autonomous 

whatsoever (Meyer, 2010). In brief, the state is constituted, shaped, and determined by cultural forces at the 

global level over which it has no control. Agency does not play a role. The environment propels the diffusion 

of various statist institutions, such as education systems, statistical services, ministerial structures and so 

forth, and contributes to state-building, state capacity, and state control. The paradigmatic assumption is 

that (political) globalization and international integration expose states to legitimized Western scripts of 

governance, including democracy. States adopt these models in turn because they want to become legitimate 

members of world society. All this leads to the rapid dissemination of the Western democratic nation-state 

model and global institutional convergence or “Westernization.” The underlying mechanism of this process 

is what DiMaggio and Powell (1983) call normative isomorphism.  

As is clear, world society theory is rather optimistic regarding the worldwide diffusion of democracy. In 

short, it has an unmistakable belief in the socializing effects of Western cultural values, and posits that 

striving for legitimacy in the international states system is in itself alone sufficient to explain democratic 
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reforms – irrespective of time and place. Any deviations from democratic scripts result from capacity 

constraints in script-adopting states, and are not the outcome of, say, complex shifts at the international level 

or purposeful behavior of powerful state elites. Hybrid regimes, thus put, are only temporary stages in what 

is essentially a much more profound democracy diffusion process. As also indicated in Chapter 2, the world 

society argument is summarized in path AGJ in Figure 6.1.   

6.2. A Realist Critique 

This PhD thesis challenges the rather idealist core notions of world society theory. Strictly put, it argues that 

the world society model is too optimistic regarding the diffusion of democracy. In the theory’s logic, it is 

only a matter of time before democracy becomes the single predominant custom around the world, among 

other Western institutions. Also for the indirect model, our critique departs from a realist understanding of 

international relations (Jackson and Sørensen, 2010, chap. 3; Wendt, 1987). This means that, firstly, and in 

close connection with the previous chapter, the model advanced here puts special emphasis on the coercive 

rather than normative character of international affairs. That is, the international environment is not 

conceptualized as a cultural system in which reified cultural forces determine domestic institutions, but 

rather as a power-dependence network in which states pursue national interests. In this network, as seen, 

countries create dependence ties and become dependent upon inputs from partner states for their 

functioning. Dependence, in turn, provides partner countries with leverage, power and influence over the 

domestic policies of the dependent state. Although power-dependence creates a relatively stable 

international power hierarchy, this system is not fixed either and subject to processes of the long durée. 

Globalization affects this hierarchy by fostering interdependence and creating new opportunities, counter-

leverage, and agency for dependent states. In a power-dependence logic, geopolitics, and not culture, makes 

the difference. Institutional changes, thereby, are due to complex pressures of partner states. 

Secondly, and perhaps more importantly at this stage, the indirect model also brings back state capacity to 

the center of analysis (Evans et al., 1985).113 As already mentioned above, besides an international, the state 

is also an organizational actor that is differentiated from all other forces in society. This is so because it has 

a monopoly on the legitimate use of force, is preoccupied with power and control, and possesses a Janus-

faced character. The state takes up a boundary maintenance function in-between domestic and international 

power networks. As a corollary, the state develops interests that are distinct from any other organized force 

                                                      
113 It bears emphasis that state capacity does not constitute a subject of study in realist theory, which follows a more 
generic theory of the state (for an interesting discussion, see Wendt, 1987, 340– 344).  
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in society. Moreover, the state also retains the ability to actively deal with its environment. More 

specifically, it is well-placed to mitigate pressures from below and abroad. The extent to which it can do so, 

however, depends upon the state’s very capacity and its ability to act effectively. According to the indirect 

model, democratization is most likely to occur when partners exercise pressure to democratize and states 

lack the capacity to effectively mitigate this pressure. The indirect model is summarized in path EIJ in 

Figure 6.1. 

In what follows, we develop our critique on world society theory into further detail.114 More fundamentally, 

we propose a political economy model of democracy diffusion. This model serves as an alternative to the 

world society model. Concretely, the political economy model of democracy diffusion argues that regime 

outcomes resonate from complex power struggles between international forces, state elites, and civil society. 

It bears stressing that agency takes a preponderant role here. Rather than seeing actors as passive subjects 

of, for instance, international structures (as observed in world society theory), the political economy model 

conceives actors as self-conscious, reflexive, strategic, and active forces constantly pursuing political ends. 

This does not mean to imply, however, that structures do not matter. Following Mahoney and Snyder (1999, 

24–25), the political economy model advanced here conceptualizes structures as resources that have the 

ability to simultaneously enable or constrain political action – the very way depending on the extent to 

which structures allow or delimit certain endeavors. Thus, while state capacity is seen as a structure, it also 

                                                      
114 Our realist critique departs from world society theory, and not world-systems theory, because world society 
theory became quite popular in macro-sociology in recent years. For a discussion of world-systems theory, and thus 
path CHJ, we refer to Chapter 2.  

Figure 6.1. Indirect Effects of the International Environment on Political Regime 

Developments via State Capacity. 
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enables agency, for the mere reason state capacity can be used as an empowering vehicle for state elites and 

allow them to act effectively. Similarly, while dependence relations are structures, they also increase agency, 

because they give states the power to behave in ways they otherwise could not. To be sure, with political 

economy, we mean the analysis of these complex interactions, as well as how structures enable or disable 

action, how they relate, and how they interrelate. Thereby, hybrid regimes are explained as complex 

outcomes of the specific policies and strategies of a panoply of actors, operating in almost continuous 

contestation, enmeshed in a structural context that determines opportunities and constraints for effective 

action.  

The political economy model of democracy diffusion puts special emphasis on the network of foreign aid. 

This choice deserves further reflection, as it implies the model neglects other international networks, such 

as trade, political, and military ones. Why a focus on foreign aid? First, as like other networks, also the 

transmission of foreign aid obtained a real network-like character over time, with more and more states 

receiving foreign aid flows and becoming aid-dependent (Brautigam and Knack, 2004, 257). This was 

mainly the result of Western policies and the globalization of this network (Swiss, 2017). Although some 

scholars posit that the foreign aid network should be seen as an associational or normative system (Meyer 

et al., 1997; Swiss, 2016a, 2016b), others point out that the network is better perceived as a coercive system, 

which allows donors (those states sending foreign aid) to exercise pressure and control and to influence 

(political) processes in dependent states (Milner and Tingley, 2013). Second, an emphasis on foreign aid is 

also necessary because in some countries, especially in sub-Saharan Africa, foreign aid – rather than trade, 

political association or military cooperation – constitutes the prime mode of international interaction. That 

is, although countries trade and establish diplomatic ties, they are predominantly influenced by changes in 

this network, given the relative magnitude and elasticity of these flows (Moss et al., 2006). Finally, within 

the literature of the effects of foreign aid, the role of state capacity remains poorly understood (de Haan and 

Warmerdam, 2015; Grimm and Weiffen, 2018; Zürcher, 2018) while debate also continues on the alleged 

link between foreign aid and political regime dynamics (for an overview, see Bader and Faust, 2014). 

6.3. The Political Economy Model of Democracy Diffusion 

6.3.1. Aid Dependence 

Figure 6.2 presents the political economy model of democracy diffusion. As said, the model is the result of 

an in-depth historical study explaining (divergent) political regime trajectories in Rwanda and Burundi. The 

figure stems from abduction and by playing off insights from political economy models of aid (Bader and 

Faust, 2014; Milner and Tingley, 2013; Molenaers et al., 2015) and (neo-Weberian) state theory (Evans, 
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2012; Evans et al., 1985; Krasner, 2009; Skocpol, 1979; Trimberger, 1978) against empirical evidence. The 

model consists of three layers and focuses on three variables to make inferences about democracy diffusion 

and the rise and stability of hybrid regimes, i.e. aid dependence, donor pressure to democratize and state 

despotic power. They are discussed step by step below according to the general logic of the model.  

The model departs from the assumption that the influence aid donors can exert on a country’s transition to 

democracy is proportional to the country’s aid dependence, i.e. the amount of aid buys leverage. As said, 

for many developing countries in the Global South and beyond, Official Development Assistance (ODA) – 

the term commonly used to describe foreign aid flows – constitutes an important, and often even major, 

source of dependence (Alesina and Dollar, 2000; Brautigam and Knack, 2004; Collier, 1999; Moss et al., 

2006). As ODA tends to be controlled by governments, there is little doubt it provides donor governments 

with leverage. Donor states can for instance use ODA to pressure aid recipients to adopt democratic reforms 

or to maintain whatever type of democracy already in place. If a country is not aid-dependent, leverage is 

limited and political regime developments are either endogenously driven or determined by geopolitical 

dynamics in other networks. Developing states can reduce aid dependence by either cutting down on foreign 

aid, for instance by replacing aid with domestic sources of income like taxes, or by partner diversification. 

Figure 6.2. The Political Economy Model of Democracy Diffusion 
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The presence of many donors leaves aid-dependent states room for strategic action. Much, however, 

depends on the redundancy of donor policies, with strategic action becoming more complicated if aid donors 

are united and all pursue similar types of policies. 

6.3.2. Donor Pressure to Democratize 

The political economy model of democracy diffusion developed in this PhD thesis takes ODA dependence 

as a necessary condition for democracy to disseminate.115 ODA dependence, however, is a necessary but 

not a sufficient condition for democracy diffusion to take place. Pressure to democratize forms the second 

layer of the political economy model. Indeed, the degree to which donor countries exert pressure on a 

country to democratize can vary widely. As a rule, the decision to exercise pressure to democratize depends 

on how important the diffusion of democracy is for the donor country. Quite logically, the political regime 

of the donor country is an important factor here. Put simply, it is highly unlikely that a nondemocratic or 

partially democratic donor turns to democracy promotion. This is so because democracy is not part of this 

country’s cultural stock and as such not a foreign policy principle. China, for instance, a rapidly emerging 

donor and authoritarian power, totally disregards democracy when negotiating aid packages abroad. Instead, 

it emphasizes principles closely aligned to its national values, such as respect for sovereignty, non-

interference in domestic affairs and equal partnership (Taylor, 2009). A similar observation can be made for 

other authoritarian donors (Bermeo, 2011). All this, however, differs for democratic donors. In these 

countries, alternatively, the promotion of democracy can be high on the foreign policy agenda. Democratic 

donors can take pride in their national ideals, conceive them as morally superior, and hence promote them 

abroad. This is true for the United States (Cox et al., 2000; McFaul, 2004). But this equally applies to other 

Western powers, such as the United Kingdom, France and Scandinavian countries. Importantly, as the 

general public only tepidly supports such an endeavor, and generally expects ODA to be well spent, donors 

are constantly looking for results. By definition, this implies donors will develop a certain tolerance for 

window-dressing, i.e. for superficial reforms that make undemocratic countries look better but change little 

in reality. 

Besides being a democracy, another factor that determines whether or not there is donor pressure to 

democratize concerns the relative importance of democratization on a list of other foreign policy areas. In 

this context, it bears emphasis that ODA always serves multiple purposes. More fundamentally, ODA may 

be disbursed to reduce poverty, to maintain stability, combat terrorism and to advance international security, 

control migration, cultivate cultural/linguistic/historical ties, or to buy geopolitical influence or assist donor 

                                                      
115 The extension and applicability of the model is therefore only limited to aid-dependent states. In the conclusion 
of the PhD thesis, we discuss the external validity of the model into further detail.  
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country firms and the own domestic economy. Thus put, democratization continuously competes with other 

foreign policy goals. Therefore, depending on time and space, democracy can be considered more or less 

important. For instance, where some scholars argue that from the mid-nineties onwards Western donors 

gradually lost appetite to promote democracy abroad due to, among others, globalization, partner 

diversification and renewed core power competition (Carothers, 2015), others point out that the governance 

turn of aid, and the events of 9/11, actually meant a boost in the use of political conditionalities (Molenaers 

et al., 2015). In a similar vein, Bermeo (2016) posits that countries of strategic value to the donor country 

are less likely to receive pressure to democratize compared to non-strategic recipients. Additionally, 

Robinson (1996) stipulates that, besides the need for results, donors may also accept window-dressing as a 

means to keep state elites close while at the same time paying lip service to national foreign policy values. 

Donors may also promote democracy to peacefully put a loyal ally into the saddle. Thus put, donor pressure 

is not only contingent upon national values, but also on foreign policy priorities and strategic interests.  

Finally, donor pressure to democratize also depends upon consensus amongst donor countries. If, for 

instance, a powerful donor decides to abandon democratic demands, and instead provides ODA almost 

unconditionally, this not only limits what can be achieved by other donors, it also changes their very 

incentive structure. Equally, and related, donor pressure to democratize is also a function of reactions in the 

recipient state (Whitfield, 2008). If a recipient reacts positively on demands for democratization, effecting 

various democratic reforms, this may incentivize donors to further increase democratic demands. On the 

other hand, if a recipient state reacts negatively on these demands, and systematically opposes pressure to 

democratize, democratization may be dropped from the political agenda. Whatever the case, if existent, 

pressure to democratize can be exercised in various ways. Donors, for instance, can make the adoption of 

democratic institutions a condition for or a goal of foreign aid disbursements (the carrot). By the same 

token, donors may (threaten to) cut aid if state elites fail to comply with democratic demands (the stick). 

Furthermore, donors may decide to exercise pressure to democratize by providing funds to INGO’s, CSOs 

and opposition parties at the expense of the state. Doing so, they strengthen democratic actors and thus seek 

to instill democracy indirectly. 

6.3.3. State Despotic Power 

When a country is aid-dependent, and donor pressure to democratize exists, a third factor to take into account 

for democratization is the extent to which a country can withstand donor pressure to democratize. We argue 

that the despotic capacity of the state is a crucial factor here – a variable that has generally been overlooked 

in the foreign aid literature (de Haan and Warmerdam, 2015; Grimm and Weiffen, 2018).116 As said, DP 

                                                      
116 We are not the only ones believing that the state has received insufficient attention in the foreign aid literature. 
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refers to “the range of actions which the elite is empowered to undertake without routine, institutionalized 

negotiation with civil society groups” (Mann, 1984, 188). DP is different from state infrastructural power 

(IP), which is the capacity to implement policies across national territory. Of course, the nature of 

infrastructural power differs depending upon whether or not DP is high, and in DP contexts IP is mainly 

used for repressive ends. State despotic power depends on a variety of factors. In short, DP is a function of 

the strength of society (how well society is organized), state repressive capacity, and the penetration of the 

state in and control over society (i.e. to what extent society is autonomous from the state). Writ large, DP 

can be studied by looking at despotic infrastructures of control, i.e. structures of power that allow to erect, 

sustain and reproduce state (elite) autonomy from society. As these despotic infrastructures were already 

thoroughly discussed in the theoretical chapter of the PhD thesis (Chapter 2), they are only quickly addressed 

here.117  

One despotic infrastructure involves physical structures of communication, e.g. roads, radio, television and 

systems of education that make repression easier. Another, and perhaps more important, infrastructure 

includes repressive forces, such as the military, police, intelligence, and a non-independent judiciary. It is 

an infrastructure of state power that has received substantive attention in the literature, including the path 

breaking work of Levitsky and Way (2010).118 A third infrastructure entails ideological legitimacy, namely 

charismatic, traditional and rational-legal types of authority allowing for people to routinely obey regime 

directives. Additional despotic infrastructures of power encompass a loyal single party movement or social 

group, a well-developed system of spoils, unearned incomes such as oil/gas/mineral revenues, social 

welfare, and control over strategic positions within the state (Mann, 2014).  

All these power structures are resources that contribute to state elite decision-making autonomy from 

society. While not all of these power structures are strictly necessary to maintain DP, most of them bear 

                                                      
In the words of de Haan and Warmerdam (2015, 277) “there is relatively little literature that directly addresses the 
question of how aid impacts state capacity for, and (particularly) elite commitment to, sustainable development.” 
Importantly, de Haan and Warmerdam came to this conclusion after a thorough review of the foreign aid literature. 
Also Grimm and Weiffen (2018, 258) posit that, in terms of state-building and democracy promotion “a key 
explanatory factor that has not yet been sufficiently studied is the role of domestic elites and their interactions with 
external actors.” 
117 See Table 2.1 in Chapter 2. 
118 The decision to rely on Mann’s concept of despotic power, rather than Levitsky and Way’s (2010) framework, 
should be seen as a positive choice. Michael Mann is an internationally renowned sociologist whose concepts of state 
despotic and infrastructural power have been used quite extensively in the literature. Although, as like Levitsky and 
Way, we also develop a particular interest in the repressive capacity of the state, and like them see this as the most 
important source of DP, as will be clear, this does not imply that other infrastructures do not matter. In the case of 
Rwanda, for instance, we will show that, over time, the sources of DP changed from overt repression to covert 
control. By relying on Mann’s framework, we seek to recognize this reality, and also wish to stimulate further research 
on the matter. Similarly, the decision not to work with Levitsky and Way’s coding scheme for repressive capacity 
followed from our emphasis on analytic narrative. The differences between the political economy model of 
democracy diffusion and Levitsky and Way’s model have already been discussed in greater detail in Chapter 2. They 
mainly deal with the strategic nature of hybrid regimes, which is neglected by Levitsky and Way. 
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relevance. This PhD thesis will focus systematically on repressive forces and strategic control over key 

positions within the state, and discuss other infrastructures of DP only in the margins, i.e. at those points 

where they matter most. In part, this choice was made due to restrictions in time and space.119 Yet, this 

choice can also be justified because these two infrastructures were the most important structures of control 

for the cases under investigation that could also be traced rather objectively (and systematically). Any 

analysis of DP structures should furthermore take into account the relationship between these infrastructures 

and the strength and autonomy of society (Azarya, 1988). However, with despotic infrastructures firmly in 

place, society is rendered virtually powerless. Although in such a context a strong civil society might exist, 

it is not autonomous from the state but instead highly penetrated by it. “Real” or independent societal action 

then takes place either clandestinely, subtly, or outside state borders.  

Although, from the above, it follows that despotic power is closely related to authoritarianism, both concepts 

are not identical. Where authoritarianism highlights the access to and exercise of political power, and is 

fundamentally a bottom-up institutional process, DP indicates the capacity of an authoritarian regime, and 

is essentially a top-down dynamic. For instance, as we will seek to demonstrate in the coming chapters, 

although Rwanda and Burundi are both nondemocratic regimes, they nevertheless differ significantly in 

terms of despotic capacity. Rwanda, for its part, has a long list of despotic infrastructures in place. As will 

be shown, it has a strong military, a well-organized ruling party, as well as state-controlled education system 

and various repressive laws, among others. Burundi, by contrast, taps from fewer despotic power sources. 

The ruling elite relies mainly on the police, paramilitaries, intelligence and groups within the army, to secure 

DP. DP and authoritarianism therefore remain two different things. Similarly, as already discussed in 

Chapter 2, there are also some democracies, like France and the US, that have more despotic powers than 

one would expect at first sight, given the wide range of powers conferred on the presidency.    

We posit that aid-recipient states that do not need to take into account the wishes of society, or only some 

segments of it, and thus possess a high amount of despotic power, have more counter-leverage vis-à-vis the 

donors than states that have to collectively deal with these forces. This is the case for several reasons. First, 

despotically powerful states are better placed to exploit opportunities at the international level. Because they 

enjoy substantial maneuverability at the domestic level, they are less restricted at the international level and 

can therefore more easily shift alliances. This, in turn, may change the incentive structure of donor states, 

because the decision to exercise pressure may prompt recipient states to establish alternative partnerships, 

implying donors might lose a dependent ally. Second, despotically powerful states can also more easily 

                                                      
119 A discussion of each infrastructure of despotic control would have increased the length of the causal narratives 
significantly. It would also have made the research process perhaps too extensive for an individual researcher. This 
was, say, the pragmatic solution. 
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design window-dressing institutions, which, as seen, donors are oftentimes inclined to accept (be it for 

strategic or domestic reasons). This makes despotic states more flexible when it comes to accommodating 

foreign demands, which ultimately gives them more leverage towards donors. Third, and generally 

speaking, despotically powerful states are also more stable compared to their less despotic counterparts. 

Especially in volatile regions, this buys legitimacy, leverage and support. Similarly, DP can propel the influx 

of foreign investment and economic development and therefore add to the creation of a good image abroad. 

This does not mean to suggest, however, that low DP states are by definition unstable. Rather, it implies 

that developing states where despotic power structures are not firmly entrenched are more likely to face 

domestic turmoil. If so, this not only undermines the international reputation of the country involved, but 

also its very ability to act effectively on the domestic and international plain.   

6.3.4. The Outcomes: Democracy, Autocracy, and Hybrid Regimes 

All this brings us to the last part of the political economy model of democracy diffusion: the outcomes. As 

should be clear by now, political regime outcomes depend on the complex interaction between donor 

pressure to democratize and state despotic capacity, taking aid dependence as a scope condition (Figure 

6.2).  

6.3.4.1. Path 1: Donor Pressure to Democratize, State Despotism, and Hybrid Regimes 

To start with, we argue that the potential impact of donor pressure to democratize in aid-dependent states is 

seriously reduced when DP is high (see outer left side of Figure 6.2). While this type of pressure is well-

placed to spark off democratization in aid-dependent states, the nature of change in this context will only be 

superficial. The presence of despotic power structures offer state elites leeway to accommodate donor 

demands. That is, despotic power allows to implement the form, but to eliminate the substance of 

democracy. It permits to circumvent pressure by fabricating democratic institutions. This comes under 

various guises.120 State elites, for instance, can deploy repressive forces (army, police, or intelligence) across 

national territory in order to rig elections. Similarly, repressive capability can be functional for keeping 

aspiring politicians in check or to get rid of the most daunting elements. Moreover, state elites can allocate 

unearned incomes, such as oil and gas money, to bribe voters or to foil (or engineer) protest. Furthermore, 

the development of a dominant ideology and a party movement can provide a subtle means to indoctrinate 

people – ensuring they almost automatically vote for the right candidate and know how to behave politically.  

Whatever the set-up, there is little dispute that these type of actions have the ability to severely compromise 

the quality of democracy. Yet, when done well, they can credibly convey the image of democracy abroad. 

                                                      
120 And is essentially an empirical question. 
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This is the very essence of window-dressing and is a form of decoupling. Frequently, this is also what 

powerful state elites ultimately intend, as it allows to cling to power without losing face nor access to vital 

Western resources. Donors, for their part, are not necessarily opposed to such an endeavor. As already 

mentioned above, they may see strategic value in it, use window-dressing opportunistically to offset 

domestic pressure, or be left without no other option but to accept window-dressing as any demands for 

more substantial democratization may significantly raise the costs of democracy promotion.121 As suggested 

by Figure 6.2, the outcome of donor pressure for democracy in despotic power contexts is nothing close to 

democracy, but rather the rise of a hybrid regime – i.e. a regime that combines democratic forms with 

authoritarian practices. What is more, if window-dressing gets accepted, and leads to the flow of resources, 

foreign powers strengthen and stabilize the hybrid character of the regime. Foreign aid makes available 

unearned incomes, which in response tend to tap into the cards (and infrastructures) of the incumbent elite.   

6.3.4.2. Path 2: Donor Pressure to Democratize, Low/Medium Despotism, and Democratization 

State despotic power is of course nothing static. It is subject to change. Despotic power may decline as a 

result of splits within the state elite122, when superficial cohesion within the repressive apparatus drops123 

or when the systems of spoils falls apart124 and the ideological legitimacy of the regime is undercut125, for 

instance after the death of a (charismatic) leader. It bears emphasis, however, that in reality, these 

infrastructural dynamics are frequently interrelated, and that the decline (or strengthening) of one 

infrastructure has serious spillover effects for others. Whatever the case, when in a context of weak or 

medium despotic power, Western pressure to democratize is real, the impact is usually more substantive 

democratization (see the inner left side of Figure 6.2). In such a context, state elites simply lack the organized 

power structures to effectively mitigate foreign pressure and are – willy-nilly – forced to adopt democracy. 

While this does not imply democratization takes place overnight (frequently important capacity gaps remain 

for democratic institutions to function properly), what it does suggest is that the scope for democratic 

window-dressing is dramatically reduced. State elites lack the distributive powers to erect structures that 

effectively hollow-out democratic institutions in their country and therefore are more likely to embark on a 

real democratization process.  

                                                      
121 And, we posit, in some scenarios implies forcing the army out of politics, which is not only costly because it requires 
a military intervention, but also leads too severe human suffering. 
122 Undercutting infrastructure IV in Table 2.1 of Chapter 2. 
123 Infrastructure II. 
124 Infrastructure V. 
125 Infrastructure III and VII. 
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6.3.4.3. Path 3: Low Donor Pressure to Democratize, Despotism, and Authoritarian Resilience 

By contrast, if donors refrain from exercising pressure to democratize, the role of DP is somehow more 

limited. As seen, pressure to democratize can be absent for various reasons, ranging from cultural stock to 

strategic interests, responses to the recipient state, and a lack of donor unanimity or partner diversification, 

among others. In case the absence of pressure to democratize occurs in a highly despotic state, and goes 

together with (substantial) ODA disbursements, the outcome is stronger authoritarianism (as shown in the 

inner right side of Figure 6.2). Regardless of whether ODA goes to society or not, it will almost always be 

seized by an omnipresent state. Despotic states have the powers to coopt aid wherever it is situated and to 

use aid for their own purposes. In such a context, the need for democratic window-dressing is also 

substantively reduced. The absence of pressure to democratize leaves the incumbent elite additional room 

for action. In such a context, for instance, there is less of a need to hide electoral malpractice. As in foreign-

backed hybrid regimes, also in this context foreign aid should be understood as an additional unearned 

income. Foreign aid, as a consequence, can be used to strengthen existing despotic infrastructures, or allow 

to hammer out new ones, strengthening autocracy in turn. 

6.3.4.4. Path 4: Low Donor pressure to Democratize, Low/Medium Despotism, and the Balance-of-
Forces 

Finally, when donor pressure to democratize is absent, and despotic power mediocre to weak, political 

regime outcomes are rather undetermined and pertain to the balance of power between social forces on the 

one hand and the state on the other. Evidently, foreign aid affects this power balance, as it throws additional 

resources into the ring. Thus, how exactly aid influences despotic power depends upon how it is allocated, 

and who is ultimately able to gain control over and to benefit from these flows. Theoretically speaking, if 

foreign aid is provided through programmes, projects, or (I)NGOs, it most likely strengthens society at the 

expense of the state. Conversely, if aid is for instance provided through budget support, this strengthens the 

hands of state elites. Again, this latter type of aid should then be understood as an unearned income that can 

be used strategically by this elite. In practice, however, the provision of aid is rather messy with assistance 

going simultaneously to both levels. Evidently, then, as Figure 6.2 demonstrates, the outcome is an unstable 

form of authoritarianism or democracy, determined by the balance of forces between ever competing groups.   

6.4. What Follows: A Comparative-Historical Analysis 

The next three chapters demonstrate the applicability of the political economy model of democracy diffusion 

by explaining divergent political regime trajectories in Rwanda and Burundi. As already indicated in the 

methodology section in Chapter 3, is does so by making use of causal narrative, i.e. a variable-centered 
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comparative-historical approach with attention to causal processes and patterns of interaction between 

multiple actors over time. As we seek to show, the model offers a good explanation for why Rwanda 

developed a stable hybrid regime after the 1993–1994 events, whereas Burundi experimented with 

democracy. As said, the model stems from “abduction” and thus a constant dialogue between theory and 

empirical evidence. The purpose of the model is to add another layer to our overall explanation about the 

rise and stability of hybrid regimes. As far as we know, this PhD study is also one of the few studies in the 

literature of foreign aid that opts for CHA to study the democratizing and regime stabilizing effects of aid. 

In effect, most studies in this tradition either relied on quantitative cross-national research, or (comparative) 

case-study analysis based on primary data without much attention to history, to investigate the aid-

democracy nexus. Many studies in this research field also disregarded the state as macro-structure, and did 

not seek to contribute to the development of macro-sociological theory. 

In what follows, we start with examining the political economy of democracy diffusion in Burundi before 

turning to Rwanda, in order to write a final and comparative chapter on explaining divergent political regime 

trajectories in Rwanda and Burundi. Each narrative starts with a comprehensive introduction to the case at 

hand, and continues by empirically laying bare each layer of the political economy model of democracy 

diffusion, including, of course, political regime outcomes.  
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Chapter 7 

The Political Economy of Democracy 
Diffusion in Burundi 

 

 

This chapter illustrates the political economy model of democracy diffusion for Burundi. The chapter starts 

with an historical introduction and proceeds by discussing donor pressure to democratize, state despotic 

power and political regime developments in Burundi after 1993. As will be shown, political developments 

in Burundi were highly marked by what happened in October 1993, i.e. politicide against the new Hutu 

political class by the old Tutsi regime and the outbreak of mass violence and civil war. These events not 

only shaped the behavior of Western donors after 1993, but also state capacity and subsequent political 

regime developments. 

7.1. Historical Introduction: A Military Ethnocracy under Pressure 

In contrast to what is sometimes believed, Burundi, a small country in the Great Lakes Region of Africa 

bordering Tanzania in the east, Rwanda in the south and the Democratic Republic of the Congo in the west, 

has a relatively long history. The country already functioned as an old kingdom some centuries before the 

era of European expansion and colonialism and was for a long time ruled by a king (Mwami) to whom most 

citizens showed loyalty and respect (Lemarchand, 1970, chap. 1). Even though violence was pervasive, 

especially as a result of conflicts between princes (Ganwa), the system of domination was relatively stable, 

indigenous, and legitimate (Lemarchand, 1970, 28). All this changed in varying degrees at the end of the 

19th and the start of the 20th century, when Burundi lost sovereignty and first became a colony of Germany 

(1890–1916) and later Belgium (1916–1962). Burundi (re)gained independence from Belgium in 1962, yet 

it soon transpired that it would never return to its precolonial forms of political rule. After independence, 

the monarchy was dissolved, and a short period of highly contested elections gave way to an authoritarian 

regime and the rise of the Tutsi-dominated military to the highest echelons of power. With independence, 

Burundi not only became a republic, but also a “military ethnocracy” (Lemarchand, 2009, 144). Thereby, a 
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class of militarized Tutsi from the south established control over a predominantly Hutu population and 

established an authoritarian regime.126 

Needless to say, Tutsi domination was not particularly peaceful. An overwhelming part of the population 

was oppressed and massacres by the army against Hutu civilians and protestors occurred intermittently.127 

Yet, the Tutsi regime was not particularly unstable either. After taking power, a train of despotic 

infrastructures was set firmly in place. Although General Micombero (1966–1976) mainly relied on 

repressive structures to entrench power (military, gendarmerie, youth militia), Colonel Bagaza (1976–1987) 

went further and carved out additional infrastructures of control, ranging from a national unity doctrine128, 

rural resettlement programs (villagization) to ruling party hegemony and a system of spoils (Lemarchand, 

1996, chap. 6).129 Moreover, after the 1972 crisis, most subjects of Tutsi oppression also valued stability 

above revolt and tried to achieve their everyday goals within the close confines set by the ethnocracy. 

Importantly, besides domestic structures of control, the Burundi state also enjoyed significant international 

support. Cooperation between France and Burundi for instance grew progressively during the Cold War 

(Lott, 2018) while various world powers, including the US, averted their eyes when violations of human 

rights occurred (Greenland, 1976; Lemarchand, 1996, 130; Reyntjens, 1994, 174). At this stage, Burundi’s 

strategic alignment with the West, which competed for global influence with the communist East, prevailed 

above democratic considerations. 

Interestingly, this East-West competition that had gripped sub-Saharan Africa and Burundi for decades 

started to fade throughout the 1980s. Concurrent with the gradual demise of the Soviet Union, Burundi lost 

strategic importance and Western donors stepped up pressure to democratize. As prices of coffee and tea 

(Burundi’s major export products) also went into a free fall, and alternatives to the USSR became few, the 

Burundi elite became more than ever dependent upon Western aid. This gave donors substantial leverage in 

the country.130 Already in September 1988, Western donors reacted with strong disapproval to the elite’s 

bloody repression of Hutu protestors in the north.131 In response, they made foreign aid conditional upon 

                                                      
126 85 per cent of the Burundian population was Hutu versus 14 per cent Tutsi and 1 per cent Twa. It is widely accepted 
that this demographic reality still holds today. 
127 First Hutu Trauma: 1965. Tutsi armed forces forced King Mwambutsa into exile and purged the army and national 
police of Hutu. About 5,000 members of the Hutu political and economic elite were killed. Second Hutu Trauma: 
1972. The army massacred and possibly committed genocide against Hutu after a Hutu insurrection took place 
against the Tutsi state in Gitega. Micombero’s forces killed about 300,000 Hutu from various spheres of life. Third 
and Fourth Hutu trauma: 1988 and 1993. These will be discussed later in the chapter.   
128 This involved, among others, curtailing the influence of the Church, banning all references to ethnic identity, and 
imposing a uniform language (Kirundi) in primary and post-primary schools.   
129 While political power was restricted to Tutsi-Hima from the south.  
130 ODA (as a percentage of GNI) was 19 per cent in 1988, 24 per cent in 1990 and 28 per cent in 1992. All ODA data 
discussed in this and subsequent chapters is taken from the World Bank World Development Indicators (World Bank, 
2017).  
131 The Hutu uprisings against Tutsi (administrators) in Burundi’s northern villages of Ntega and Marangara in August 
1998 claimed the lives of 5,000 to 20,000 civilians. As is quite common in this region, numbers remain disputed and 
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national reconciliation and democracy (Lemarchand, 1996, 130; Nsanze, 2003, 254; Reyntjens, 1994, 67).132 

Donor pressure to democratize also remained steadfast after 1988. During a June 1990 high-level summit 

between French and African leaders in La Baule (France), for instance, former French President François 

Mitterrand made clear that “French aid would in the future flow more enthusiastically to those countries 

taking steps towards democracy” (Riding, 1990). Naturally, this decision “exerted an unavoidable pressure 

on the Burundi government” (ICG, 2000, 4). It was a real “Paristroïka” (Reyntjens, 1994, 220). The decision 

to exercise pressure to democratize was indeed taken by one of Burundi’s closest partners and amplified by 

overlapping decisions in other Western states.  

Importantly, although donor pressure to democratize left Burundi almost no other option but to implement 

a series of reforms, it did not undermine the superficial harmony within the ruling Tutsi elite. This elite 

consisted of about thirty Tutsi officers from Bururi (southern Burundi) organized in the Military Committee 

of National Salvation (Nsanze, 2003, 206). Already in 1987, this elite set its own house in order by 

overthrowing President Bagaza in a palace coup. In response, Major Paul Buyoya – a Tutsi from the same 

region yet different clan as Bagaza – became President of the Republic in September 1987. Doing so, various 

Tutsi elites secured access to rents and sought to improve relations with the West.133 Although there is little 

doubt these events created frictions within military circles between Bagaza loyalists on the one hand and 

supporters of Buyoya on the other, they were not of such a nature they really challenged the military 

ethnocracy. Only disloyal forces were purged from the military and the state administration, while most 

others continued to exercise power and expected a clear win from a change in leadership. After the 1987 

coup, it was business as usual, albeit with another military leader at the helm.   

While 1987 was perhaps a blessing for Burundi’s military ethnocracy, and elite unity, 1993 came as a real 

shock. In response to Western pressure, the Tutsi elite relied on despotic infrastructures to implement a 

series of democratic bogus reforms. On 4 October 1988, Buyoya for instance established the National 

Commission to Study the Question of National Unity in order to reflect on Burundi’s history of ethnic 

conflict. A couple of weeks later, the new president also set in place a new government, with Hutu-Tutsi 

parity and a Hutu as Prime Minister. In addition, tolerance for freedom of speech grew, while a National 

Unity Charter and new Constitution were approved by referendum between 1991 and 1992, all highlighting 

democratic principles. Moreover, as is clear from Table 7.1, a new decree law on political parties paved the  

                                                      
the death toll was most likely much higher than the numbers suggested. This event can be considered as the Third 
Hutu Trauma. 
132 Western donors included the US, Belgium, German Federal Republic, Canada, Switzerland, the European 
Parliament and the World Bank. At this stage, France remained rather silent on the 1988 events.  
133 These interests were challenged by Bagaza’s reform plans and his aggressive policies vis-à-vis the Church, which 
Western actors denounced. 
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way for multiparty politics. Furthermore, CSOs and press agencies flourished and a new electoral law called 

for national elections in the summer of 1993. On the surface, it looked as if Burundi was making significant 

steps toward democracy. All this prompted donors to step up foreign aid, which not only made the elite, but 

also the Burundian economy quite well-off.  

A closer reading of the evidence, however, suggests a more nuanced interpretation. Most of the democratic 

reforms were never substantial. Rather, they were window-dressing pur sang and fed into a larger strategy 

to entrench the power of the incumbent elite. Reyntjens (1994, 74), in this regard, was perhaps first to spell 

out certain “ambiguities” that conjoined democratization. First and foremost, although Hutu were given 

access to higher education and the state, the repressive apparatus remained almost entirely Tutsi. Thereby, 

those criticizing the ethnic profile of the security services were quickly depicted as extremists trying to 

undermine national reconciliation. Secondly, throughout the democratization process, Tutsi elites held the 

upper hand in most, if not all, important national commissions. The democratization process was almost 

entirely state-led, with the military and President Buyoya in the driving seat. Unsurprisingly, then, any 

measure challenging the army’s privileged position in society, or its symbiotic relation with UPRONA (the 

Union for National Progress, the ruling party) was beyond question. Many commission reports and/or 

decisions were as a result nothing more than a “public transcript of Tutsi domination” (Lemarchand, 1989; 

1996, 139). Furthermore, several of the widely praised cabinet reshuffles by Western donors were also a 

masquerade. Key departments (Defense, Interior, Justice, Education, Presidency) remained in Tutsi hands 

and accredited Hutu ministers either lacked political experience or lacked autonomy from their more 

powerful Tutsi counterparts (Nsanze, 2003, 264).  

Table 7.1. Political Parties Approved by the Military Ethnocracy  
in Burundi after 1992. 

Party Name Acronym Recognition 

Union for National Progress UPRONA 1992 
People’s Reconciliation Party  PRP 1992 
People’s Party PP 1992 
Rally for Democracy and Economic and Social 
Development RADDES 1992 

Front for Democracy in Burundi FRODEBU 1992 
Rally for the People of Burundi RPB 1992 
National Alliance for Law and Economic Development ANADDE 1992 
Liberal Party PL 1992 
Social Democratic Party PSD 1993 
Independent Labor Party PIT 1993 
Guarantor of Freedom of Speech in Burundi / 1993 
Burundo-African Alliance for Salvation ABASA 1993 
Party for National Recovery PARENA 1994 
Source: ICG (2000, 65–66). 
Notes. Some parties, like UPRONA and FRODEBU, were already established before 1992. This Table 
indicates the official recognition of these parties after the adoption of Decree Law on Political Parties on 
15 April 1992. 
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Against the face of all this, ambiguities also emerged in the run-up to the 1993 elections. To be sure, given 

Buyoya’s international standing, his reputation as a so-called democratic reformer, as well as the national 

reach, experience and privileged position of his ruling party (amid a weak, fragmented and inexperienced 

opposition), the incumbent elite expected a clear win. Electoral competition was nevertheless further 

undermined by a series of institutional measures (taken up in the Constitution) that allowed to outlaw parties 

for failing to include enough Tutsi or for having a military background, among others.134 Western-backed 

presidential elections took place on June 1st 1993. Against the expectations, Melchior Ndadaye, a Hutu from 

the Front for Democracy in Burundi (FRODEBU), obtained a landslide victory and defeated Tutsi President 

Paul Buyoya and the entire old regime with 64.75 per cent of the vote (Reyntjens, 1993, 568).135  

It is from this point on that we wish to illustrate into more detail the political economy of democracy 

diffusion for Burundi. We do this because we believe Ndadaye’s electoral victory provided a critical 

juncture for Burundi’s historical development. That is, Ndadaye’s landslide triggered a battery of events 

that affected Burundi’s subsequent political regime development at heart. Indeed, FRODEBU’s victory was 

so overwhelming it completely overhauled the interests of the old regime.136 Soon after taking office, for 

instance, Ndadaye initiated a policy of “Frodebisation.” Doing so, the new president aimed to gradually take 

over the state apparatus from the old elite, including the military (Ndikumana, 2005, 423; Reyntjens, 1995, 

12). This, however, was never part of the initial plan. For the old elite, democratization meant a superficial 

change from above without the risk of losing power. Thus put, the political structures imposed upon the 

(Hutu) political class had failed and something needed to be done about it. On 21 October 1993, Hutu 

President Ndadaye together with several of his trustees were murdered by army elements. While it would 

perhaps be one step too far to blame the entire old state elite for what happened, not much was done by the 

more moderate elements within this close circle either to prevent the coup (Reyntjens, 1994, 265). Whatever 

the case, as is shown in Figure A in the appendix (Annex 6a), the events unleashed a wave of mass fury, 

with Hutu killing Tutsi and Tutsi killing Hutu, claiming tens of thousands of lives on both sides of the ethnic 

map. The 1993 politicides and outbreak of mass violence also meant the onset of a long and intense civil 

war that would only end in 2003 with a Global Ceasefire Agreement. In what follows, we discuss evolutions 

                                                      
134 In this regard, it is important to mention that an exception was made for President Buyoya, who not only became 
UPRONA’s presidential candidate, but also secured close ties with the army and various paramilitary movements, 
such as Rwagasore Revolutionary Youth. Parties outlawed due to constitutional requirements were the Party for the 
Liberation of the Hutu People (PALIPEHUTU) and the National Liberation Front (FROLINA). As it happens, these were 
immediately two of the strongest challengers of the military regime.  
135 From this point on, the old regime refers to the Tutsi ethnocracy.  
136 Ndadaye’s landslide victory was consolidated some weeks later in parliamentary elections where FRODEBU 
obtained another 71.40 per cent of the vote. FRODEBU’s victory was so significant that it even surpassed a four-fifths 
majority in parliament necessary for changing the Constitution.  
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in donor pressure to democratize, state despotic power, and implications for Burundi’s rather erratic post-

1993 political regime path. Thereby, as already mentioned in Chapter 3, we make use of causal narrative. 
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7.2. Donor Pressure to Democratize after 1993: A Tale of Flux 

7.2.1. Measures of Sorts 

Almost immediately after the October 1993 events, Western donors (France, Belgium, the US and Germany) 

decided to suspend all economic aid to Burundi (Chrétien and Mukuri, 2002, 26; Prunier, 1995). Also the 

European Community and the United Nations Development Program (UNDP) followed suit and broke off 

ties. Western donors perceived the conflict mainly as a crisis of political legitimacy and made the resumption 

of aid conditional upon national reconciliation and democratic restoration (Lund et al., 1998, 52). Thereby, 

it was assumed that institutional engineering and power-sharing would bring stability. Besides aid sanctions, 

donors also took several additional coercive measures. Donors, for instance, supported the appointment of 

a United Nations Special Representative (UNSR) to Burundi with a mandate to help political elites restore 

democratic institutions. In addition, donors also liaised with the Organization of African Unity (OAU) 

Mission in Burundi (MIOB) in order to monitor army behavior and promote national dialogue and peace. 

Moreover, donors allotted substantial funds to (I)NGOs seeking to expand activities in Burundi. As a result, 

(I)NGO presence in Burundi swelled tremendously as from 1994 on (Hara, 1999). While the profiles of 

these (I)NGOs varied widely, many of them were preoccupied with ethnic reconciliation and democracy. 

After all this led to a short thaw in tense donor relations with Burundi as a result of superficial domestic 

responses to this pressure, as we shall see, relations however again quickly deteriorated in the course of 

1995. Donors hampered enduring violence and insecurity in the country and made ODA conditional upon 

peace and democracy. To this end, they started to postpone the disbursement of foreign aid. As Figure 7.1 

shows, absolute ODA flows declined from USD 311 million to 287 million between 1994 and 1995, while 

ODA (as a percentage of GNI) decreased from 34 per cent to 29 per cent.137 What is more, donors 

contemplated an international intervention in the country in order to stop the bloodshed and to prevent 

genocide.138 This process of “contingency planning,” as it was commonly called, however, quickly came to 

                                                      
137 This is only a small drop in absolute ODA flows and absolute amounts remain quite high. Yet, this drop indicates a 
process in which donors became increasingly critical of the incumbent elite, reaching a climax in 1996.    
138 As we shall see, genocide occurred in Rwanda in 1994, a country bordering Burundi in the north with a similar 
ethnic structure and colonial history. Hence, it should not come as a surprise donors feared another genocide.  
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naught.139 Western donors not only lacked the interest, but also distrusted each other’s intentions.140 As a 

way forward, a division of labor followed in which neighboring countries (known as “the Regional 

Initiative”) took the lead and donors provided support (Wolpe, 2011, 11).141 Increasingly affected by the 

ongoing civil war, the Regional Initiative maintained the idea of intervention and coerced the Burundi 

government to accept a regional force on its soil (Khadiagala, 2003, 225; Ntibantunganya, 1999). To this 

end, they received support from donors.  

When this decision prompted the old regime to pilot their man back to the presidency through a coup d’état 

in July 1996, donors reacted with measures of sorts. First, donors (US, UK, Canada and the EU) suspended 

almost all development assistance and only allowed humanitarian aid to pass (Halperin and Lomasney, 

1998, 140). These actions were prudently followed by France and Belgium.142 As Figure 7.1 shows, between 

1996 and 1999 ODA reached an absolute low and ODA as a percentage of GNI dropped from 29 per cent 

in 1995 to 13 per cent in 1996; 7 per cent in 1997; and 9 per cent in 1999.143 Second, donors accepted a total 

                                                      
139 Contingency planning implied the organization of an international military force that would quickly be dispatched 
in case grave threats of genocide or mass violence occurred.  
140 As we will discuss in more detail later when dealing with Rwanda, especially the interests of France and the US 
were at times opposed. Most likely, at this stage, a Western intervention in Burundi was blocked by the US because 
it would throw a spanner in the plans of the new Tutsi elite in Rwanda, which was looking to entrench power through 
military means.  
141 The Regional Initiative mainly involved Tanzania, Uganda, Rwanda, Ethiopia, Kenya and Zaire and was until 1999 
led by former Tanzanian President Julius Nyerere. When Nyerere died, Nelson Mandela took over.  
142 While France and Belgium followed these actions, they reduced bilateral aid more gradually, (rightly) claiming the 
humanitarian consequences of these actions (Dupont, 1997, 6; Parqué, 1999, 13–14). 
143 This is a clear example of structured agency, or how resources are used to pursue political ends. 

Figure 7.1. ODA to Burundi, 1989–2015. 
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economic embargo against Burundi by the Regional Initiative. This embargo brought Burundi’s official 

imports and exports to a virtual standstill and also further damaged the country’s international standing.144 

Needless to say, these measures of sorts had an enormous impact on the landlocked and aid-dependent 

country. In a short span of time, government revenues tumbled, foreign aid dried up, and the national 

economy almost collapsed.145 All this fed into a much larger plan by donors and the Region to “exert 

maximum pressure” on the old regime (Grauvogel, 2015, 170). In this regard, several conditions were 

proposed to lift the sanctions. One condition was an immediate return to multiparty politics. Another 

involved the reopening of parliament. A third condition entailed the old regime’s direct and unconditional 

return to regionally mediated peace talks with members of the (Hutu) political class (Reyntjens and 

Vandeginste, 1997). At this stage, donor pressure for democracy was profound. Given the scope of the 

sanctions regime, donors and regional actors also expected a quick breakthrough.  

7.2.2. Carrots and Sticks 

Against expectations, however, this quick breakthrough never materialized. Rather, the old regime showed 

fierce resistance. To some extent, this also worked. On 23 January 1999, the Regional Initiative lifted the 

economic embargo and allowed Burundi to reinstate regional trade. They partly did so because of changing 

geopolitical interests (due to the Congo War), and partly because maximum pressure did not make a real 

difference anyway. Western donors were also calling for “a gesture” by the Region (ICG, 1999, 7). This 

decision took away one source of foreign pressure. Crucially, however, these regional steps were not 

followed by similar donor policies. Donors responded to regional dynamics and domestic resistance by 

adopting a carrot and stick policy towards Burundi. In short, this implied foreign aid disbursements were 

made conditional upon significant steps towards peace and democracy (the carrot) and would be foreclosed 

in times of democratic setback or stagnation (the stick). In this context, donors were also clear in their 

communication. During a regional summit in Arusha in February 2000, for instance, the US stated that it 

“would help create economic conditions for any agreement to work.” Belgium, likewise, affirmed that it 

“was determined to plead for Burundi’s case within the European Union” if substantial breakthroughs as 

regards peace and democracy occurred, while France “would get Burundi out of its state of economic 

suffocation for the implementation of the agreement” and the UK “would be ready to support Burundi when 

there is peace” and democracy (ICG, 2000, 24). 

                                                      
144 Burundi was one of the few cases in the history of economic sanctions where instead of core Western powers it 
were peripheral non-Western states that applied sanctions.  
145 GDP (per capita, in current USD): 167.8 in 1995 to 159.2 in 1997 and 128.7 in 1999. Tax revenue (in per cent of 
GDP): 16.7 in 1995; 11.4 in 1997 and 13.6 in 1999 (World Bank, 2017). 
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There is little doubt that by adopting a carrot and stick policy, donors continued to exercise substantial 

pressure for democracy. Indeed, after years of war, (aid) sanctions, and a lack of foreign investment, 

Burundi’s economy was dilapidated. International isolation also negatively affected the military’s spirit 

(ICG, 1999, 6). Hence, Burundi’s need for structural development assistance was real, and this dependence 

offered donors substantial leverage (Wolpe, 2011, 49). Interestingly, this type of pressure also became more 

biting over time. After the August 2000 Arusha Peace and Reconciliation Agreement quite paradoxically 

sparked off another round of fighting, donors reacted by promising even higher amounts of ODA. Again, 

however, they clarified that aid disbursements would only follow in case of steps towards peace and 

democracy (Bentley and Southall, 2005, 82). Thus put, while the need for foreign aid increased, so too did 

the carrots and sticks. As a result, each time an agreement between belligerent parties was signed, major 

disbursements followed (ICG, 2003, 12).146 This cycle of pressure led to growing aid dependence, as shown 

in Figure 7.1 from 11 per cent of GNI in 2000 to 21 per cent in 2002 and about 30 to 40 per cent in 2004/5, 

as well as increasing ODA flows and systematic donor pressure to democratize. Most aid disbursements 

centered upon national reconciliation, the rule of law, peace, and national elections and were transmitted 

through budget support, CSOs, INGOs, as well as donor and UN agencies (Boshoff et al., 2010, 77; 

Desrosiers and Muringa, 2012, 504; ICG, 2003, 11; Popplewell, 2017, 76).  

7.2.3. Demise and Return 

From 2005, donor pressure to democratize faded almost instantly. Western donors were happy the civil war 

finally came to an end, developed cordial ties with the new (Hutu) elite in office, which they considered 

politically legitimate due to their popular election, and continued to expand activities in the country. What 

is more, consistent with changes in Western thinking about development aid, donors also started to put 

greater emphasis on aid effectiveness.147 In this respect, the new elite became an important partner. The new 

aid doctrine allowed state elites to exercise more ownership over foreign aid and to have a greater say in the 

kind of policies donors had to support.148 Where budget aid (aid going directly to the state) to Burundi was 

only 8.15 million USD in 2003, the value of these flows increased to 69.32 million in 2005 and 79.51 million 

USD in 2009 (Dom and Gordon, 2011, 128). Large parts of Burundi’s sovereign debt were also cancelled 

(totaling around 1.4 billion USD), while ODA remained around 30 per cent of GNI and absolute ODA flows 

steadfast (Curtis, 2013, 89). Moreover, various UN missions quickly reduced in size and scale and donors 

                                                      
146 It bears emphasis that on the road towards peace, many interim agreements were signed, eventually resulting in 
a Global Ceasefire Agreement in November 2003. 
147 In 2005, donors adopted the Paris Declaration on Aid Effectiveness, a new aid paradigm emphasizing national 
ownership, donor harmonization, donor-recipient alignment, result-orientation and mutual accountability. Within 
this new framework, donors also stepped away from project-based approaches towards state-led initiatives and 
budget support and gave a lot of attention to poverty reduction at the expense of democracy. 
148 Such as the 2007 Strategic Framework for Peacebuilding in Burundi (CSCP), which also incorporated Burundi’s first 
Poverty Reduction and Strategy Paper (PRSP).  
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also endorsed Burundi’s privileged position within the UN Peacebuilding Commission, giving the elite 

additional access to international funds (Campbell et al., 2016).149 Clearly, where the old elite received 

substantial pressure to democratize by donors, the new elite was almost given carte blanche, accompanied 

by the growing flow of ODA. 

Although donor relations with the new state elite gradually deteriorated after 2010, it is only in the run-up 

to 2015 presidential elections that substantive donor pressure to democratize resumed in Burundi.150 

Western donors strongly disapproved the new elites’ attempt to breach the Constitution by allowing their 

president to run for another term. In response, budget support was sharply reduced (from 71.4 million USD 

in 2010 to 7.5 million USD in 2015 and less than one million in 2016) and ODA flows frequently annulled 

or re-allocated from the state to INGOs, civil society, and donor agencies (see Figure 7.1).151 Quite 

obviously, this situation created problems for the state elite, whose national budget depended for more than 

50 per cent on these type of flows. Donors exercised pressure to democratize by making a normalization of 

ties conditional upon respect for democratic principles.  

This type of pressure notwithstanding, however, it bears emphasis that donor leverage for democracy was 

partly reduced due to rapid changes in the foreign aid network. This somehow limited the impact of pressure 

to respect democratic principles, although pressure remained substantial. Crucially, one way the new elite 

sought to offset Western pressure was by strengthening ties with China (Jones and Donovan-Smith, 2015, 

3). This was a rather effective strategy. In 2017, for instance, China provided the new elite with budget 

support (about 30 million USD) in order to fill out gaps in the aid budget. In addition, China defended the 

(repressive) policies of the new elite at the international stage, while agreeing to construct Burundi’s new 

Presidential Palace and accepting various new infrastructure investments in the country. Importantly, this 

type of authoritarian support was not limited to China alone. The new elite also reinforced ties with other 

authoritarian powers, such as Russia, Turkey, Egypt and Saudi Arabia. Significantly, for all these new 

players, the issue of democracy was never on the cards, on the contrary (ICG, 2016; 2018, 14).152 Although 

all these actions did not entirely compensate for the loss in Western aid, they nevertheless strengthened the 

                                                      
149 From the UN Operation in Burundi (ONUB, 2004–2006) to a smaller UN Integrated Office in Burundi (BINUB, 2007–
2010, without peacekeepers) and UN Office in Burundi (BNUB, 2011–2014) to the UN’s final withdrawal after 2014. 
Burundi’s privileged position within the UN Peacebuilding Commission gave it access to additional (financial) 
resources.  
150 This is clear from the fact that between 2010 and 2014, donors continued to provide budget support, endorsed 
Burundi’s second PRSP (pledging amounts higher than those requested by the government), and contributed to 
projects with the aim to improve good governance and the fight against corruption (Desrosiers and Muringa, 2012; 
Molenaers et al., 2017).  
151 See Dom and Roger (2018, 40) for more on budget support data in Burundi. In contrast to Rwanda, for Burundi 
this type of data only becomes available from 2003 on.  
152 In 2017, for instance, the elite signed an economic and trade agreement with Turkey, while agreeing with Russian 
banks on new investments. Russia also supported Burundi’s case in various international forums, using its veto power 
and world power status where necessary (ICG, 2016, 12–13).   
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counter-leverage of the new elite vis-à-vis Western donors (Jones and Donovan-Smith, 2015). Finally, and 

no less significant, various multilateral organizations, including the World Bank, African Union and African 

Development Bank, also refrained from exercising pressure to democratize. They abstained from, or 

tolerated, Burundian politics and simply committed to business as usual (which included, among others, 

providing sector budget support). In the next section, we discuss evolutions in state despotic capacity after 

1993. 

7.3. Everything Changes to Remain the Same: Despotic State Power in Burundi 
after 1993 

7.3.1. Responding to Belligerents 

At first sight, the Burundian state collapsed like a house of cards after the October 1993 killing of Ndadaye. 

Inter-ethnic massacres took place all over the country and besides ordinary civilians also state agents became 

one of the prime targets of the violence, leaving many of them dead (Buyoya, 2012, 54–57). State agents 

were rightly or wrongly accused of collaborating with the old regime and therefore many (Hutu) civilians 

believed they had to pay a price. As a result of this logic, many public services (education, agriculture, 

civilian administration and jurisprudence) quickly collapsed and violence became the new norm.153 In a 

short span of time, society mobilized along ethnic lines and state institutions lost almost all legitimacy. 

Thereby, many ordinary citizens were left no other option but to rally behind ethnic leaders and to partake 

in the violence (Prunier, 1995).  

Importantly, one state institution that did not collapse was the military. On the contrary, as (the left side of) 

Figure 7.2 shows, the role of the military only expanded in response to the violence. Between 1993–1996, 

military expenditures increased from 14 to 26 per cent of central government expenditures and military 

personnel swelled from 13,000 to 22,000 (World Bank, 2017).154 The state, in other words, quickly became 

the military. In this process, Hutu were purged (or deserted) from the army and this institution almost 

naturally became an all-Tutsi force in support of the old regime.155 The army was also quickly modernized 

and given new weaponry. What is more, the old elite strengthened its grip on the national police and 

intelligence and cultivated various Tutsi youth militia (Sans Échec, Sans Défaite) in the capital. Not 

unexpectedly, in such a context, many critical CSOs were muzzled and replaced by partisan ones (Buyoya, 

                                                      
153 While also more traditional institutions, like the Bashingantahe, lost moral influence. Bashingantahe, or 
“wisemen,” are local notables invested to manage and settle local conflicts. Their existence dates from the pre-
colonial period.   
154 All subsequent data on army dynamics is taken from the World Bank World Development Indicators. As data on 
military expenditures contains many missing values, only military personnel is shown in Figure 7.2. 
155 It bears emphasis that a limited number of Hutu were taken up in the army as a result of the pre-1993 democratic 
reforms. Yet, Hutu never obtained any real positions of power within this organization (Ould-Abdallah, 2000).  
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2012, 121–124; De Reu, 2005). Yet, as is shown on the right angle of Figure 7.2, it would be a mistake to 

conclude that CSOs in Burundi ceased to exist. As seen, as from 1994 on, many INGOs were making 

headway to Burundi and, among others, stimulated the rise of domestic CSOs working on peace and 

democracy. Despite growing presence of INGOs and CSOs alike, however, scholars agree that these actors 

were ill-placed to limit the despotic power of the old regime. Quite the reverse, since they were so many, 

and since they lacked any real coercive power, civil society became part of rather than a solution to the 

conflict (Curtis, 2013, 82; Hara, 1999, 148–149; Ntibantunganya, 1999, 130; Ould-Abdallah, 2000, 84; 

Weissman, 1998, 27).156 Many civil society activities were also quite easily manipulated by the incumbent 

elite (Hara, 1999).  

One force, however, not effectively foiled by the old regime was the National Council for the Defense of 

Democracy – Forces for the Defense of Democracy (CNDD-FDD). This force emerged almost immediately 

after the 1993 events. It resulted from a split within FRODEBU between moderates believing in change 

from within versus hard-liners seeking for change from outside the political system (Burihabwa, 2017, chap. 

5). Led by several former FRODEBU elites, the CNDD-FDD quickly developed into a relatively well-

organized and highly effective armed peasant movement. As a predominantly Hutu force, the CNDD-FDD 

                                                      
156 According to Hara (1999, 15) “instead of a democratizing role, the wide range of INGOs have rather strengthened 
ongoing dynamics than pushed the country in one way or the other. For every interest, it seems, there was an 
international actor.” 

Figure 7.2. Despotic Power in Burundi, 1989–2015. 
Notes. Data on military personnel is taken from the World Bank. Data on Civil Society Strength (shown in circles) 
and autonomy (shown with asterisks) is taken from the Varieties of Democracy Project (v. 7.1). Missing data for 
military personnel in 2006 was imputed by relying on data from the year before.  
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also enjoyed substantial support in the countryside. Ideologically, it strived for Hutu liberation from Tutsi 

oppression through military means and in this vein demanded army reform and the restoration of Burundi’s 

democracy. The CNDD-FDD deployed cells and conducted successful military operations in various parts 

of the country. Doing so, it acted mercilessly and inflicted severe damage upon (Tutsi) civilians, the military 

and the government. At this stage, the CNDD-FDD was also greatly helped by several parallel Hutu 

rebellions, i.e. the National Liberation Front (FROLINA) in the south and the National Forces of Liberation 

(PALIPEHUTU-FNL) in the north, who all disengaged from the state (see Figure B in the appendix, Annex 

6b).  

As a result of all this, Burundi quickly degenerated into a situation of multiple sovereignty, further 

undermining the first infrastructure of despotic power, i.e. national integrity (Tilly, 1978).157 Not only were 

Hutu rebel movements – the CNDD-FDD in particular – growing more powerful, their activities also 

bolstered extremist Tutsi forces critical of the incumbent regime in the capital and created international 

concern.158 In response, the old regime stepped up coercive pressure on society. After the 1996 coup, when 

a former (and more experienced) military leader retook power as president, military activities quickly 

intensified. Between 1996 and 1999, military expenditures as a percentage of central government expenses 

increased from 26 per cent in 1996 to 30 per cent in 1999 and armed forces swelled from 22,000 to 45,500 

(see Figure 7.2). New rank and file soldiers were mainly recruited from the Tutsi community and military 

modernization also accelerated (ICG, 1998, 18). In a more innovative vein, the new president also provided 

Tutsi civilians with light weaponry and military training, while many Hutu civilians were forced to resettle 

into camps or to join the war effort on the old regime’s behalf (HRW, 1998). There is little dispute that all 

these efforts bore fruit. With the help of the Rwandan Patriotic Front (RPF), the CNDD-FDD – whose 

activities stretched into Eastern Congo – was given a serious blow. In addition, extremist Tutsi forces close 

to another former president were arrested or demobilized.159 Moreover, CSOs and INGOs were put under 

greater scrutiny and the regime buried any plans for international intervention by stating it would wage war 

against it (Khadiagala, 2003, 225; Palmans, 2006). Even though all these measures did not solve the issue 

multiple sovereignty entirely, they nevertheless refurbished the despotic power of the old regime to a 

                                                      
157 Tilly (1978, 192) speaks of multiple sovereignty when “previously acquiescent people obey the alternative body. 
They pay taxes, provide men to its armies, feed its functionaries, honor its symbols, give time to its service, or yield 
other resources despite the prohibitions of a still-existing government they formerly obeyed.” Multiple sovereignty 
in Burundi was clear from the fact that, at one stage, the CNDD-FDD was able to tax the population, effectively 
encouraged that same population to stop paying taxes to the government, exported some goods processed in 
Burundi (such as coffee), recruited peasant fighters, set up structures parallel to the state, and in some places even 
introduced its own currency (Burihabwa, 2017, 156; HRW, 1998; Jones, 2019, 185). CNDD-FDD headquarters were 
also established inside Burundi.   
158 Especially those Tutsi forces close to former President Bagaza, including the Party for National Recovery (PARENA, 
Bagaza’s party) and the Youth Solidarity for the Defense of Minorities (SOJEDEM). 
159 Bagaza tried to capitalize on the situation by reaching out to a growing group of Tutsi extremists. Together with 
the CNDD-FDD, Bagaza and his followers constituted the main threat to the incumbent elite just before the coup.   
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considerable degree, not only because the state became even more militarized, but also because these 

measures allowed to regain control over various parts of the country, weaken Hutu rebels, and undermine 

Hutu liberation ideology (Burihabwa, 2017, 173; Wolpe, 2011, 32). 

7.3.2. Psychology Matters 

Reasons for optimism for the old regime state were however short-lived. As mentioned above, donors and 

regional actors already reacted ferociously on the 1996 coup by imposing (aid) sanctions on the country. 

Initially, and interestingly, the old regime responded with a lot of self-confidence. With the CNDD-FDD 

severely weakened, and by rallying with the Rwandans and Ugandans in the First Congo War, the old regime 

believed time was on its side and a military victory imminent.160 More importantly, perhaps, the old elite 

was also quite successful in circumventing sanctions. It established clandestine trade routes, found new 

trade partners, and expanded informal networks. Sanctions-busting activities benefitted various key 

elements within the ruling elite (ministers, army forces, (Tutsi) entrepreneurs) and kept clientelist networks 

largely intact, while making the poor poorer and undermining CSO activities (ICG, 1998, 38; 1999, 6; 

Wodrig and Grauvogel, 2016, 279). Sanctions also made various INGOs rebel against donors and increased 

the role of humanitarian at the expense of democracy-promotion agencies. Sanctions, in other words, tilted 

the balance of power in favor of the old elite. It contributed to rather than undermined state despotic power.  

Meanwhile, however, although there is little doubt the CNDD-FDD was given a serious blow, it was not 

defeated altogether. True, after the First Congo War, the CNDD-FDD lost important rear bases. CNDD-

FDD members got scattered across the region, the organization lost military strength, and infighting 

occurred (Burihabwa, 2017, 173). Things, however, changed during the Second Congo War. During this 

war, the CNDD-FDD leadership allied with the DRC against the Rwanda-Uganda-Burundi axis and quickly 

regained military strength.161 The DRC supplied the CNDD-FDD with arms, training, and shelter, among 

others, and allowed it to reorganize on foreign soil. As a result, the CNDD-FDD left the Second Congo War 

stronger than ever. It staged a comeback in Burundi by gradually amassing troops inside the country. 

                                                      
160 It is worth mentioning that although Rwanda and Uganda were part of the Regional Initiative, their role within it 
was rather ambiguous. This is however easily explained. With génocidaires and other (Hutu) extremists operating in 
Eastern Congo, both Rwanda and Uganda had serious domestic security concerns. These concerns prevailed over and 
above democracy and peace inside Burundi. Although it is true that at this stage several of their actions clearly went 
against actions by the Regional Initiative, they never explicitly opposed Regional actions either. Burundi was also 
never a “full” member of the tripod and Rwanda and Uganda strongly backed regional efforts once their domestic 
security concerns were solved.  
161 This is a very rudimentary take on what was essentially a very complicated conflict. For more on the Great African 
War, we refer to the ICG (2000) and Reyntjens (2009).  
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Importantly, when the CNDD-FDD rejected a peace deal signed between the military elite and moderate 

Hutu forces, this fanned the flames of war.162 In September 2000, CNDD-FDD military activities affected 

about thirteen of Burundi’s fifteen provinces.163 In response, the military regime launched a major offensive 

against the CNDD-FDD in the south (Burihabwa, 2017, 227–228). Although this precipitated into months 

of fighting, and significant loss of life on both sides, what is crucial is that no party ultimately gained the 

upper hand. The CNDD-FDD, however, stood its ground against, and inflicted severe damage upon, a 

conventional army. This not only demonstrated their strength, but also severely demoralized the army. All 

this weakened one key despotic power structure at heart, i.e. military power. Although the army was not 

defeated materially per se, it sure was psychologically, and this undermined despotic power because the 

military lost the spirit to use repressive capacity. The military stalemate made clear a military solution to 

the conflict was out of sight and that the only way to get out of the impasse was through a negotiated 

solution. Importantly, this negotiated solution, known as the 2003 Global Ceasefire Agreement, led to the 

fall of the Tutsi unity of command over Burundi’s armed forces. Thereby, belligerent parties agreed to share 

power and to integrate armed elements.164 As Figure 7.2 demonstrates, all this led to the substantial growth 

of the national army.165 It also stimulated the rise of CSOs, producing a “complex assemblage of different 

organizations, individuals and mobilizations” (Popplewell, 2017, 364). As also shown in Figure 7.2, these 

organizations provided an effective check on the state. After the 2003 Agreement, state despotic capacity in 

Burundi indeed declined substantively.   

7.3.3. Battle-Hardened Generals and State Power 

As from 2005, a new and battle-hardened CNDD-FDD (Hutu) elite grabbed power after the old regime lost 

free and fair elections. Against expectations, however, once in office this new elite almost immediately 

restored despotic power structures. It did so in various ways. Doing so, this new elite also received 

substantial support from Western donors, who were as seen rather uncritically pouring funds into various 

projects as part of the Paris Declaration, such as security sector reform, socio-economic development, 

capacity-building, and the organization of elections.  

                                                      
162 The peace deal is known as the 2000 Arusha Peace and Reconciliation Agreement. 
163 Mainly orchestrated by (Hutu) rebel movements excluded from Arusha, i.e. PALIPEHUTU-FNL and CNDD-FDD.  
164 Thereby, 60 per cent of officers would be selected from the existing army, and 40 per cent from the CNDD-FDD, 
while the allocation of command posts would happen on the basis of a 50:50 ethnic balance (Bentley and Southall, 
2005, 113). Something similar applied to the gendarmerie (National Police) and the Ministry of Intelligence. 
165 Interestingly, the case of Burundi shows that military personnel is not a uniform proxy of despotic power. Where 
military personnel generally indicates repressive capacity of states in the periphery, at this stage, for Burundi, the 
growth of military personnel refers rather to a substantial weakening of DP. This is so because it goes together with 
the fall of the Tutsi unity of command over this force. Between 2003 and 2005, therefore, and only for this period, 
higher levels of military personnel should be interpreted as lower levels of despotic power, while for all other 
episodes it is rather the other way around.   
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The new elite quickly strengthened control over the repressive apparatus. Most significantly, by appointing 

CNDD-FDD strongmen into strategic positions, they increased their hold on national intelligence, national 

police, Ministry of Interior as well as the military and the Ministry of Justice. In the words of Burihabwa 

(2017, 364), by 2009, “virtually all key positions in the Security and Defense Forces (SDF) were in the 

hands of ex-FDD commanders.” In addition, at lower levels of the repressive apparatus, the new elite also 

established a hidden chain of command. This implies that the 2005 constitutional clause prohibiting 

members of the new Security and Defense Forces to have any political party allegiance was merely 

sidestepped. In reality, many former CNDD-FDD combatants remained “ex officio members of the party,” 

meaning they remained loyal to the old CNDD-FDD command structure (Rufyikiri, 2017, 14). Logically, 

all this engendered parallel politico-military structures within Burundi’s new SDF (Nindorera, 2008).166 

Against the face of all this, the new elite established a paramilitary organization of former CNDD-FDD 

fighters (the Imbonerakure), bringing together loyal (Hutu) recruits from all over the country (ICG, 2015, 

3–4).  

Although, just as for the old regime, repressive capacity became the cornerstone of despotic power for the 

new regime, this does not mean no additional despotic power structures were set in place to strengthen the 

hands of the new regime. First and foremost, the CNDD-FDD elite invested in ideological legitimacy.167 

Naturally, of course, it already possessed a great deal of legitimacy given its status as a Hutu liberation 

movement and for winning the elections. Yet, the new elite further ensured support by remaining close to, 

and implementing policies in favor of, the overwhelmingly rural Hutu population (ICG, 2011, 6).168 In a 

similar vein, they referred to a type of “divine predestination” to rule Burundi (Vandeginste, 2015, 627) and 

also booked several economic results.169 Secondly, the new elite also quickly established a relatively 

sophisticated system of spoils.170 Strong corruption networks unfolded across the country, operating through 

“informal and parallel structures of decision making” (Rufyikiri, 2016, 12). These networks were not only 

supra-institutional, they were also above the law and strategic, meaning they contributed to elite cohesion. 

Finally, the new elite imposed order and loyalty within its own party.171 Thereby, its civilian wing – which 

quickly burgeoned as a result of the movement’s metamorphosis from a rebel movement into a political 

party – was increasingly sidelined. Democratic practices within the party were compromised, while many 

                                                      
166 There is also little discussion that this CNDD-FDD  “uncut umbilical cord” grew stronger with time (ICG, 2017; 
Nindorera, 2008, 119). 
167 Infrastructure III of Table 2.1 in Chapter 2.  
168 Such as free primary education and healthcare for pregnant mothers and children under five. 
169 It bears emphasis, however, that the divine claims of the incumbent regime were not backed by the Catholic 
Church. As regards output legitimacy (Infrastructure VI), GDP per capita growth between 2006 and 2014 was 1.16 
per cent on average.  
170 Infrastructure V. 
171 Infrastructure IV. 
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members were also purged or threatened with their lives if they did not show respect to the movement’s cult 

of secrecy (Rufyikiri, 2016, 15; 2017, 14).  

Quite obviously, as Figure 7.2 also shows, in such a context many independent CSOs progressively lost 

influence (ICG, 2006; Popplewell, 2017, 177). Either their claims were ignored, or their leaders got killed 

or were forced to flee the country. This process took new heights in 2015 when mass demonstrations 

occurred against a potential third term for the incumbent president. Not only were street protests violently 

crushed, and many CSO leaders and members again targeted, many CSOs also encountered far-reaching 

control measures. The elite strategically encroached and infiltrated the CSO landscape by putting its 

members into senior positions. Likewise, it introduced new laws with the aim to restrict CSO autonomy 

(ICG, 2018, 13). Where 2015 demonstrations sought to cut back state despotic power, the upshot was 

however more of it. Table 7.2 summarizes evolutions in donor pressure to democratize and state despotic 

capacity in Burundi after 1993. The remainder of this chapter investigates what these complex 

configurations between donors  state elites  society implied for Burundi’s post-1993 political regime 

path, and the stability of its hybrid regime.  

7.4. The Outcomes: Decoupling, Democracy and Democratic Regress 

7.4.1. Decoupling as Praxis, Part 1. 1993–1996. 

Although after the 1993 politicide the old regime initially planned to reconcentrate political power, pressure 

by donors made it change its mind. Surprised by the outbreak of mass violence, and donor pressure for 

democratize (coups were, as a matter of fact, a normal way of doing politics in Burundi), the old regime 

turned to more covert and subtle ways of political control. All this was made possible by despotic power 

and the fact that the military remained the most potent force in society. The dynamic illustrates Path 1 in 

the political economy model of democracy diffusion. The combination of donor pressure to democratize 

Table 7.2. Donor Pressure to Democratize and State Despotic Power in 
Burundi, 1993–2015  

Period Donor Pressure to Democratize Despotic Power 

1993–1999  Measures of Sorts 
=> Western donor sanctions 

High 
=> An army-state 
 

1999–2005 Carrot and Stick 
=> Western donor directives 

Declining 
=> Psychological defeat of army 
 

2005–2015 Demise and Return 
=> Donor naïveté and sanctions 

Reviving 
=> Battle-hardened new generals 
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and state despotism contributes to the rise of a hybrid regime. Despotism gives state elites the power to set 

up window-dressing institutions.  

Not surprisingly, what followed after 1993 was “one of the most successful failed coups in history” 

(Reyntjens, 2000, 14). The signing of the 1994 Government Convention (GC) perhaps best illustrates the 

hybrid character of Burundi’s new political regime after the 1993 elections. To be sure, the GC was a 

political power-sharing agreement between old regime forces and the new (Hutu) political class. Thereby, 

political actors agreed that 55 per cent of all government positions would go to Hutu parties and 45 per cent 

to the old regime. Hutu forces would also lay claim on the presidency and retake seats in parliament 

according to the outcomes of the 1993 elections. The Government Convention would furthermore clear the 

way for a national dialogue and ultimately guide Burundi towards renewed elections. All this infused some 

democratic credibility into Burundi’s political system – at least at first sight.  

Despite these democratic credentials, indeed, a closer look at the empirical evidence suggests the GC had 

serious limitations. First, the Convention did not include anything on army reform. After the deal, the army 

remained an all-Tutsi force controlled by old regime elements. This left the Hutu political class bereft of 

any hard power. Secondly, as a result of the GC, the National Security Council (NSC) also became the most 

powerful organ of the country. This body was not only unconstitutional, it also held veto power and was 

entirely controlled by the old regime (Burihabwa, 2017, 132; Khadiagala, 2003, 221; Lemarchand, 2009, 

161; Prunier, 1995, 144; Reyntjens, 2009, 37; Watt, 2016, 63).172 It had, among others, the power to review 

presidential decisions, to block any call for foreign military intervention, and to decide upon the 

promulgation of law and the appointment of state officials. The Convention furthermore received supra-

constitutional status and effectively suspended the 1992 Constitution. Moreover, it also restricted the powers 

of the parliament.173 As is clear, all these measures made power-sharing nothing more than a sham. In the 

end, the Government Convention had nothing to do with inclusive governance, but everything with old 

regime dominance (Ould-Abdallah, 2000, 72). Besides a fake Convention, the old regime also continued to 

violate political liberties and civil rights on a large scale and effectively outranked and controlled 

countervailing institutions, such as the Constitutional Court and the High Court. The Government 

Convention nevertheless prompted donors to briefly resume foreign aid to Burundi and thus to (in)directly 

support and strengthen Burundi’s hybrid regime, which is also consistent with Path 1 of the model.174 

                                                      
172 This veto power applied to important political decisions, such as the request for international intervention. 
173 For the period of the Government Convention, the parliament could not dissolve the government. Many (Hutu) 
opposition members that took their role too serious also got killed.  
174 At this point, it is useful to quickly consider several counterfactuals. Would there have been a GC, for instance, 
without donor pressure to democratize? We doubt so. As a matter of fact, the GC itself was only negotiated after 
substantive Western mediation. Afterwards, the GC was also shared amongst donors, leading to a revival of aid. Most 
likely, without donor pressure, the GC would have looked entirely different, and one can question whether any type 



THE POLITICAL ECONOMY OF DEMOCRACY DIFFUSION IN BURUNDI 

198 

7.4.2. Decoupling as Praxis, Part 2. 1996–1998.  

A second attempt at window-dressing occurred after the July 1996 coup. Also here, Path 1 about the strategic 

origins of the rise and stability of hybrid regimes comes to the fore. As seen, violence in Burundi throughout 

1995 was raging and the GC was in no position to stop it. This was the reason for the 1996 palace coup. The 

strategy behind this coup was twofold. First, it allowed to step up the war effort, further bolster DP, and to 

increase stability in Burundi, as seen. Second, it made possible to set up another window-dressing 

government. Quickly after the coup, the old regime responded to maximum democracy pressure by donors 

by reopening parliament and lifting the ban on political parties. Needless to say, these institutions were 

relatively easy to control and therefore no substantial steps towards democracy. Yet, they gave the country 

a minimal democratic appearance and responded to specific international demands.  

Secondly, and more importantly, the old regime also forged a domestic peace process. In brief, just as the 

GC, this involved power-sharing negotiations between the old regime and the (Hutu) political class. 

Interestingly, this move achieved several concrete results. In June 1998, an Internal Partnership Agreement 

was signed between opposing factions, leading to the formation of a new and more inclusive government, 

as well as the relaxation of restrictive provisions against political parties and a more general commitment 

toward democratic principles.  

While in principle the Internal Partnership contained elements of democracy, in reality the internal 

partnership was yet another political structure imposed on the political class for old regime control. Again, 

there was nothing on army reform. Likewise, most strategic ministries, including Defense, Interior, Justice, 

and the presidency, remained in old regime hands (De Roeck et al., 2016).175 Additionally, many ordinary 

civilians remained deprived of basic civil and political rights and were forced to live in camps (HRW, 1998). 

Demonstrations were furthermore prohibited, while the civil war was still raging and the powers of 

parliament strongly curtailed (ICG, 1998, chap. 2). No consensus also existed on the timing of national 

elections. Not surprisingly, in this context, one high-level politician once described the Internal Partnership 

as “equivalent to that between kidnapper and kidnapped” (Wolpe, 2011, 41). Ultimately, the aim of the 

Internal Partnership was never a return to democracy, nor a commitment to power-sharing principles, but 

rather a means to regain international legitimacy and to strengthen the old regime’s position vis-à-vis the 

                                                      
of power-sharing agreement would have emerged in the first place. Second, would there have been a GC in the 
absence of state despotic power? This looks improbable, as this type of power allowed the old regime to negotiate 
quite effectively as a collective actor during power-sharing talks.  
175 While FRODEBU ministers in other ministries, like Foreign Affairs, Vice-Presidency and Education, were 
systematically shadowed by old regime members (either as ‘directeur de cabinet’ or as Second Vice-President). 
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outside world without relinquishing power. Although the internal partnership was another reason the region 

ended the economic embargo, it did not however lead to a revival of foreign aid (ICG, 1999, chap. 2).176   

7.4.3. A Democratic Moment. 1999–2005.  

A final attempt at democratic window-dressing occurred during regionally mediated talks in Arusha. 

Although the 2000 Arusha Agreement was widely praised in international circles, the final outcome was 

more of the same.177 In light of Path 1, this is logical, given that at this stage DP was still intact. Again, 

opposing factions agreed to share power. This time also incorporating (moderate) Hutu political factions 

from outside Burundi. And again, the old regime was able to dominate the final terms of the deal. The 

Arusha Agreement, for instance, did not lead to army reform (Wolpe, 2011, 56). Likewise, several crucial 

issues were left untouched (Bentley and Southall, 2005, 78). For instance, there was no agreement about a 

new president, allowing the old regime president to remain at the helm for an unknown period of time. In 

addition, the old regime was also able to increase the powers of the Senate (a regime stronghold) and to 

control higher and lower level nominations within the civil service and the judiciary (ICG, 2000, chap. 2). 

The oversight powers of parliament were also kept largely in check. These measures were some of the old 

regime’s last minute gains in Arusha. Needless to say, most of these gains strongly compromised the 

democratic outcomes of the Arusha Agreement. In this sense, Reyntjens (2005, 118) was right when calling 

the Arusha Peace and Reconciliation Agreement essentially a “non-accord.” Arusha again solidified the 

hybrid nature of Burundi’s political regime. 

Interestingly, this third attempt at democratic window-dressing eventually backfired. This provides evidence 

for Path 2 of the political economy model of democracy diffusion. The moment DP collapses, in a context 

of international pressure to democratize, there is less capacity to effectively design a hybrid regime and the 

outcome is democratization.  

As discussed above, the Arusha Agreement triggered the CNDD-FDD to step up military actions. These 

actions were also quite effective, and led to the (psychological) defeat of the Burundian army. Crucially, 

after this defeat, donor pressure to democratize in Burundi produced substantive results. For one, foreign 

aid offered a way out of military stalemate. Foreign aid allowed for high-level meetings between belligerent 

parties, enabled trust-building, and cultivated peace by promising funds for democratic solutions. On the 

                                                      
176 The counterfactual is again interesting here. Most likely, there would never have been an internal partnership if 
donors were not applying maximum pressure. Likewise, the state elite would never have been able to set up such a 
construction if it was not backed by the necessary despotic power structures. 
177 The Arusha Peace and Reconciliation Agreement was another power-sharing agreement signed between 19 
political parties, this time however brokered by the Region (e.g. Tanzania and South Africa) and not the old regime. 
It was signed on 28 August 2000 in the presence of several regional heads of state and US president Bill Clinton, 
among others. 
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other hand, foreign aid also directed the way out of military stalemate. In the words of Peter Uvin (2008, 

110) “the way in which the international community sought to change Burundi’s political system was 

through the wholesale import of the formal institutions associated with a liberal-democratic system.”  

Hence, in a relatively short span of time, and with substantial international involvement, Burundi switched 

from a military ethnocracy to a fundamentally more open and democratic type of political system. In 2003, 

the old regime president stepped down in favor of a transitional (Hutu) candidate. Concurrently, a cycle of 

national elections was scheduled for 2005. Meanwhile, a new Constitution was adopted through referendum 

in 2005, while the incidence of violence declined, regroupment camps were aborted, and human rights 

increasingly respected. Genuine agreements were also reached on the specifications of democratic and 

power-sharing institutions and political parties were allowed to operate in a democratic level playing field. 

Finally, when in 2005 elections were organized, these were not only free and fair, they also led to 

representative institutions at various levels of government and the arrival of a new and democratically 

elected national leadership into office.178 For Burundi, 2005 constituted a real democratic moment and the 

switch from a hybrid regime to a democracy.179   

7.4.4. From Democracy Regress to Democratic Freefall. 2005–2015.  

The 2005 milestone notwithstanding, democracy in Burundi was however short-lived. Consistent with Path 

3 of the political economy model of democracy diffusion, a significant drop in pressure to democratize amid 

reviving DP proved disastrous for Burundi’s new democracy.180 As soon as 2006, there existed increasing 

evidence regarding the undemocratic intentions of the new CNDD-FDD state elite. For example, once in 

office, the new elite was quick to clamp down on party freedom, freedom for prominent opposition leaders, 

as well as freedom of the press and journalists (ICG, 2006). The new elite also committed systematic human 

rights violations and interfered in the autonomy of several countervailing institutions, including the 

Constitutional Court, parliament, Senate and electoral commission.  

                                                      
178 The CNDD-FDD came out as a clear victor at all levels. The party obtained 62.6 per cent of the vote in communal 
elections; 54 per cent in elections for the National Assembly; and 78 per cent for Senate elections. In addition, it took 
12 of all 20 government portfolios and delivered the president (Reyntjens, 2005, 121–127). 
179 Again a brief discussion of some counterfactuals are in order. First, what would have happened if the CNDD-FDD 
was not able to defeat the national army after 2000? Most probably, the army’s appetite to fight the CNDD-FDD 
would have continued, allowing the state elite to continue doing what it was doing. In that case, it is reasonable to 
expect that Arusha would have remained a non-accord and that Burundi’s hybrid regime would have persisted, with 
donors following suit. Second, in case donor pressure to democratize would have been absent, there is a fair chance 
that the push towards democracy would have been much lower. Most likely, a negotiated solution would have been 
found, yet with each actor trying to gain advantage, leading to an unstable political regime type, as predicted by Path 
4 of the political economy model of democracy diffusion.  
180 Strictly speaking, pressure to democratize was not absent, it became incremental, as we will discuss into further 
detail in the comparative chapter. Yet, given that pressure dropped so significantly compared to before 2005, we 
decided to categorize this episode as one of low pressure to democratize.  
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To be sure, this tendency only got worse over time. Where the 2010 elections provided an opportunity to 

strengthen Burundi’s new democracy, they rather undermined it. In the run-up to 2010 elections, the new 

elite already restricted political space through a mix of low-scale violence, intimidation, and plain killings 

or arrest of opposition politicians. When this prompted opposition parties to withdraw from the electoral 

process, the new elite proceeded with an electoral contest without any meaningful opposition.181 Needless 

to say, the decision to cultivate uncompetitive elections had a negative impact on the quality of democracy. 

After the race, indeed, many branches of government lacked popular legitimacy. According to Vandeginste 

(2011, 325) “in the range of hybrid regimes between fully authoritarian and liberal democratic, Burundi has 

taken a step backwards since 2010.” It bears emphasis that this entire dynamic went together with substantial 

flows of foreign aid and general donor support for the outcomes of the elections.182  

After 2010, levels of democracy in Burundi quickly went into freefall. Political violence and extrajudicial 

killings against opposition parties became pervasive. Likewise, restrictions on political rights and violations 

of civil liberties further increased, while the independence of the judiciary was almost totally curbed and 

constitutional term limits breached. The 2015 elections were rigged by targeted assassinations, 

disappearances, torture and judicial repression (ICG, 2016, 1).183 In another milestone, albeit of a different 

nature compared to 2005, Freedom House classified Burundi in 2016 as the number one country in the world 

on the ladder of democratic backsliding. The incumbent president’s controversial reelection, as well as the 

systematic violence that followed, indicated the increasingly closed nature of Burundi’s hybrid regime.184 

As this also prompted Western donors to step up the pressure, if we may believe Path 1, Burundi will remain 

a hybrid regime for quite some time in the future. Table 7.3 summarizes political regime dynamics in 

Burundi after 1993 in light of our political economy model of democracy diffusion. 

7.5. Conclusion 

This chapter illustrated the political economy model of democracy diffusion for Burundi. The chapter aimed 

to explain Burundi’s rather erratic political regime path after 1993. As seen, where democratization in 

Burundi at first occurred between 1988 and 1993, after a panoply of changes introduced by the military 

                                                      
181 Thereby, unsurprisingly, the CNDD-FDD booked a landslide victory. Where they obtained 64.03 per cent of the 
votes in communal elections, they received respectively 81.19 per cent and 91.60 per cent of the votes in 
parliamentary and presidential elections (Vandeginste, 2011). 
182 Donors, however, “deplored a lack of political pluralism and competition” during the 2010 elections (Vandeginste, 
2011, 320). 
183 As a result, the CNDD-FDD president was reelected with 69.41 per cent of the vote, while the CNDD-FDD party 
obtained 60.28 per cent in parliamentary elections. 
184 What would have happened if Western donors were more critical? And what type of regime would have emerged 
in case the CNDD-FDD was not such a despotic force? In the first case, we believe democracy would still have 
remained rather short-lived, although most likely the fallback would have been less severe. In the second case, it is 
perhaps quite logical to expect that democracy in Burundi would have survived, as also shown in Path 4 of the political 
economy model, as this outcome ultimately would have been in everyone’s interest.  
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ethnocracy, democratization backfired when this same elite opposed the rather unexpected outcomes of the 

1993 elections and unlawfully retook power by killing the democratically elected (Hutu) president and 

members of his inner circle. What followed was a relatively long episode of democratic window-dressing 

and fake power-sharing, only to culminate in more substantive forms of democratization after 2003 and a 

rather historic democratic moment in 2005. After 2005, however, democracy in Burundi gradually eroded, 

ultimately making a free fall in the run-up to and after the 2015 elections.  

The chapter explained Burundi’s rather erratic regime path by investigating donor pressure to democratize 

and state despotic power. It demonstrated that pressure to democratize in Burundi was rather consistent and 

profound. Yet, for some time, this type of pressure was effectively offset by the despotic power of the 

Burundian state. As demonstrated, this type of power mainly stemmed from military capacity, but also 

included various other infrastructures, such as an effective system of spoils, and allowed to impose political 

structures upon the Hutu political class, such as the GC, the so-called Internal Partnership and even the 

widely praised 2000 Arusha Peace and Reconciliation Agreement. As we have sought to show, it was only 

with the psychological defeat of the old elite’s most pivotal despotic power infrastructure by the CNDD-

FDD, i.e. the military, that donor pressure to democratize produced real democratic results. By exercising 

pressure to democratize in this period through carrots and sticks, Western donors not only offered a way out 

of military stalemate, they also directed the way out through to the wholesale import of Western democratic 

institutions.  

Finally, the chapter demonstrated that the absence of donor pressure to democratize in a context of reviving 

despotic power structures proves disastrous for democracy. As we have tried to show, it were rather naïve 

donor policies that strengthened despotic power structures. Likewise, we sought to indicate that ultimately 

this power configuration between aid and the state lay at the basis of Burundi’s gradual erosion towards, 

and subsequent freefall into, an increasingly closed hybrid regime after the 2015 elections. In the next 

Table 7.3. Donor Pressure to Democratize and Despotic Power Dynamics 
in Burundi, 1993–2015. The Outcomes. 

Period Donor Pressure to 
Democratize Despotic Power Political Regime 

Outcomes 

1993–2000 Measures of Sorts 
=> Western donor 
sanctions 

High 
=> An army-state 

Hybrid Regime 
=> Fake power-
sharing (three parts) 

2000–2005 Carrot and Stick 
=> Western donor 
directives 

Declining 
=> (Psychological) 
defeat of the army 

Democratization 
=> A democratic 
moment in 2005 

2005–2015 Demise and Return 
=> donor naïveté 
followed by sanctions 

Reviving 
=> Battle-hardened 
new generals 

De-democratization 
=>  Elections and 
increasing control 
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chapter, we investigate the political economy model of democracy diffusion for Burundi’s northern neighbor 

Rwanda. Although political regime dynamics in Rwanda were much less erratic than Burundi, the 

applicability of the political economy model of democracy remains nevertheless striking.    
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Chapter 8 

The Political Economy of Democracy 
Diffusion in Rwanda 

 

 

This chapter illustrates the political economy model of democracy diffusion in Rwanda. Also here, the 

chapter starts with a dense historical introduction and proceeds with investigating donor pressure to 

democratize, state despotic power, and the implications of this configuration for political regime dynamics 

in Rwanda after 1994. As in Burundi, Rwanda’s post-Cold War political regime path was highly marked by 

a series of extraordinary events that followed a couple of years after the fall of the Berlin Wall, i.e. collapse 

of the Rwandan state and genocide against the Tutsi by radical elements within the old Habyarimana regime 

and war crimes and crimes against humanity by the Rwandan Patriotic Front (RPF).185 As we seek to show, 

the 1994 events not only affected the behavior of Western donors, but also state capacity, and subsequent 

political regime developments. 

8.1. Historical Introduction: Dual Ethnicity and Genocide 

8.1.1. Colonialism and the First and Second Hutu Republic  

Just like Burundi, Rwanda is a tiny country situated in the Great Lakes Region of Central Africa. It borders 

Uganda in the north, Tanzania in the east, Burundi in the south and Congo in the west. Already since the 

fifteenth century, Rwanda functioned as a relatively autonomous and highly centralized kingdom until it 

was overtaken by German (1899–1915) and Belgian (1916–1961) colonizers. Although, from a historical 

perspective, colonialism in Rwanda was rather short-lived, its impact was nevertheless sweeping. Whereas 

the Germans administered Rwanda with many limits and constraints, the Belgians by contrast were more 

                                                      
185 Rever (2018), for her part, claims that the RPF even committed a genocide against the Hutu. She bases her 
arguments on a long list of interviews with former (high-level) RPF members, soldiers and genocide survivors. 
Although we found Rever’s account rather compelling – especially if one accepts to define genocide as “the intent to 
destroy, in whole or in part, a national, ethnical, racial or religious group as such (p. 304)” – not everyone agrees 
(Straus, 2019). Given the fact that Rever’s claims remain widely debated today and also quite controversial, we 
decided to stick to the more academically accepted narrative and to leave it up to future research to identify whether 
or not a double genocide took place.   
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determined and thus yielded more substantial outcomes.186 Both powers ruled through the crown, yet it were 

mainly the Belgians that stepped up the existing ethnic power structure. Most crucially, they implemented 

a series of institutional reforms that strengthened Tutsi hegemony in every walk of life.187 Within the 

administration, the Belgians replaced most Hutu (sub)chiefs with Tutsi. The Belgians also made education 

a Tutsi-only affair and structured the judicial system in such a way it became a tool for Hutu oppression 

(Lemarchand, 1970, 73). In addition, Belgian administrators advanced territorial integration and by doing 

so expanded the powers of the Tutsi monarchy.188   

Gradually, much of this changed after the Second World War. New ideas swept across the colonized world 

and challenged vested interests in Rwanda in various ways.189 Most significantly, with independence 

looming on the horizon, Belgian colonial policies made a real U-turn. Above all, the Belgians wanted to 

secure their interests in an independent Rwanda and therefore believed a complete overhaul of ethnic power 

relations was necessary (Uvin, 1998, 19).190 Hence, rather than continued support for the Tutsi monarchy, 

Belgian colonizers – together with the Catholic Church – encouraged the rise of a Hutu counter-elite. 

Additionally, they also started to gradually eliminate Tutsi from administrative positions of control. 

Needless to say, most, if not all, Hutu welcomed this Belgian U-turn. The prospect of an independent state 

made many Hutu looking for social emancipation and justice. At the same time, however, these policies 

were diametrically opposed to the interests of Tutsi monarchists. Monarchists aimed to retain the status quo 

and identified Belgian policies as real betrayal. Belgian pro-Hutu policies, however, only became more 

resolute when it transpired that Tutsi monarchists, in response to Belgian actions, strengthened ties with the 

Communist world (Prunier, 1997, 47). This gave ethnic strife also a geopolitical dimension. Unsurprisingly, 

then, when Rwanda gained independence in July 1962, it was only after a period of intense domestic turmoil. 

What preceded independence were several waves of ethnic violence and the gradual demise of the colonial 

state.191 Independence, however, led to the demise of the Tutsi monarchy, the birth of the First Republic, 

and the rise of the Hutu stratum to the highest echelons of political power.  

From the outset, the First Republic (1962–1973) functioned as a Hutu-dominated one party state. Although 

elections occurred, democracy in the First Republic meant above all democracy for the Hutu. Political 

opposition was also quickly abolished and only existed within the ruling PARMEHUTU party. Most, if not 

                                                      
186 See Lemarchand (1970) for a much more detailed discussion.  
187 As in Burundi, the ethnic distribution in Rwanda was 85 per cent Hutu, 14 per cent Tutsi and 1 per cent Twa.  
188 For instance in the northwest of the country, which consisted of several Hutu fiefdoms rejecting the monarchy.   
189 Including economic progress, rights for indigenous people, democracy, and national self-determination. 
190 This should not come as a surprise. Belgium was requested by the United Nations Trusteeship Commission to 
prepare Rwanda for independence and democracy. As Hutu were the majority, and ethnic voting rather common, 
chances were few that by supporting the Tutsi monarchy the Belgians would be able to exercise influence in an 
independent Rwanda. 
191 Such as the 1959 “Social Revolution” and a 1961 coup d’état. 
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all, positions within the government and National Assembly were also allotted to Hutu, while ethnic quota 

restricted Tutsi access to the state administration (Lemarchand, 1970; Prunier, 1997, 57). As is clear, the 

First Republic was nothing less than the ethnic counterpart of the colonial Rwandan state.192 All this was 

also not very different in the Second Republic, which existed between 1973 and 1994.193 Given the 

significance of the 1994 events, and the subsequent change in political office, the remainder of this 

introduction investigates the dissolution of Second Republic. 

8.1.2. The Collapse of the Second Republic 

Quite logically, the collapse of the Second Hutu Republic was a very intricate process. To begin with, 

although the state elite of the Second Republic mainly came from the northwest, it never constituted a 

homogeneous whole. Within the elite, various clans existed that competed for power and influence 

(Guichaoua, 2015, 49; Prunier, 1997, 85). One faction, better known as the Akazu or “little hut,” centered 

on the president’s wife. This clan had roots in Gisenyi prefecture and constituted the most powerful group 

within the elite. The Akazu was linked through bloodlines and intermarriage, controlled a parallel network 

of power within the army, state, and ruling party, and also dominated the country’s financial and parastatal 

sector. A second elite faction originated from Ruhengeri prefecture in the north. While this faction was quite 

close to the Akazu, it nevertheless represented different interests. The Ruhengeri clan controlled several 

high-level positions within the government (such as Foreign Affairs and the Ministry of Interior) and also 

had many members within the state administration and army. Habyarimana, finally, assembled a third power 

bloc. Although, logically, Habyarimana held close ties with the Akazu, Habyarimana was nevertheless the 

president and established alliances with elites from other geographical regions as well. Compared to the 

Akazu, however, Habyarimana’s autonomous power base was relatively weak, quite disorganized, and very 

much ad hoc. As a result, Habyarimana was almost always forced into compromise and thereby had to 

prioritize Akazu demands. Cohesion within the ruling elite rested upon a “gentlemen’s agreement” between 

                                                      
192 Of course, this did not imply no tensions existed within the First Republic. One major issue, for instance, was the 
concentration of political power within Hutu from the center of the country, excluding other geographical regions 
from the spoils of office. Although initially these tensions were overcome as a result of Tutsi monarchists staging 
cross-border attacks inside Rwanda, forcing Hutu to rally around the flag, with time the magnitude of this threat 
disappeared and other questions came to the forefront. Several (Hutu) factions, especially from the north(west) and 
the south of the country, increasingly criticized Rwanda’s economic stagnation, international marginalization, and 
the secretive and corrupt nature of the state elite and started to mobilize against it (Cantrell, 2012, 316). Hence, in 
1973, Hutu vigilantes ousted an increasingly defunct regime from office. In the power struggle that followed, Major-
General Juvénal Habyarimana, a senior Hutu army commander from the northwest, achieved a victory and grabbed 
power in a bloodless coup d’état in July 1973.  
193 Between the First and Second (Hutu) Republic, there were perhaps as many similarities as differences. Quite 
ironically, for instance, the state elite in the Second Republic guaranteed more security for the Tutsi and ruled less 
with an iron fist. This new elite also represented the interests of the north(west) rather than the center and quickly 
strengthened ties with France and other Western powers (Lott, 2018; Prunier, 1997). Yet, also under this regime, 
Rwanda remained a single-party Hutu authoritarian Republic with a relatively high degree of secrecy, repression, and 
fear. Just like the First Republic, the state elite in the Second Republic also decided upon administrative appointments 
and nominations and ensured that only a minimum of Tutsi entered this organization. 
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competing clans, with stability depending upon the availability and distribution of rents (Prunier, 1997, 82–

84). 

Although initially this agreement worked relatively well, elite cohesion and control became dramatically 

more complicated from the 1990s onwards. True, elite tensions were already considerable right before this 

period due to fluctuations and declines in government revenues.194 Yet, tensions reached another level when 

Western powers, and France in particular, started to exercise pressure to democratize in Rwanda after the 

collapse of Communism.195 As foreign aid constituted the main source of elite enrichment at this stage, the 

regime was almost left no other option but to open up political space, after almost thirty years of single-

party rule. In response, in July 1990, the state elite announced the introduction of multipartyism, followed 

by a new constitution one year later and the proliferation of CSOs, parties and press agencies everywhere 

(for an overview of parties, see Table 8.1).196 Importantly, these dynamics quickly weakened political 

control. Alternative ethnic-regional party coalitions sprouted across Rwanda with the ultimate goal to grab 

the spoils of office away from the powerful Akazu elite. By rallying Hutu against Hutu, democratization 

also negatively affected the ideological (Hutu) underpinnings of the Second Republic. Against the face of 

all this, the economy was also sputtering, and in October 1990, the Akazu faced an armed invasion by an 

army of Tutsi émigrés from neighboring Uganda, i.e. the Rwandan Patriotic Front.  

Initially, the Akazu planned to control democratization by removing the spirit from democratic institutions. 

At first sight, they also had the capacity to do so. Superficial cohesion within the elite was somehow 

guaranteed through the continued stream of development funds.197 Between 1989 and 1991, the ranks of the 

armed forces also swelled from 6,000 to 30,000 soldiers, while military expenses increased from 1.73 to 5.5 

per cent of GDP.198 These expenses were covered by cutting down on other government expenses, raising 

                                                      
194 Prices of tea and coffee – Rwanda’s major export products – for instance went into a freefall from the mid-eighties 
on and lost about 50 per cent of their value on the world market. This was accompanied by similar price declines in 
other export sectors, such as tin, bauxite and cassiterite (Marysse et al., 1995). In 1990, the state elite also had to 
accept a Structural Adjustment Program imposed by the World Bank and IMF, undermining elite control over the 
parastatal sector. It bears emphasis, however, that although these events spurred intra-elite tensions, they were not 
of such a nature they engendered real splits. To some extent, the decline in state revenues was compensated by an 
increasing dependence on foreign aid and by borrowing on financial markets. Net ODA to Rwanda swelled from USD 
459 million in 1987 and 415 million in 1989 to respectively USD 570 and 538 million between 1991 and 1993. Likewise, 
Uvin (1998, 54) reports that foreign debt in Rwanda increased from 16 per cent of GNP in 1980 to 32 per cent in 
1990, mainly as a result of losses in state revenues. 
195 In other words, besides Burundi, also in Rwanda the “Paristroïka” was real (Reyntjens, 1994, 220).  
196 At least in the formal sense. It is noteworthy that many parties were already operating months before the 
multiparty Constitution was adopted. 
197 At this stage, we invite the reader to have a quick look at Figure 8.1 introduced in the next section, indicating 
levels of aid. 
198 And to have a look at Figure 8.2 in the section on despotic power in Rwanda. 
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a national solidarity tax, and French support. Besides the army, the elite also had substantive influence over 

the police and national intelligence services as well as state officials and paramilitaries.  

Hence, control over democratization took on various forms. To begin with, by framing the RPF as a common 

enemy, the elite tried to overcome intra-Hutu divisions. It also used the RPF invasion as an excuse to 

neutralize (Tutsi) political opponents.199 Second, the elite masqueraded its benign democratic intentions by 

changing the name of the ruling party from MRND to MRNDD – the National Revolutionary Movement 

for Democracy and Development. Doing so, it wanted to make the party more attractive to the (Western) 

public. In addition, by intimidating members of the opposition, the state elite tried to communicate clear red 

lines regarding political dos and don’ts. Furthermore, the Akazu stimulated the rise of several small parties 

to complicate politics and remained on the surface as regards national elections. Moreover, opposition 

                                                      
199 Reyntjens (1994, 95), for instance, reports that the army misused the RPF invasion of October 1990 to fabricate 
an armed attack on Kigali. The fake attack was used as an excuse to arrest thousands of (Tutsi) regime opponents 
and to obtain additional French support.  

Table 8.1. Political Parties Officially Registered in Rwanda, 
1991–1992. 

Party Name Acronym Recognition 

Union of the Rwandan People UPR 1991 

Democratic Republican Party MDR 1991 

Social Democratic Party PSD 1991 

Christian Democratic Party PDC 1991 

Liberal Party PL 1991 

National Republican Movement for Democracy and Development MRNDD 1991 

Rwandan Socialist Party PSR 1991 

Labor Rally for Democracy RTD 1991 

Islamic Democratic Party PDI 1991 

Green Party PECO 1991 

Progressive Party of Rwandan Youth PPJR 1992 

Rwandan Republican Party PARERWA 1992 

Rwandan Democratic Party PADER 1992 

Democrat Party PD 1992 

Coalition for the Defense of the Republic CDR 1992 

Democratic Union of the Rwandan People UPDR 1992 

Women and Lower People Movement MFBP 1992 

Party for Democratic Renewal PRD 1992 

Social Union of Christian Democrats UNISODEC 1992 

Source: Guichaoua (2015, 351).  

Notes. The MRND became the MRNDD in July 1991 in order to adjust to the context of multipartyism. The 

parties were formally recognized after June 1991 when a new Constitution came into being. 
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demands for power-sharing were recurrently blocked and the elite abused its privileged access to state media 

to disseminate MRNDD propaganda. Finally, the elite also believed that the RPF could be silenced not only 

by fighting its members, but also by intimidating and killing those citizens the movement was alleged to 

represent, i.e. ordinary Tutsi.200 

As is clear, a stubborn power structure blocked the path towards democracy. Relatively quickly, however, 

many of these control measures started to backfire. Yet, this did not pave the way to democracy, on the 

contrary. The fact that state control over democratization did not function properly deeply frustrated the 

powerful Akazu members. On the one hand, with time, political opposition parties only grew in strength. 

Several opposition parties, for instance, decided to join forces and created an umbrella structure. By the 

same token, opposition parties presented clear democratic demands, liaised with the RPF, created their own 

paramilitaries, and also instigated various mass demonstrations across the country. All this gradually tilted 

the balance of power away from the Akazu elite towards the opposition. Significantly, it forced the elite to 

accept a power-sharing government in April 1992 over which it only had limited control. On the other hand, 

the RPF was also quickly gaining ground. Where initially the RPF was rather easily repelled by the army 

(supported by Belgian, French and Zairean troops), the RPF reorganized in the Virunga Mountains in order 

to advance more successfully between 1992 and 1993.201 During this period, the RPF booked several 

military successes, infiltrated various Hutu organizations, including the ruling party, and also ignored state 

reprisals against Tutsi citizens for the simple fact it did not represent this group in the first place. This 

complex of events, as well as continued donor pressure, brought the elite to the bargaining table in Arusha 

(Tanzania) in 1992, only to sign an interim power-sharing agreement in August 1993. 

Crucially, during this period, elite cohesion was increasingly undermined. For one, multiparty politics, as 

well as the possibility to gain better access to rents, incentivized less powerful non-Akazu elites to desert 

from the gentlemen’s agreement. What is more, once in office, the new 1992 power-sharing government 

almost immediately went on the offensive against the Akazu. It dissolved the intelligence apparatus, 

dismissed the most radical elements from the administration, and replaced the top of the army with moderate 

figures while forcing Habyarimana to resign as the head of the armed forces, among others (Prunier, 1997, 

146; 167). All this did not imply, however, that the Akazu was neutralized. Despite these curtailing measures, 

the Akazu power network remained powerful, both within but also increasingly outside the state, and their 

stubbornness persisted. Akazu members, for instance, established the Amasasu – a clandestine Hutu Power 

military society and pressure group within the army. In addition, the Akazu had the support of many loyal 

                                                      
200 For an overview of random killings of Tutsi in response to RPF operations, see for instance Uvin (1998, 70–81). 
201 Throughout the civil war, the RPF elite recruited Tutsi from various places in the African Great Lakes, especially 
Rwanda.  
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members within the administration and also continued to enjoy almost unconditional French support and 

access to powerful cabinet positions (such as Defense, Civil Service). Akazu members furthermore 

organized the “Zero-Network” – a death squad of extremist off-duty Hutu soldiers – and the Interahamwe, 

an MRNDD militarized youth group, and cultivated ties with the Coalition for the Defense of the Republic 

(CDR) – a radical Hutu Power party.202  

All these actions, however, could not go against the fact that slowly but surely the Akazu was quickly 

degenerating into one amongst the many players on the political scene striving for power and influence. 

With time, however, the existing Akazu power network grew in size and strength and also became more 

radical. Three events in particular contributed to this process. First, when in February 1993, the RPF 

unexpectedly broke a ceasefire agreement with the power-sharing government, doubling the territory under 

its control and displacing hundreds of thousands of Hutu, it sent a shockwave throughout the country. 

Crucially, this event prompted splits within parties of the moderate opposition between those sympathizing 

with the Akazu and those upholding confidence in democratic politics. A second key event dealt with the 

signing of the August 1993 Arusha Accords. Naturally, at this stage, many forces opposed such an 

agreement, not least the Akazu for whom a deal would imply an end to their rule as a state class. In the end, 

Habyarimana – increasingly convinced he was losing the war against the RPF and under severe pressure 

from donors – signed the Accords anyway, accepting harsh RPF demands and thereby alienating the 

Akazu.203 Finally, and most importantly, the killing of Ndadaye in neighboring Burundi by an all-Tutsi army 

brought existing grievances to a next level. According to Des Forges (1999, 103) “the movement known as 

Hutu Power, the coalition that would make the genocide possible, was built upon the corpse of Ndadaye.” 

Although the Akazu already responded to the Arusha Accords by bolstering civilian self-defense, importing 

new weaponry, and establishing a new and extremist radio station, this event only made their radical 

ideology more legitimate and their determination to fight and recruit more profound – to the extent it even 

became genocidal.  

8.1.3. Genocide, Mass Killings and War Crimes  

The genocide against the Tutsi commenced with the downing of Habyarimana’s plane by unknown 

assailants on 6 April 1994, killing everyone on board. This event can easily be seen as a fourth episode in 

the Akazu radicalization process, at least if one accepts that the RPF were the plotters, for which there is 

increasing evidence (Guichaoua, 2015, chap. 7; Rever, 2018; Reyntjens, 2018). Although scholars disagree 

                                                      
202 Also with a radical youth wing called the Impuzamamugambi. 
203 Habyarimana for instance accepted that radical Hutu parties would be excluded from power; that the MRND 
would lose control over cabinet and, most importantly, that the army would become 60 per cent Hutu and 40 per 
cent Tutsi with commando posts split on a 50:50-basis.   
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to what extent the genocide was planned, there is perhaps less controversy it was by and large state-

managed.204 Mann (2005, 449), in this regard, distinguishes between six levels of perpetrators. 

Unsurprisingly, on top of the pyramid were the Akazu members (level 1). They were amongst the main 

orchestrators of the genocide and acted rather effectively after Habyarimana’s death. Briefly, after this event, 

they almost immediately seized power. They neutralized moderate army commanders via superior military 

networks, killed the moderate political opposition, and were also quick to set up a government of Hutu 

Power radicals (level 2) (Guichaoua, 2015, 143–173; 241–266; Reyntjens, 2017, chap. 2).205 Akazu radicals 

also gave shape to various other killing sprees by extending control over armed forces and paramilitaries 

(levels 3 and 5) and by replacing disobedient officials (prefects, sub-prefects, burgomasters) with Hutu 

Power figures (level 4). Doing so, they transformed the Rwandan state into a real killing machine. This 

machine started operating in the capital Kigali after Habyarimana’s death and gradually spanned across the 

entire country. The machine targeted moderate political elements first and innocent Tutsi civilians second 

while leaving the RPF largely at bay. This latter force was simultaneously waging its own war against the 

Rwandan army and in this connection committed mass killings, war crimes and crimes against humanity 

(Reyntjens, 2011, 2; 2013, chap. 4). 

Two caveats are however worth making regarding the state-managed killing machine. First, the statist-

character of the machine does not mean to imply that the genocide always followed a top-down structure. 

Although orders for genocide were indeed mostly top-down, with the Akazu at the apex, there existed 

substantial variation across regions in the way (and pace) the killings were carried out. Once started, the 

killings also followed their own logic and sometimes faced fierce resistance from administrators.  

Secondly, the machinery also involved many actors that formally did not belong to the state (level 6). True, 

many ordinary Hutu peasants were in a sense co-opted by the state through the creation of youth militia and 

self-defense units. Similarly, many others simply followed orders from their communal superiors. Yet, a 

large number of ordinary Hutu also partook in the violence outside these, in a sense, formal command 

structures. Of course, fear was an important trigger. Also the conviction that many Tutsi were RPF 

accomplices seeking to move power away from the Hutu. But also other, more personal calculations, played 

                                                      
204 Several Rwanda experts argue that the genocide was deliberately planned by Akazu radicals (Des Forges, 1999; 
Hintjens, 1999; Reyntjens, 1996), while others are more critical and point to the lack of smoking gun evidence in 
support of such a view (Mamdani, 2001; Mann, 2005; Reyntjens, 2017). In our view, the idea to kill all Tutsi most 
likely gained traction with the 1993 February War and only became more concrete with the signing of 1993 Arusha 
Accords and the killing of Ndadaye in Burundi. It is also during this period that observers report the creation of lists 
with names of Tutsi citizens (ordered from above), the import of unusual numbers of machetes, the creation of hate 
radio, and subtle hints by Akazu members they were preparing the apocalypse.  
205 Akazu members neutralized moderate army commanders by taking over the command of the Presidential Guard, 
three elite army battalions, various paramilitaries and (Gisenyi) police forces (Mann, 2005). 
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a role, such as jealousy, greed or even belongingness (Straus, 2006; Fujii, 2009). This gave the genocide a 

“popular” character different from, say, the Holocaust (Kimonyo, 2008).  

All this, however, does not mean to suggest the genocide was a mere emotional or opportunistic response 

by Hutu peasants to the death of Habyarimana. To be sure, it was the radicalization of the Rwandan state, 

and the creation of a killing machine by the Akazu, which made genocide possible, and not idiosyncratic 

motivations of Hutu peasants. The state created the normative and structural order for genocide to occur. 

This killing machine was also highly effective. In a span of three months, three-fourths of the entire Tutsi 

population (about 600,000 people) was wiped out, “at a rate of 300 murders every hour” (Mann, 2005, 430). 

As seen, the genocide against the Tutsi was preceded by politicide against the moderate Hutu political class 

and went hand in hand with mass killings, war crimes and crimes against humanity by the RPF. On 18 July 

1994, the machine stopped operating, after the RPF declared military victory and defeated the national army 

and genocidal forces. By then, around 1.1 million people had lost their life (Reyntjens, 1997; 2017, 51).  

It is from this point on that we wish to explain Rwanda’s political regime trajectory (i.e. the rise to and 

subsequent stability of its hybrid regime) making use of the political economy model of democracy diffusion 

as presented in Chapter 6. In many ways, the RPF’s military victory marked a critical juncture for Rwanda’s 

political development after which the impact of path dependency was seriously reduced. Crucially, an army 

of Tutsi émigrés, which grew up in Uganda but originated from Rwanda, took over control of the state. 

Doing so, they killed or forced the old state elite, as well as important parts of the military apparatus and 

many Hutu civilians and génocidaires, into exile. While the RPF presented itself as liberator, they are better 

described as a foreign occupation army. RPF leaders, as well as many RPF rank and file soldiers, spoke a 

different language (English rather than French), belonged to an ethnic minority group (the Tutsi), and was 

born outside Rwanda or did not set foot on Rwandan soil for decades. The new regime had little or no links 

with society and if they trusted anyone, it was an abstract mass of Tutsi diaspora or old caseload refugees 

making a quick return to Rwanda. Inside Rwanda, the RPF was deeply distrusted by the population, Hutu 

and Tutsi alike, implying they had no sources of power within society but rather faced societal 

disengagement. Yet, the RPF leadership was seeking to establish itself as a legitimate regime. In what 

follows, we first discuss donor pressure to democratize in Rwanda after 1994 and then put the accent on the 

despotic power of the post-genocide Rwandan state. Afterwards, we discuss the implications of this power 

configuration for Rwanda’s political regime path after 1994.   
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8.2. Donor Pressure to Democratize after 1994: Old versus New Donors 

8.2.1. The Immediate Aftermath of Genocide: Donor Pressure to Share Power 

In the wake of the 1994 genocide, Western donors spoke largely with one voice. In short, they used their 

leverage in Rwanda (Rwanda, after all, remained very aid-dependent) to push for inclusive and genuine 

power-sharing between the new and old state elite and thus for some form of democracy. Although, quite 

obviously, the new RPF elite took control of the Rwandan state, the old elite was by now residing in refugee 

camps just across the Rwandan border in Zaire. There, they literally created a micro-state. They harbored 

about two million (Hutu) refugees, collected taxes, provided minimal services, and received substantive 

support from Zaire, France, and various international humanitarian organizations. This situation, however, 

created an impossible situation. Not only it cost the international community tons of money, the old elite 

was also visibly rearming and reorganizing at fast speed and planned to reinvade Rwanda in order to oust 

the new elite. In the eyes of donors, the best way out of the impasse was through peace talks and the 

broadening of the political base. To this end, as Prunier (1997, 336) observes, “aid, the main problem of the 

fledgling new regime, was blocked – not only that, it was allotted, prepared, wrapped up, and then dangled 

in front of the eyes of the new government, but not handed over.” Although foreign aid to Rwanda 

skyrocketed in 1994, as Figure 8.1 shows, this mainly involved humanitarian aid to the micro-state and Hutu 

refugees. Budget aid to the Rwandan government remained virtually zero and the limited amounts of aid 

that did enter Rwanda bypassed the state and went to INGOs (MINECOFIN, 2019).206 

8.2.2. A Western Donor Split: Old vs. New Donors 

This type of unanimity among donors was however short-lived. Relatively quickly after the RPF grabbed 

power, a split occurred between old and new Western donors in Rwanda (Pottier, 2002, 165). Old donors, 

for their part, were those countries (e.g. France, Belgium, Germany and Switzerland) that held cordial ties 

with the old regime, distrusted the new one, and had a relatively nuanced understanding of Rwandan politics. 

They were very critical of the new elite’s democratic shortcomings and advocated a democratic solution to 

the conflict. New donors, by contrast, consisted mainly of the US and the UK, but also involved other states 

such as the Netherlands and Sweden and various multilateral organizations (World Bank, European 

                                                      
206 This observation is also supported by secondary sources, i.e. Prunier (1997, 336), Pottier (2002, 165) and Hayman 
(2006, Chap. 5) 
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Commission) with almost no history in Rwanda. In contrast to old donors, new donors developed relations 

with the new state elite almost from scratch.207 Nonetheless, at first sight, they shared old donor concerns 

regarding the lack of democracy in Rwanda. Just like old donors, for instance, new donors pledged 

substantial amounts of development assistance but refrained from actual disbursement due to democratic 

concerns (Hayman, 2006, 97; Kumar and Tardif–Douglin, 1996, 27–30; Pottier, 2002, 40).208 Likewise, also 

new donors supported the deployment of various international missions and the creation of an international 

tribunal with the aim to bring peace and justice to Rwanda.209  

A closer look at the evidence, however, suggests a more nuanced reality. More specifically, in actual 

practice, new donors were somehow deceiving old donors. On the one hand, they exercised pressure to 

democratize through depriving the new elite of foreign aid. Yet, at the same time, new donors – and the US 

in particular – counterbalanced this type of pressure by providing the new state elite the cushion and support 

at times it needed it most. Thereby, the question of respect for democratic principles was almost never on 

the cards. The US, for instance, blocked the release of a 1995 UN report laying bare the new regime’s many 

                                                      
207 Of course, the new elite also cultivated these types of ties. They were English rather than French speaking and 
also (rightly) accused various old donors of supporting the old elite during the war. Therefore, they were actively 
looking for alternative partners.  
208 National statistics indicate that budgetary grants to the new elite evolved from zero in 1994, to USD 46 million in 
1995, less than one million in 1996, and USD 11 million in 1998 (MINECOFIN, 2019). The dynamics just discussed are 
also consistent with secondary sources. 
209 Including the United Nations Assistance Mission for Rwanda (UNAMIR II); the United Nations Human Rights Field 
Operation (UNHRFOR); and the International Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda (ICTR). These missions were quite 
substantial and aimed to encourage peace and justice and to pave the way for power-sharing and democracy.  

Figure 8.1. ODA to Rwanda, 1989–2015. 
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human rights violations once it took office (Des Forges, 1999, 726; Prunier, 2009, 30; Rever, 2018, 131). 

Equally, the US and UK minimized the 1995 Kibeho massacres, pointing to “the wider context of events” 

and highlighting the new elite’s take on it (Pottier, 2002, 165).210 What is more, the Americans also 

supported the new elite’s military operations in Eastern Zaire during the First Congo War (Dupont, 1997; 

Reyntjens, 2009, 66–79).211 When this military intervention, finally, wiped the Hutu micro-state off the 

map, the US was also quick to oppose any potential counterclaims. Importantly, these actions solved an 

impossible status quo and forced old donors to reinvent development strategies in Rwanda. Needless to say, 

pressure to democratize would have been much more profound if there wasn’t a split between new and old 

donors.212 Due to double standards by new donors, pressure to democratize decreased, although in reality it 

looked real.  

8.2.3. The New Donor Takeover and Incremental Pressure to Democratize 

As Table 8.2 suggests, after 1994 new donors took over from old donors as Rwanda’s most important 

development partner. This allowed new donors to increasingly determine the aid agenda in Rwanda, more 

importantly, to push the issue of democracy to the background. At best, new donors adopted an incremental 

approach to democratization in Rwanda (Uvin, 2001, 180). Crucially, this implied they encouraged (and 

accepted) minimal steps towards democracy, such as a bogus opposition, rigged elections, or controlled 

community participation, while never pressing for more substantive democratic reforms.213 This is 

substantial pressure, but only with limited demands. Of course, several factors explain such a stance. For 

instance, especially new donors felt guilty for not preventing the 1994 genocide against the Tutsi. 

Additionally, new donors were also mainly blackmailed by the elite’s constant reference to the event 

(Pottier, 2002, chap. 5; Reyntjens, 2004). Most likely, Rwanda’s strategic location close to mineral resources 

in the DRC also made a difference (Prunier, 2009, 175–182). Moreover, unconditional support to the 

powerful Rwandan army also allowed the US to outsource stability in the Great Lakes Region and its role 

as global policeman.214 Whatever the case, after the 1995–1998 conflict between new and old donors, new 

donors were first to grant Rwanda budget support without attaching strong democratic conditions. As a 

corollary, between 1999 and 2002, budget support to Rwanda increased from USD 55.9 million to USD 

                                                      
210 On 18 April 1995, the RPF-dominated military surrounded one of the biggest refugee camps in Rwanda, Kibeho, 
and killed thousands of its residents (Pottier, 2002, 160–164).  
211 The First Congo War started in October 1996 and ended in May 1997. During this war, the RPF invaded Eastern 
Zaire in order to defeat the micro-state and to topple Zairean President Mobutu from power.  
212 Not unnaturally, in this context, the role of international missions became marginal. UNAMIR II, for instance, 
“ended ingloriously” in March 1996 after pressure from the Rwandan government. UNHRFOR, for its part, was for all 
practical purposes a “sad joke” while the role of the ICTR for the time being remained rather trivial (Prunier, 2009, 
33; Reyntjens, 1999, 15).  
213 For similar arguments, see for instance Purcell et al. (2006, 94) and Beswick (2011, 1925). 
214 It bears emphasis that the question of US military intervention in sub-Saharan Africa became dramatically more 
complicated after the 1993 killing of 18 US soldiers in Somalia. 
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108.1 million – funds that went directly to and thus strengthened the new state elite (Purcell et al., 2006).215 

New donors, in addition, also called upon old donors to follow suit and to consider Rwanda as a “special 

case” of development assistance (Hayman, 2006, 105–108). In practice, this implied a call to revive 

development aid without taking the issue of democracy too much into account.  

8.2.4. Western Donor Convergence and the Persistence of Incremental Pressure to 
Democratize 

As Figure 8.1 partly shows, initially old donors were only lukewarm toward the call of new donors to 

consider Rwanda as a “special case” of development assistance. They denounced the new elite’s 

authoritarian drift and disapproved the uncritical stance of new donors towards this new elite. If they 

disbursed aid, they did so with caution and democratic strings attached (Baaré et al., 1999, 36; Hayman, 

2010, 345). The position of old donors, however, changed with time. In this regard, Hayman (2010, 352) 

speaks of a “seeming convergence” between old and new donors. Much of this convergence, however, did 

not result from voluntary acts of old donors. Rather, it stemmed from new donor initiatives, which forced 

old donors to accept the rather tolerant stance of new donors. Most importantly, after 1997, new donors 

replaced the traditional Donor Roundtable Meetings with Donor Coordination Meetings. This change gave 

new donors greater say over the development agenda in Rwanda and allowed to lock in donor politics in the 

years to come. Especially negotiations for Rwanda’s first PRSP fed into a step-change alignment process 

between new and old donors.216 When after several years of negotiations, Rwanda’s first PRSP was signed 

                                                      
215 New donors also transferred funds through projects, NGOs and consultants and became the strongest financer of 
Rwanda’s 1999–2003 national cycle of elections (Hayman, 2006, 52; Kimonyo et al., 2004). 
216 Remember that PRSP stands for “Poverty Reduction and Strategy Paper” and constitutes a joint partnership 
between recipient and donor state to tackle poverty and more general development issues. The PRSP is based on 

Table 8.2. Top 5 Bilateral Donors to Rwanda, Before and After Genocide. 

Top Bilateral Donors Pre-Genocide Top Bilateral Donors Post-Genocide 

Donor Country Total ODA, 1960–1993 Donor Country Total ODA, 1994–2015 

Belgium 740.81 United States 2057.04 

Germany 444.82 United Kingdom 1542.65 

France 367.01 Belgium 806.60 

United States 230.93 Netherlands 745.18 

Canada 184.30 Germany 632.82 

Notes. Data are in millions of current USD taken from the World Bank (2017). A similar type of table is 
found in Desrosiers and Swedlund (2018, 443) but only seen after making this table. The findings do not 
change when excluding 1994 from the analysis, i.e. the year when levels of ODA to Rwanda were 
exceptionally high. 
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in July 2002, old donors just like new ones became rather supportive of Rwanda’s national development 

agenda. The PRSP, for instance, led to old donor contributions to Rwanda’s sector thematic clusters and 

national elections (Hayman, 2006, 52; Kimonyo et al., 2004). More importantly, for our purposes, the PRSP 

not only increased ODA, as again illustrated in Figure 8.1, it also further impeded any pressure to 

democratize. In this regard, Hackenesch (2018, chap. 3) and Purcell et al. (2006, 94) point out that although 

issues such as democracy and human rights indeed figured prominently in the PRSP, they were never 

discussed as such. Democracy in Rwanda rather moved to the background. With the PRSP, however, all 

donors were brought on the same page. Because it made old donors abstain from hard democratic demands, 

the incremental pressure of new donors toward democratization in Rwanda turned real.  

8.2.5. Incrementalism as Donor Practice 

Overall, after the first PRSP, donor pressure to democratize in Rwanda remained consistently incremental 

(Beswick, 2010, 246). True, several new donors, and the UK in particular, took a somewhat more critical 

stance towards Rwanda. Compared to the 1999 Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) between the UK 

and Rwanda, for instance, the 2006 version contained more democratic demands (Hayman, 2010, 349). 

Likewise, also the Netherlands and Sweden showed an increasing willingness to put the issue of democracy 

on the table. At various points in time, these new donors also decided to suspend budget support.217 A closer 

look, however, suggests that budget support sanctions had nothing to do with pressure to democratize, but 

everything with stability in the DRC.218 Inferentially, also after 2003, new donor pressure to democratize 

was never accompanied by any hard measures. In addition to the fact that aid sanctions lacked substantive 

democratic demands, they were also never really biting. Most sanction episodes were either offset by 

increases in budget aid by other donors or did not do much harm because delayed transactions were quickly 

reinstated. All this also applied to the US, whose foreign aid swelled almost continuously after 2003.219  

Old donors, for their part, only grew closer to the new regime. Belgium, for instance, significantly stepped 

up development assistance to Rwanda after 2004. From 2007 on, it also started to provide (sector) budget 

support. Germany’s development assistance to Rwanda also more than doubled, with important shares of 

the money going into the national budget and thus the state elite, while disbursements by Switzerland and 

Canada remained fairly constant (Grimm et al., 2010, 44; Hayman, 2009, 587). Only France did not disburse 

                                                      
ownership, equal partnership and mutual accountability and replaced the Structural Adjustment Program by offering 
the recipient state more agency in the nature of aid-flows.   
217 Namely in 2004–2005, 2012 and 2013. 
218 In 2004-2005, the UK (and Sweden) delayed budget support because Kagame threatened to reinvade Congo. 
Likewise, in 2008 the Netherlands and Sweden initiated sanctions for Rwanda’s alleged support to Congolese rebels. 
In 2012–2013, the US, UK, Germany, EU, the Netherlands and Sweden also scaled down budget support after a UN 
report laid bare Rwandan assistance to Congolese M23 rebels (Marriage, 2016, 51). 
219 Despite some (limited) setbacks in 2010 and 2012–2014 also due to Rwandan actions in the DRC. 
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much aid.220 Around this period, some other donors which had previously withdrawn from Rwanda, like 

Japan and Norway, also started to return. Moreover, various multilateral organizations, including the 

African Development Bank (AfDB) and the Global Fund, also developed new activities. As is clear, after 

2004, Western donors and various multilateral organizations became increasingly active in Rwanda. 

Significantly, also for this list of donors, pressure to democratize was only incremental. As a rule, 

“conditions were rarely imposed” and much of the focus of and discussions around development aid 

resolved “around technical requirements” and “day-to-day cooperation” rather than “broader political and 

diplomatic considerations” (Hayman, 2010, 346).221  

As a result of all these dynamics, as Figure 8.1 suggests, development assistance to Rwanda ballooned from 

less than USD 400 million in 2003 to more than 1 billion between 2010 and 2015. In the same period, budget 

support also further increased from USD 171.6 million in 2004 to 325 million in 2015 (Grimm et al., 2010, 

54; MINECOFIN, 2017, 15; Purcell et al., 2006, 14). All this made Rwanda, with time, a real “donor 

darling” (Marysse et al., 2007). Thereby, the country enjoyed Western double standards regarding the 

promotion of democracy. Finally, in terms of foreign aid, several non-Western (great) powers (China, India) 

were also increasingly finding their way to Rwanda as from 2005 on, bolstering the new elite’s leverage 

vis-à-vis the West (Grimm, 2013, 94; Grimm et al., 2010, 15). In terms of democracy promotion, however, 

the arrival of these non-Western donors did not make much of a difference, because Western donors were 

not putting any pressure for democracy in the first place. They were happy with only a minimum of 

democracy. The next section investigates evolutions in state despotic power in Rwanda after 1994. 

8.3. Despotic Power in Rwanda: Harder, Better, Faster, Stronger 

8.3.1. Despotism by Default 

As already outlined above, with the RPF achieving a victory in the Rwandan civil war, a foreign occupation 

army of predominantly Tutsi émigrés from Rwanda grabbed power. Within the RPF, power resided in a 

small group of high ranking Tutsi commanders. This military elite grew up in refugee camps in Uganda, 

spoke English rather than French, went to the same schools, and held close family ties (Dorsey, 2000, 327–

328; Jones, 2012; Jowell, 2014, 282; Prunier, 2009, 12–14). The RPF elite occupied several high-level 

positions within Yoweri Museveni’s National Resistance Army (which overthrew the Obote dictatorship in 

                                                      
220 France’s low profile applied only in terms of development assistance. In 2006, a French judge accused top RPF 
officials, including President Paul Kagame, of shooting down the plane of former President Habyarimana and called 
for their arrest. Needless to say, these indictments negatively affected French-Rwandan ties. The 2006 “Brugière 
report,” however, never had any real consequences and French-Rwandan ties improved somewhat after 2011. 
221 Strictly speaking, this is how Hayman (2010) approaches Belgian development assistance after the signing of the 
PRSP. There is little doubt, however, that this observation also holds for other old/re-engaging/new multilateral 
donors (Grimm et al., 2010; Hackenesch, 2018). 
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Uganda in 1985) and controlled between 15,000 to 25,000 rank and file (Tutsi) soldiers when taking office 

in Rwanda (Mamdani, 2001, 186; Prunier, 1997, 117; Reyntjens, 1994, 255). The RPF elite shared a history 

of warfare and had a strong military mindset. In the words of Prunier (2009, 12–13) “the whole life history 

of these men before returning to Rwanda has been full of the sound and the fury of war, with atrocities 

committed against them, around them, and by them.” Some RPF leaders, i.e. Paul Kagame, also received 

military training in the United States (Reyntjens, 2013, 76). 

Importantly, this power shift brought about a major change in pre-genocide social structures. Where since 

independence Rwanda was governed by the Hutu stratum, first by Hutu from the center and then from the 

north of Rwanda, after 1994 political power returned to the Tutsi. As a powerful foreign occupation army, 

amid a relatively poor and by and large peasant society, the new regime was in a sense despotic from the 

start. This also implies that, apart from its powerful army, the RPF elite only had few sources of power 

within (civil) society. Thence, it had every interest to establish itself as a legitimate regime. Quite logically, 

this was easier said than done. From the first day in office, the new RPF elite had to deal with a wide array 

of threats to its rule. Not only was the old regime biding its time just across the Rwandan border in Zaire, 

staging cross-border attacks, various clandestine groups of Hutu extremists were also operating in the 

countryside and sympathized with the Zairean Hutu micro-state (Dorsey, 2000). Various Hutu parties were 

furthermore seeking to oust the new elite through the ballot, while independent human rights organizations 

issued reports critical of the new elite. Dozens of INGOs were furthermore expanding their activities, 

thereby taking de facto control over various parts of Rwandan territory, citizens, and foreign aid (Front Line, 

2005, chap. 2; Pottier, 2002, 157–158).222 The only force, perhaps, that did not constitute much of a threat, 

but on the contrary gave the new regime almost unconditional support, were about 700,000 members of the 

Tutsi diaspora making their return to Rwanda. 

8.3.2. A Panoptical Level of Social Control: Overt Repression as Despotic Power 

From the outset, the new elite relied on military means to literally create a “panoptical level of social control” 

(Jones, 2012, 149). It did so as a means to entrench power and authority. Given the military background of 

the new state elite, this was also hardly surprising. The panoptical level of control was established in various 

steps. Initially, the new RPF elite showed respect for the 1993 Arusha power-sharing agreement. Yet, in 

doing so, it also made sure it controlled the most strategic departments within the state. By taking over the 

Ministry of Defense, for instance, the RPF elite effectively commanded Rwanda’s repressive apparatus 

                                                      
222 One should note that many of human rights CSOs, such as the Rwandan Association for the Defense of Human 
Rights (ADL); Rwandan League for the Promotion and Defense of Human Rights (LIPRODHOR) and the Federation of 
Leagues and Associations for the Defense of Human Rights in Rwanda (CLADHO), were already highly critical of RPF 
activities during the civil war (Reyntjens, 1994, 206).  
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(army, police, intelligence services) as well as its reform (Prunier, 2009, 46). By the same token, by taking 

the Civil Service Ministry, the new elite had full say in all future appointments within the state 

administration (Prunier, 1997, 329). The RPF elite also effectively claimed the presidency and created the 

posts of vice president and vice prime minister to further shadow and control positions of power. Needless 

to say, all this offered the new state elite a powerful edge over potential adversaries (Guichaoua, 2015, annex 

22). 

In a second step, the RPF elite effected these powers to expand despotic infrastructures of control across 

Rwandan territory. Thereby, the Directorate of Military Intelligence (DMI) became key. Briefly, after 

assuming power, the DMI quickly developed into one of the main structures of the new state elite (Dorsey, 

2000, 323). DMI members infiltrated various ministries, governmental and non-governmental agencies, the 

Rwandan Patriotic Army (RPA, the new national military), as well as the church and numerous embassies, 

and increased their activities in Rwandan cities and villages. Doing so, they created a nationwide network 

of intelligence which directly reported to the Minister of Defense Paul Kagame and effectively established 

a shadow state.  

Besides the DMI, also the role of the RPA increased in size and scope. As the left panel of Figure 8.2 

indicates, between 1994 and 2002, the RPA grew almost incessantly from a 30,000 to an 80,000-strong 

force, while military expenses in this period took up between 30 and 50 per cent of all government 

expenditures (Reyntjens, 2009, 32; 2013, 92).223 Military expansion mainly stemmed from the integration 

of tens of thousands of ex-FAR (the old regime army) and former Hutu rebels into the national army 

(Burgess, 2014, 94). Although this led to the “de-Tutsification of the military at middle and lower levels,” 

the military transition process was however fabricated in such a way it never undermined the army’s unity 

of command (Jowell, 2014, 279). For one, the RPF elite maintained close control over all command 

positions (Dorsey, 2000, 327). In addition, at lower levels, rank and file soldiers obeyed orders because they 

feared the omnipresence of the DMI and because they were to some extent indoctrinated through the courses 

at Ingando military training camps.224 RPA soldiers were deployed inside Rwanda and throughout Zaire to 

stabilize the country and to strengthen the hands of the new state elite. 

Finally, as if all this were not enough, the new regime also made use of local defense forces (LDFs) and 

abakada to further expand authority. Local defense forces consisted mainly of small units of predominantly 

                                                      
223 Again, military expenditures as a percentage of all government expenditures is not taken up in Figure 8.2 due to 
missing values for this variable in the World Bank data. 
224 The indoctrinating effects of Ingando camps should however not be overstated (Thomson, 2011). Yet, within a 
total institution as the national army, their effects should not be underestimated either, as Ingando most likely 
contribute to a certain army morale.   
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Tutsi civilians in attendance of the national police. Abakada, on the other hand, encompassed 15,000 or so 

civilian RPF cadres working side-by-side with RPA commanders and DMI officials to control the populace 

(Dorsey, 2000, 336; ICG, 2001, 7; Rever, 2018, 157). One way of doing so, besides plain killings, involved 

gutunga agatoki, i.e. the practice of pointing the finger at fellow citizens for alleged participation in the 

genocide against the Tutsi. There is little doubt gutunga agatoki served a clear political agenda. In short, it 

allowed to depict regime challengers as génocidaires at any time and effectively replaced objective types of 

local jurisdiction with a subjective format. Gutanga agatoki instigated fear across the population and acted 

as a “Damocles’ sword above all Hutu heads” and beyond (Prunier, 2009, 49).  

Naturally, these stepwise repressive measures solidified despotic powers of the Rwandan state. Step-by-step 

social forces were forced to toe elite policies, meaning they lost autonomy and capacity. In this respect, 

according to Prunier (2009, 43) “the RPF acted like a shark, imposing its solutions, and chewing up whoever 

swam in the way.” For instance, as seen, in 1996 the Hutu micro-state in Zaire was wiped off the map with 

the help of the Americans (Reyntjens, 2009, 55). When this, in turn, sparked off a Hutu insurrection back 

home, the state elite stepped up the war effort and crushed the rebellion. Similarly, as the right pane of 

Figure 8.2 also suggests, Rwandan CSOs and INGOs were also kept closely at bay. Some critical CSOs 

were merely closed down. Others gradually lost autonomy and were turned into briefcase organizations 

(Front Line, 2005, 34–35; Longman, 2011, 29; Reyntjens, 2013, chap. 3). RPF agents either infiltrated these 

Figure 8.2. Despotic Power in Rwanda, 1989–2015. 
Notes. Data on military personnel is taken from the World Bank. Data on Civil Society Strength (shown in circles) 
and autonomy (shown with asterisks) is taken from the Varieties of Democracy Project (v. 7.1). Missing data for 
military personnel in 2006 was imputed by relying on data from the year before. 
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organizations, or neutralized its leadership and replaced it with handmaids. After 2000, the RPF elite also 

implemented a series of “memory” laws allowing for additional control over CSOs and society more 

generally (Sullo, 2018).225 The upshot was a high degree of self-censorship within civil society spheres and 

increasing societal conformity to RPF rule. In this context, also INGOs did not fare any better. Their 

international profile notwithstanding, also INGO had to abide by the memory laws, among others, and ran 

into problems each time they opposed government actions (Front Line, 2005, 83–94). Finally, between 1994 

and 2001, around 120,000 civilians were jailed as a result of gutanga agatoki – an additional indicator that 

despotic power structures penetrated far into society (Reyntjens, 2001, 11; Uvin and Mironko, 2003, 223). 

8.3.3. From Overt to Covert Power Structures 

After 2003, interestingly, state despotic power infrastructures took on new shapes, only to become more 

subtle and profound. To be sure, however, the capacity to repress remained at the apex of all control. Briefly 

put, the DMI remained omnipresent and widely feared, while abakada continued to “spy on Rwandans in 

all walks of life” and LDFs retained their national character and were increasingly assisted by the Rwanda 

National Police (Rever, 2018, 164). All these forces operated under the auspices of the RPF state elite. The 

role of the RPA, by contrast, somehow shifted. Established as the Rwandan Defense Forces (RDF) in 2002, 

the national army first of all decreased in size. As Figure 8.2 indicates, the RDF switched from 80,000 

soldiers in 2002 to a stable 35,000 from 2007 on. Since 2002, military expenses as a percentage of GDP 

also more than halved – from 3 per cent to 1.5 per cent on average. During this period, the RDF transformed 

into a real “people’s army” (Kuehnel and Wilén, 2018). That is, not only RDF forces became gradually 

more involved in UN peacekeeping missions, domestically they also grew closer to the Rwandan population 

by offering, among others, medical services and by focusing on national development and women rights 

(Beswick, 2010; Behuria, 2016; Burgess, 2014).226 In practice, this did not imply that the repressive power 

of the army merely disappeared. Rather, it suggests that the domestic capacity for doing so decreased and, 

more importantly, that the nature of repression changed from an overt style to a more covert approach. More 

concretely, the state elite maintained autonomy and control by inserting popular legitimacy into an 

essentially oppressive institution. By making the population admire its own oppressor, the need for active 

repression declined.  

                                                      
225 Such as law 20/2000 on regulating CSOs; law 47/2001 on Prevention Suppression and Punishment of the Crime of 
Discrimination and Sectarianism and law 33 bis punishing the crime of genocide, crimes against humanity and war 
crimes. These laws were defined so vaguely they could almost mean everything and be exploited for political 
purposes.  
226 RDF troops (military and police) involved in international UN peacekeeping missions increased from 150 in 2004; 
700 in 2005; 3,351 in 2010 and 2,533 in 2015 (Jowell, 2018). Clearly, with time, a greater share of all armed forces 
was deployed abroad rather than at home, suggesting that shares of the military did not contributed to despotic 
power. 
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Finally, it is worth noting that despotic power was also cultivated in ways that went beyond the very capacity 

to repress. First, one important medium for despotic power involved the creation of a national development 

doctrine.227 Such a doctrine was not only created through propaganda and behavioral prescripts, it was also 

concretized through the use of performance contracts (imihigo) for state agents and ordinary citizens 

(Ingelaere, 2011; Mann and Berry, 2016, 134). What is key, the imihigo doctrine propelled the autonomy 

and strength of the elite because it made state agents and citizens accountable to the top, rather than the 

other way around. Second, the RPF as a party also received a more preponderant role in national affairs.228 

The party became for instance more active at the grassroots and (forcibly) recruited many new members. It 

enhanced elite control by facilitating the transmission of coercion and making available non-tax sources of 

income (Purdeková, 2011).229 Finally, a third way to safeguard despotic power was through education.230 

School enrollment rates not only strongly increased over time, school curricula were also closely supervised 

by the state elite.231 In 2009, for instance, English replaced French as the official language of instruction. 

Likewise, any type of content not corresponding to the official RPF script was censored (Reyntjens, 2013, 

94–96). Moreover, also the role of Ingando camps amplified. With time, Ingando radiated “to the smallest 

of administrative levels” with the “grand aim of reaching every person” and have “a lasting impact on 

graduates” (Purdeková, 2015, 22;187–88). Although the effectiveness of these camps remains disputed, they 

nevertheless make clear to the populace what is acceptable behavior (Thomson, 2011). In other words, apart 

from Imihigo and RPF party structures, also education offered a vehicle to increase the despotic weight of 

the state on society.  

Not unnaturally, although in such a context civil society was allowed to exist, as suggested in Figure 8.2, 

CSO autonomy and strength in Rwanda remained a relative thing (Gready, 2011, 90; Reyntjens, 2013, 81–

82). As Burnet (2008, 375–376) succinctly puts it, civil society “became an extension of, rather than a 

counterbalance to the state.” As a rule, it was only with the right strategies, and the right networks, that 

CSOs could secure some independent action and influence the policies of the RPF elite (Gready, 2011). 

Hence the reason why Figure 8.2 shows a small upward trend in civil society autonomy and strength. 

Generally speaking, however, “the correct relationship between civil society and the state was one where 

civil society serves the end of the state” (Burnet, 2008, 375–376). There is little doubt that after 2003 

                                                      
227 This corresponds with infrastructures III and VII of Table 2.1 in Chapter 2. What follows is not an exhaustive list, 
however. 
228 Infrastructure IV. 
229 This money, in turn, was not only used for party activities, but also for elite affairs, such as organizing elections. 
230 Infrastructure I. 
231 For instance, the net enrollment rate for primary schools (as percentage of primary school age children) was 78 
per cent in 1999; 88 per cent in 2003; 98 per cent in 2010 and 95 per cent in 2015. Furthermore, gross enrollment 
for secondary schools (indicating the ratio of total enrollment, regardless of age, to the population of secondary age 
children) increased from 9 per cent in 1999; to 16 per cent in 2005; to around 40 per cent after 2013. For tertiary 
education, finally, this was less than 1 per cent in 1999; 2.8 per cent in 2005 and 8 per cent in 2015 (World Bank, 
2017).   
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despotic power merely intensified and that this reality is also real today. Table 8.3 provides an overview of 

the various power dynamics discussed so far. The next section seeks to investigate the implications of this 

complex power configuration between donor pressure to democratize and state despotic power for Rwanda’s 

post-1994 political regime path. 

8.4. The Outcome(s): The Rise of a Stable Hybrid Regime 

To be sure, dynamics in Rwanda are most consistent with Path 1 of the political economy model of 

democracy diffusion. The combination of incremental donor pressure to democratize and state despotic 

power paves the way for a stable hybrid regime, illustrating the strategic origins of hybrid regimes. We will 

show this first by discussing the nature of power-sharing after the 1994 genocide. Then we will zoom in on 

the democratic quality of national elections between 1999 and 2003. Afterwards, we will discuss the nature 

of democratic institutions in Rwanda after 2003. 

8.4.1. Authoritarian Power-Sharing. 1994–1999.   

After defeating the old regime state, and thus winning the war, the RPF elite had various options on how to 

install political power. By definition, military victory implied the new elite could have merely monopolized 

political power and install a closed authoritarian regime. Western pressure for power-sharing in the 

immediate aftermath of the genocide, however, and Rwanda’s aid dependence, made this option nearly 

impossible. Instead, the new elite established a more inclusive type of political system – at least in the formal 

sense of the word. Crucially, this political system contained many items that, from one perspective, pleased 

Western donors. The new National Unity Government, for instance, which was sworn in on 19 July 1994, 

was fully in the spirit of the 1993 Arusha Agreement which donors themselves helped to flesh out (Prunier, 

2009, 46). At first sight, this new government showed respect for power-sharing principles. The new 

president as well as most ministers were Hutu, and only a minor share of all cabinet positions were allotted 

to the RPF (Prunier, 2009; Reyntjens, 2013, 22). The inauguration of the National Unity Government also 

marked the start of a transitional period which would give way to a national dialogue and ultimately 

culminate into national elections. Equally, it led to the opening of a Transitional National Assembly (TNA) 

and the acceptance of a level playing field for various political parties. 
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In practice, however, the new National Unity Government was nothing more than a sham. That is, it did not 

lead to real power-sharing, nor democracy, but rather to a more subtle form of authoritarian rule and thus 

the rise of a hybrid regime. The National Unity Government involved a great deal of window-dressing. 

Above, we have already demonstrated that within the new government the RPF elite seized the most 

strategic cabinet positions, including the Ministry of Defense and the Ministry of Interior. Additionally, it 

made various important changes to the terms of Arusha. Within the cabinet, for instance, the RPF elite 

seized all seats that were normally reserved for the MRNDD. Doing so, it obtained just over a one-third 

majority and thus veto power.232 Second, and related, the elite also strengthened the powers of the 

presidency. Interestingly, this position was not only given to an RPF member, the new president also 

received the mandate to make binding decisions in case cabinet fell short. Henceforth, each time the RPF 

used its veto, decision-making fell to the RPF president. Thereby, the RPF president was nothing more than 

a Hutu figurehead. Real power belonged to Minister of Defense and vice president Paul Kagame, who also 

acted as RPA commander in chief during the Rwandan civil war. Finally, as (six) RPA commanders were 

also allowed to take seat in parliament, the autonomy of the TNA was strongly reduced. RPA presence in 

parliament secured an RPF majority and allowed the party (and the elite) to effectively steer the workings 

of this institution (Reyntjens, 2013, 21). These modifications were consolidated later in a revised 

Constitution. Needless to say, all this impeded power-sharing principles. Besides institutional amendments, 

various political parties were also banned, fundamental human rights were systematically violated and 

substantial RPF interference occurred in the workings of the judiciary. As said, all this is consistent with 

Path 1 in the political economy model of democracy diffusion.233    

                                                      
232 All important political decisions required a two-third majority. 
233 At this stage, it is perhaps useful to again discuss several counterfactuals. First, would Rwanda’s political regime 
have looked different if donors decided not to exercise pressure for power-sharing and would have disbursed aid 
unconditionally? Most likely, in this scenario, the RPF would have had fewer incentives to turn to window-dressing 
and would have monopolized political power more directly. Second, would Rwanda’s hybrid regime have emerged 
without state despotic power? In our view, most probably not, as these powers allowed to keep the Hutu class largely 
in check and to impose political structures upon them. Finally, what difference did the split between old and new 

Table 8.3. Donor Pressure to Democratize and State Despotic Power in 
Rwanda, 1994–2015  

Period Donor Pressure to Democratize Despotic Power 

1994–1999  Partial Pressure 
=> Old vs. new donors 

High 
=> Despotism by default 
 

1999–2005 Incremental Pressure 
=> Western donor convergence 

Strengthening 
=> Panoptical level of control 
 

2005–2015 Incremental Pressure 
=> Rwanda as “donor darling” 

Intensifying 
=> Overt to covert repression 
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8.4.2. Elections and Hybrid Regime Stability. 1999–2003.  

Of course, national elections had the potential to fundamentally alter this state of affairs. They were 

prescribed in the 1993 Arusha Accords, to which the new elite formally committed, and were meant to bring 

the transitional period to an official end. If free and fair, national elections could have led to a change in 

office and bring the rule of the new state elite to a premature end. Just like alleged power-sharing, however, 

also national elections went together with substantial limitations. Even worse, and quite paradoxically, they 

even contributed to hybrid regime stability. By relying on despotic infrastructures, the RPF elite turned 

national elections into a real virtue.  

To begin with, national elections were postponed twice – once in 1994 after the RPF elite grabbed power 

and a second time in 1999.234 This allowed the incumbent state elite to buy time. Second, and again related, 

elections were organized from the local to the national level and not vice versa. Cell and sector elections 

were scheduled for March 1999, and followed by district elections in 2001 and presidential and legislative 

elections in 2003. Importantly, this order was carefully imposed by the new state elite.235 It made possible 

the stepwise creation of an electoral machine necessary to win the presidential vote.  

During the March 1999 local elections, the RPF elite instigated a “politics of mass mobilization” (ICG, 

2001, 7). Briefly, this implied it activated RPF cells across the country to manage the event. In response, 

abakada and LDFs took responsibility over the technical aspects of the polls and also selected electoral 

candidates. They introduced a queuing system of voting, banned all political parties from the race, and also 

gave the military a stake in the event.236 Voters, furthermore, were not only given the right to vote, they 

were also forced to exercise this right under close supervision. Needless to say, all this circumscribed the 

fairness of the polls. Generally, voters “were aware of the role they were expected to play” (ICG, 2001, 17). 

Cell and sector elections materialized an RPF administration at the local level. Of the 160,000 or so 

                                                      
donors make? Although the split indeed decreased pressure to democratize, this should however be put in 
perspective. On the one hand, double standards by new donors downplayed old donor demands for a democratic 
solution to the conflict. On the other hand, however, these double standards also indicated the importance of 
political stability for new donors, who were not sending aid for these reasons. Thus put, although the donor split 
rendered pressure to democratize partial, it remained real, as it made clear to the new state elite that new donors 
expected stability and a minimum of democracy.       
234 In a first step, the RPF elite unilaterally extended the transitional period from twenty-two months to five years. 
Secondly, in 1999, the RPF elite again postponed elections for four years. Hence, the transitional period almost took 
ten years – and not less than two, as agreed in Arusha.  
235 Such a structure was accepted during meetings at the Office of the President between 1998 and 1999. These 
meetings brought together eminent persons from various spheres of life to reflect upon and decide about Rwanda’s 
future. Although they were rather inclusive, and granted space to various political formations, there is little doubt 
these meetings were nothing less than a forum in which the RPF elite dictated its will (ICG, 2001, 6; Reyntjens, 1999, 
6). 
236 In a queuing system, voters are expected to publicly line up behind the candidate of their choice, making 
anonymous voting impossible. Importantly, the ICG (2001, 11) estimated an average of about ten soldiers for each 
polling station. 
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candidates (s)elected, most, if not all, were RPF-nominated (ICG, 2001, 11; Reyntjens, 1999, 7; 2000, 9; 

Uvin, 2001, 180).237 This local administration, in turn, proved to be a boon during the 2001 district elections, 

when local administrators assembled in electoral colleges to indirectly select candidates for the most 

powerful positions.238 All this gave further impetus to an RPF party state. Unsurprisingly, then, when in 

2003 elections took place at the national level, they were highly in favor of the RPF elite. In the presidential 

polls, RPF strongman Paul Kagame obtained 95.05 per cent of the vote and a seven-year term. In the 

legislative elections that followed, the RPF received another 73.78 per cent of the vote, acquiring 33 of all 

53 directly elected positions.239  

The democratic character of the 1999–2003 electoral marathon was further comprised due to, among others, 

recurrent human rights violations, severe restrictions on the autonomy of political parties and the National 

Electoral Commission (NEC), and RPF interference in and control of the judiciary (HRW, 2003; ICG, 2001, 

12–14; 2002, 8; Reyntjens, 2013, 50–59; Sebarenzi, 2009, 150; Sidiropoulos, 2002, 81). The electoral 

marathon not only illustrates the importance of despotic power structures in stabilizing hybrid regimes, it 

also demonstrates how it helps to please Western donors. Western donors reacted very much in support of 

the electoral marathon. They contributed significant funds to the elections, as seen, and also called elections 

“transparent and fair;” “a significant achievement” and “an important step towards democracy” while in 

reality they were not (Reyntjens, 2001, 5; Uvin, 2001, 180).240 Doing so, they strengthened and legitimized 

the hybrid character of Rwanda’s regime, consistent with Path 1 of the political economy model of 

democracy diffusion would.241 

8.4.3. A Stable Hybrid Regime. 2003–2015.  

After the 1999–2003 marathon of elections, Rwanda remained a stable hybrid regime. This means that, 

although recurrent elections took place, they always occurred under strict elite control. Elections were never 

free and fair.242 As Purdeková (2015, 75–76) explains “the political machinery [in Rwanda] is made in such 

                                                      
237 Of course, this type of RPF administration already existed before 1999, given the elite’s control over the Ministry 
of Interior, among others. Local elections, however, gave this reality popular legitimacy. 
238 This concerned executive positions, such as district mayors, with important decision-making powers. 
239 RPF dominance in Parliament was further reinforced by allotting indirectly elected positions, i.e. 27 seats for 
women, youth and disabled people, to RPF members. 
240 Western donors, however, criticized the decision to exclude the MDR from the 2003 presidential race. Although 
this brought about delays in the provision of electoral funds (and budget aid), the MDR was never regularized. 
Donors, in the end, abandoned their demands and provided electoral funds anyway (HRW, 2003, 12; Kimonyo et al., 
2004, 20).      
241 Needless to say, perhaps, the reality would have been very different should the new state administration not have 
been able to address state despotic power structures in order to turn national elections into a virtue. Most likely, 
donors would have stepped up the pressure, leading to a more democratic outcome. Although, in such a context, 
more substantive demands for democracy instead of incremental ones would probably have changed the calculation, 
this change would not have been of such a nature it would have sparked a democratic transition. Rather, it would 
have complicated the new elite’s way of life, most likely forcing them to expand control faster and stronger.  
242 After 2003, presidential elections in Rwanda were organized in 2010 and 2017. Each time, the incumbent president 
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a way that from top to grassroots, there are structures responsible for choosing people. In general, elections 

results [in Rwanda] are “known” – elections confirm appointments.” On the one hand, political parties were 

only tolerated within the strict boundaries set out by the RPF elite. Either parties toed RPF ideology, or their 

leaders faced violent suppression and/or exile or imprisonment. Similarly, although universal suffrage 

existed, and turnout sky-high, all this was by and large meaningless. Voting results were rigged, voters 

intimidated and closely monitored, while only the RPF was allowed to run at the grassroots level. It was 

political participation and competition for the show – window-dressing ad infinitum.  

Also respect for human rights did not fare any better. In brief, people speaking out against the government 

or disagreeing publicly with government decisions continued to face harsh repercussions, from arbitrary 

arrests to intimidation and even murder – creating a real “culture of fear and self-censorship amongst 

Rwanda’s citizens” (Beswick, 2010, 226). Rwandan citizens also faced restrictions on how (Ingelaere, 2011) 

and where (Newbury, 2012) to live, while religious freedom, although generally respected, remained 

nevertheless under close RPF control.  

Rwanda’s new justice system, finally, installed gradually after 2003 and based upon Anglo-Saxon and 

European law, never operated in autonomy. While checks and balances existed in principle, they were 

procrastinated in practice. In the words of one judge “the principle is one of separation, but the executive 

wants to control everything” (HRW, 2008, 45). Not only there is evidence that many judicial decisions were 

politically motivated, there is also little doubt that members of the state class were above the law and could 

literally get away with everything. Donors, for their part, became rather complicit. They accepted these 

window-dressing institutions and, as seen, turned Rwanda into a real donor darling. Doing so, they poured 

money into an essentially oppressive power structure, strengthened various despotic infrastructures, and 

thus contributed to hybrid regime persistence. Table 8.4 summarizes the interplay between aid, the state, 

and political regime dynamics in Rwanda after 1994. 

8.5. Conclusion 

This chapter applied the political economy model of democracy diffusion in post-genocide Rwanda. The 

rise and stability of Rwanda’s hybrid regime after the 1994 genocide was explained by investigating donor 

pressure to democratize and state despotic power. The chapter demonstrated that donor pressure to 

democratize in Rwanda was rather limited and incremental. In a first stage, donor pressure to democratize 

was reduced by a split between old and new donors. Where old donors went against the regime’s 

                                                      
Paul Kagame obtained almost 100 per cent of the vote. They went together with legislative elections in 2008, 2013 
and 2018 and local elections in 2006, 2011 and 2016. Also here, the RPF always achieved a major victory.  
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authoritarian drift, new donors were more tolerant and provided the new state elite almost unconditional 

support. New donors were led by guilt for not preventing the genocide, geostrategic concerns, and were also 

to some extent blackmailed by the incumbent regime’s constant reference to the event. The fact that the new 

elite was also English rather than French speaking not only facilitated but also provided an incentive to grow 

closer to the English-speaking world. Step by step, new donors took over from old donors as Rwanda’s most 

important development partners. Thereby, they forced old donors to join forces or to leave the country 

altogether. In practice, this implied considering Rwanda as a special case of development assistance and 

abandoning any substantive pressure to democratize in favor of incremental pressure. Although after 2003 

new donors became somehow more critical of the incumbent elite, this had nothing to do with a lack of 

democracy, but everything with the new elites’ destabilizing activities in the DRC. Regarding democracy, 

new donors tolerated and contributed to democratic window-dressing. Old donors, for their part, accepted 

this state of affairs and also stepped up development cooperation. With time, Rwanda became a real donor 

darling, enjoying double standards as regards democracy promotion. This also implied that the arrival of 

non-Western donors did not make much of a difference as regards chances for democracy diffusion.  

All the above went together with substantial state despotic power. Not only was the new elite, once it took 

over power from the old elite despotic by default, it was also quick to radiate despotic power structures 

outwards across Rwandan territory. While at first this mainly happened through repressive power, with a 

preponderate role for security services, with time the importance of overt repression declined and alternative 

infrastructures of control came forward, including a national development doctrine, memory laws, the 

transformation of the military into a people’s army, Rwandanicity through education and RPF party 

hegemony. All this made despotic power in Rwanda not only strong and profound but over time also rather 

subtle and intense.  

Table 8.4. Donor Pressure to Democratize and State Despotic Power in Rwanda, 
1994–2015. The Outcomes 

Period Donor Pressure to 
Democratize Despotic Power Political Regime 

Outcomes 

1993–1999  Partial Pressure 
=> Old vs. new 
donors 

High 
=> Despotism by 
default 

Hybrid Regime 
=> Fake power-
sharing 

1999–2005 Incremental Pressure 
=> Donor 
convergence 

Strengthening 
=> Panoptical level of 
control 

Hybrid Regime 
=> Elections of 
control 

2005–2015 Incremental Pressure 
=> Rwanda as “donor 
darling” 

Intensifying 
=> Overt to covert 
repression 

Hybrid Regime 
=> window-dressing 
ad infinitum 
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Consistent with the political economy model of democracy diffusion, the chapter showed that the outcome 

of this configuration between aid and the state was the rise and stability of a hybrid regime in Rwanda. 

Rwanda’s hybrid regime emerged in the shape of authoritarian power-sharing. Then hybrid regime stability 

was maintained and engendered through the organization of controlled unfree and unfair elections, also 

giving rise to an RPF administration. Afterwards, it was regime hybridity on autopilot. Elections were 

merely cosmetic and for the show, political opposition became a masquerade, while voting was rigged, 

human rights violated, and judiciary independence a principle rather than a practice. By guaranteeing and 

increasing development assistance in such as context, donors not only became complicit in the rise and 

stability of Rwanda’s hybrid regime, by providing budget support and pouring funds into various despotic 

infrastructures, they also very much strengthened it. The next chapter compares Rwanda with Burundi, two 

highly similar, but also very different cases. 
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Chapter 9 

The Political Economy of Democracy 
Diffusion: Rwanda and Burundi 

Compared 
 

This chapter of the PhD thesis demonstrates the applicability of the political economy model of democracy 

diffusion for Burundi and Rwanda. As in the two previous chapters, the narrative starts with a comparative-

historical introduction and again proceeds by focusing on donor pressure to democratize, state despotic 

power and political regime outcomes in both states. The chapter, however, differs from the above by 

focusing on cross-case comparison instead of within-case analysis. This means that more attention will be 

devoted to explaining differences between, rather than the particular features of, each case. By turning to 

cross-case comparison, however, we seek to demonstrate the broader applicability of the political economy 

model of democracy diffusion and to also cast the model in a different light in order to better support the 

central arguments. 

9.1. A Comparative-Historical Introduction 

As mentioned above, Burundi and Rwanda are two small countries in the Great Lakes Region of sub-

Saharan Africa that have much in common, but also differ in significant respects. This is why they are 

commonly depicted as “false twins” (Curtis, 2015, 1366). Burundi and Rwanda both share a history of 

Western colonization (first by the Germans, then the Belgians) and a brief episode of democracy in both 

countries immediately after independence was quickly followed by single-party rule. Until today, both 

Burundi and Rwanda also remain developing states situated in the periphery of the global system with, as 

seen, a strong dependence upon foreign aid and the export of primary commodities. Likewise, they have a 

similar ethnic structure, with 85 per cent of the population Hutu, versus 14 per cent Tutsi and 1 per cent 

Twa, and a predominantly peasant economy. Both countries furthermore share a history of inter-ethnic 

conflict, have a rather high population density, and are characterized by a (relatively) uniform language and 
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culture. On the other hand, important differences remain, and during the Cold War this mainly applied to 

the state. Significantly, while postcolonial Burundi was governed by a Tutsi minority from the south 

(Bururi), Rwanda was led by a Hutu majority, first from the center of the country, and then from the north. 

These ethnic differences notwithstanding, both regimes received substantive support from the West – France 

in particular (Lott, 2018).  

Significantly, in both Burundi and Rwanda, existing power structures came under pressure with the end of 

the Cold War. Briefly put, with the fall of the Soviet Union, Western powers became less willing to support 

dictatorships around the world and started to exercise pressure to democratize almost everywhere. In 

Burundi and Rwanda, they made development assistance conditional upon democratic reforms (ICG, 2000, 

4; Reyntjens, 1994, 220; Riding, 1990; Uvin, 1998, 62; Prunier, 1997, 89–90). As both these states depended 

heavily on this type of aid, their leaders had almost no other option but to implement democratic reforms, 

after decades of Western-backed single-party authoritarian rule. In a brief span of time, state elites in both 

countries allowed political parties and civil society and media organizations to flourish, adopted a new 

multiparty Constitution and, in the case of Burundi, prepared for national elections. 

To be sure, in Burundi as well as Rwanda, democratic reforms were fabricated in such a way as to preserve 

the political status quo. First and foremost, in both states the state class maintained a tight grip over the 

repressive apparatus. They also strengthened the powers of the ruling party – MRND in Rwanda, UPRONA 

in Burundi – by increasing grassroots activities, bribes and propaganda and by making use of their privileged 

access to state resources. Additionally, political parties were kept in check through a subtle mix of 

repression, intimidation, and divide-and-rule. As is clear, although democratization occurred, in both cases 

it was democratization from above and thus tightly controlled by the state. Ultimately, the aim was not real 

multiparty democracy, but rather adapting Burundi’s “military ethnocracy” and Rwanda’s “stubbornly 

conservative power structure” to a new international order (Lemarchand, 1996, 139; Prunier, 1997, 133). 

Thereby, for Burundi, elections were made in such a way they could never be lost, while in Rwanda national 

elections were strategically postponed and replaced by authoritarian power-sharing (Guichaoua, 2015, 55–

61).243 By looking like a democracy, and thus adopting hybrid regimes, state elites in both countries sought 

to safeguard international legitimacy without the risk of losing political power. ODA kept flowing during 

this period, as demonstrated in Figure 9.1 below.  

                                                      
243 More specifically, for Burundi, the strongest opposition parties were outlawed; while all remaining parties were 
forced to follow the National Unity Charter which was itself established in a context of control and prohibited all 
reference to ethnicity, region, or religion (Lemarchand, 1989, 2009).  
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Against the odds, however, in both countries democratization from above quickly spiraled out of control. In 

Burundi, a charismatic Hutu opposition leader from the Front for Democracy in Burundi (FRODEBU) 

booked a landslide victory in the June 1993 presidential elections, defeating the old Tutsi regime (president) 

with 64.8 per cent of the vote (Reyntjens, 1993, 568). Not unnaturally, this outcome shocked old regime 

elements, as they did not expect this course of events. In response, they killed the new Hutu president and 

other high-level politicians after the former made clear its intention to reform – and de-Tutsify – the security 

apparatus (Lemarchand, 1996, xxxii; Nsanze, 2003, 299). This move sparked a civil war and brought 

democracy in Burundi to a premature end.  

In Rwanda, political dynamics were even more complex and devastating. Almost immediately after 

adopting multipartyism, the Akazu elite faced an armed foreign invasion of the Rwandan Patriotic Front, an 

army of Tutsi émigrés that grew up in Uganda. In contrast to Burundi, in Rwanda the state elite not only 

had to deal with multipartyism, but also with external aggression. Thereby, it gradually lost control. With 

time, both opposition parties and RPF forces grew stronger. Needless to say, all this greatly angered the 

Akazu, which slowly but surely was losing its privileged position in Rwanda. In response, they erected a 

parallel power network based on Hutu Power Ideology. Significantly, RPF military strength, together with 

the signing of the 1993 Arusha Agreement, allowing for military reform and excluding Akazu radicals from 

the spoils of office, and the murder of a Hutu President in neighboring Burundi by the all-Tutsi army, only 

further radicalized this network (Des Forges, 1999, 103; Mann, 2005, 441). On 4 April 1994, after the 

downing of the old regime president’s plane by unknown assailants, the Akazu network swiftly concentrated 

power and staged politicide against the moderate Hutu opposition and genocide against the Tutsi. Everything 

was stage-managed, with the Akazu at the helm, and paved the way for a statist killing machine with a 

popular twist (Kimonyo, 2008; Reyntjens, 2017). The genocide against the Tutsi went together with mass 

killings, war crimes and crimes against humanity by RPF forces (Reyntjens, 2011, 2; 2013, chap. 4). In this 

killing spree, the RPF achieved a military victory in April 1994, forcing the Akazu and many ordinary Hutu 

(génocidaires) to escape Rwanda.  

As is clear, where democratization in Rwanda contributed to genocide and the nondemocratic arrival of a 

new and foreign Tutsi state elite into office (Mann, 2005), in Burundi democratization sparked a civil war 

and made the old Tutsi regime cling to power. In Rwanda, democratization bred undemocratic change, while 

in Burundi democratization changed everything for things to essentially remain the same. The remainder of 

this chapter investigates what all these events implied for political regime dynamics in both countries after 

1993–1994 and the role of donors and state despotic capacity in this process.   
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9.2. Donor Pressure to Democratize in Burundi and Rwanda  

As is demonstrated in the two upper part graphs of Figure 9.1, Burundi and Rwanda were both heavily 

dependent on foreign aid for the entire post-Cold War period (1994–2015). In Burundi, for instance, ODA 

made up 40 per cent of GNI in 2004. ODA then gradually declined towards the end of 2015, but overall 

remained quite significant, both in absolute and relative terms. Something similar can be said about Rwanda. 

Although ODA to Rwanda skyrocketed in 1994, for reasons already discussed above, it became more stable 

after 1994 and consistently made up around 20 per cent of Rwanda’s GNI. All this implied Western donors 

had substantial leverage in both countries. Yet, how exactly Western donors used this leverage differed 

substantively between both countries.  

9.2.1. Donor Unity in Burundi, Donor Splits in Rwanda. 1994–1999.  

Where between 1994 and 1999, donor pressure to democratize in Burundi was substantial, in Rwanda it was 

only partial. This was so because in Burundi, Western donors spoke largely with one voice, while in Rwanda 

donors had different opinions and also applied double standards.  

In the case of Burundi, Western donors were convinced that the civil war could only be stopped through a 

genuine and inclusive power-sharing agreement between political elites of both ethnic groups. To this end, 

Western donors exercised substantial pressure in the country, both directly and indirectly. In 1994, for 

instance, Western donors suspended all economic aid to Burundi, tying it to a credible peace-process, while 

also funding various peace-enhancing and democracy-promoting (I)NGO’s (Hara, 1999). Similarly, after 

1995, when the civil war was getting worse, Western donors suspended all foreign aid to Burundi (apart 

from humanitarian assistance), making it conditional upon a return to multipartyism, the reopening of 

parliament, and  participation in regionally mediated peace-talks (Reyntjens and Vandeginste, 1997). As 

Figure 9.1 shows, foreign aid fell from USD 377 million in 1995; to 156 million in 1996 and 89/110 million 

in 1997–1998 (Halperin and Lomasney, 1998, 140). Against the face of all this, Western donors also 

supported a regional economic embargo against Burundi (Grauvogel, 2015, 170; Wilén, 2012) and 

threatened to intervene militarily in the country (Wolpe, 2011, 11).  

In Rwanda, Western pressure to democratize was never as profound as in Burundi. At first sight, however, 

pressure to democratize in Rwanda also looked real. Right after the 1994 genocide, Western donors 

exercised pressure to democratize by making the resumption of foreign aid conditional upon power-sharing  
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Figure 9.1. Western Aid, the Despotic State, and Political Regime Trajectories in Rwanda and Burundi, 1990–2015. 
Notes. ODA data is taken from the World Bank (2017). State despotic power is operationalized through data on military personnel (taken from 
the World Bank) and civil society strength (taken from the Varieties of Democracy Project, v. 7.1) with higher levels indicating more CSO 
strength and autonomy. Regime data is our electoral democracy scale as presented in Chapter 4.  
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with the old Hutu administration in Eastern Zaïre.244 They also deployed several international missions in 

Rwanda (UNAMIR II and UNHRFOR) with the aim to create the context for power-sharing and democracy. 

Significantly, however, relatively quickly after the RPF took power, a split occurred between “new” and 

“old” Western donors in Rwanda (Hayman, 2006). New donors were the UK and the US and other allied 

Western powers (e.g. the Netherlands, Sweden) and multilateral organizations (World Bank, European 

Union) with almost no history in Rwanda. Old donors, by contrast, were Western states (France, Belgium, 

Germany, and Switzerland) with a relatively long history in the Rwanda and close ties to the old elite. 

Importantly, especially old donors exercised pressure to democratize in Rwanda, while new donors only 

paid lip service to this pressure. That is, although new donors followed old donors in the aid realm, they 

provided support to the new Rwandan elite in other contexts. New donors, for instance, tolerated the new 

RPF regime’s numerous human rights violations, blocked various critical UN reports, supported RPF 

military actions against the old regime in Eastern Zaïre, and called upon old donors to consider Rwanda a 

“special case” of development assistance due to its particular history and challenges (Des Forges, 1999, 726; 

Dupont, 1997; Hayman, 2006, 105–108; Prunier, 2009, 30; Rever, 2018, 131; Reyntjens, 2009, 66–79). In 

doing so, new donors undermined old donor pressure to democratize in Rwanda. Nonetheless, new donors 

remained prudent in resuming aid flows to Rwanda, awaiting stability and incremental steps towards 

democracy. Thereby, they rendered pressure to democratize partial at best. A donor split never occurred in 

Burundi, where Western donors unanimously applied maximum pressure to democratize and never directly 

assisted the old regime in the war effort against (Hutu) belligerents.245 

  

                                                      
244 Even though Figure 9.1 indicates high levels of foreign aid in 1994–1995, this mainly involved (humanitarian) aid 
going to the two million or so refugees in Eastern Zaïre. Only a minor part of aid went to refugees inside Rwanda 
(Baaré et al., 1999; Prunier, 1997).  
245 All this of course raises the question about the origins of Western double standards in Rwanda. In our view, there 
are several reasons explaining these double standards. One is Rwanda’s genocide credit (Reyntjens, 2004, 1999). 
Especially new donors felt guilty for not preventing the 1994 genocide against the Tutsi, while old donors had a more 
nuanced stance and also emphasized RPF atrocities. Hence, new donors were mainly blackmailed by the new elite’s 
constant reference to the event (Pottier, 2002). Another reason deals with the UK-US orientation of the new English-
speaking Rwandan elite, which was actively looking to strengthen ties with these countries. Third, RPF leaders also 
held close ties with senior elements in the US army, whereas Burundian leaders did not (Reyntjens, 2009). Most 
likely, the RPF’s military capacity made some US policy makers believe they could outsource US’ role as global 
policeman to this force. Finally, there is a fair chance that the UK and US perceived Rwanda as a convenient shortcut 
to valuable resources in the DRC (Prunier, 2009, 175–182). Of course, the fact that the old regime in Burundi killed a 
democratically elected president, whereas the RPF achieved victory in civil war, also changed the calculation. Where 
in Rwanda the new elite could be seen as liberators, in Burundi they were the oppressors.  
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9.2.2. Carrots and Sticks in Burundi, Incremental Pressure in Rwanda. 1999–2005.  

Also after 1999, important differences existed with regards to pressure to democratize in Rwanda and 

Burundi. Where in Burundi Western donors replaced maximum pressure to democratize with a carrot and 

stick approach, in Rwanda Western donors adopted an incremental approach to democratization. The carrot 

and stick approach to democratization implied donors resumed foreign aid only in case significant steps 

towards peace and democracy were taken, while suspending aid at times of setback or delay. This donor 

strategy generated strong pressure to democratize in Burundi (ICG, 2003, 12). Not only this foreign policy 

principle was applied rather consistently between 1999 and 2005 (Bentley and Southall, 2005, 81–82; ICG, 

2000, 24), after years of war, sanctions, as well as international marginalization, Burundi’s need for 

structural development assistance was also real.246       

In Rwanda, on the other hand, carrots and sticks were never applied. Here, Western donors had incremental 

demands for democracy (Uvin, 2001, 180). This entailed that Western donors encouraged the form of 

democracy, such as the existence of political parties, recurrent elections and community participation, but 

never emphasized the substance. The shift from partial pressure to incrementalism did not happen overnight. 

Initially, new and old donors remained divided on the principle of incrementalism. While new donors 

favored incrementalism, old donors had more substantive demands. They refrained from resuming aid as 

long as democratic principles were not respected (Baaré et al., 1999, 36; Hayman, 2010, 345). Gradually, 

however, new donors took over from old donors as Rwanda’s most important development partners (Purcell 

et al., 2006). In doing so, they indirectly forced old donors to drop their demands (Hayman, 2010, 352). In 

this regard, especially the negotiations on Rwanda’s first Poverty Reduction and Strategy Paper fostered 

convergence between Western donors, apart from the RPF’s defeat of the Hutu micro-state in Zaïre and 

Rwanda. Gradually, old donors, just like new ones, became more committed to Rwanda’s national 

development agenda. In practice, this implied also old donors adopted an incremental stance to 

democratization in Rwanda (Hackenesch, 2018, chap. 3; Purcell et al., 2006, 94). Thus put, even though 

Figure 9.1 indicates a rise in (absolute/relative) levels of ODA in both Rwanda and Burundi, it had totally 

different meanings in both states: i.e. substantive pressure to democratize in Burundi, incremental pressure 

in Rwanda. 

                                                      
246 The lifting of the regional economic embargo in January 1999 did not change this reality (Wolpe, 2011, 49). The 
reasons for lifting the regional embargo were discussed in Chapter 7. See ICG (1999). 



THE POLITICAL ECONOMY OF DEMOCRACY DIFFUSION: RWANDA AND BURUNDI COMPARED 

248 

9.2.3. Donor Naiveté in Burundi, Donor Persistence in Rwanda. 2005–2015.  

Interestingly, after 2005, donor pressure to democratize in Rwanda and Burundi converged significantly, 

although everything changed in the run-up to the 2015 elections in Burundi. Yet, for most of the 2005–2015 

period, the expansion of ODA flows as shown in Figure 9.1 implied incremental donor pressure to 

democratize in both states. The only difference is that in Burundi, incremental pressure to democracy came 

after a period of substantive pressure, while in Rwanda incrementalism was already much longer the case.  

As in Rwanda, also in Burundi pressure to democratize became rather incremental. To be sure, this did not 

result from donors lowering demands for democracy in Burundi. Rather, it stemmed from the fact that 

donors believed that the carrot and stick policy produced the right outcomes (Grauvogel, 2016, 8). Donors 

conceived the newly elected leadership as democratically legitimate, and hence strengthened ties with this 

group of leaders. Doing so, they showed respect for several new aid principles as taken up in the 2005 Paris 

Declaration. Likewise, they developed a special interest in poverty reduction. As a corollary, budget support 

increased from USD 8.15 million in 2003 to 79.51 million in 2009 (Dom and Gordon, 2011, 128). Donors 

also poured funds into various CSOs and INGOs, security sector reform, and annulled large parts of 

Burundi’s sovereign debt, while granting Burundi a privileged status within the UN Peacebuilding 

Commission (Boshoff et al., 2010, 77; Campbell et al., 2016; Curtis, 2013, 89; Desrosiers and Muringa, 

2012, 504; ICG, 2003, 11; Popplewell, 2017, 76). Unsurprisingly, perhaps, in this context the principle of 

democracy was increasingly pushed to the background. Western donors rather naively tolerated the many 

democratic shortcomings of the new regime, assuming it was part of peacebuilding (HRW, 2010, 320–324; 

Vandeginste, 2011). Substantive pressure to democratize, however, returned with full force in 2015, when 

donors strongly condemned the new elites’ attempt to breach the Constitution by allowing incumbent 

president Nkurunziza to run for a third term. To this end, as Figure 9.2 shows, they sharply reduced various 

forms of aid, including budget support (Dom and Roger, 2018, 40). These sanctions, however, were partly 

offset because of the rise of non-Western donors in Burundi (China, Russia, Turkey, Saudi Arabia) and the 

continued activities of multilateral donors (ICG, 2018; Jones and Donovan-Smith, 2015, 3).  

For Rwanda, conversely, incremental pressure to democratize remained the order of the day after 2005 

(Beswick, 2010, 246; Hayman, 2010, 349). Although episodes of Western coercion occurred between 2005–

2015, these had nothing to do with democratization, but everything with stability in the DRC (Marriage, 

2016, 51). What is more, even in these rare instances, Western pressure was never really biting. Either aid 

sanctions were counterbalanced by rising flows of other (new) Western donors, or compensated for by a 

quick resumption of aid by those donors applying pressure in the first place. Despite frictions over the DRC, 

in other words, Rwanda did not face many Western demands. With time, rather, the country turned into a 
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real “donor darling” (Marysse et al., 2007). Thereby, the split between “old” and “new” Western donors 

further declined (Grimm et al., 2010, 44; Hayman, 2009, 587), with old donors also abstaining from 

democracy promotion (Hayman, 2010, 346), and other (non-Western) donors increasingly finding their way 

to the country (Grimm et al., 2010; Hackenesch, 2018). The next section comparatively investigates state 

despotic power structures in Burundi and Rwanda. 

9.3. State Despotic Power Structures in Burundi and Rwanda  

9.3.1. Struggle for Survival versus Survival by Struggle. 1994–1999.  

As the middle layer of Figure 9.1 suggests, after the 1994 events repressive capacity in Burundi and Rwanda 

grew in size and scale. In Burundi, military expenditures between 1994 and 1999 increased from 14 to 30 

per cent of central government expenditures, while military forces soared from 13,000 to 45,500 soldiers. 

Similarly, in Rwanda, the RPA swelled from 30,000 to an 54,000-strong force, and military expenses 

consistently took up around half of all government expenditures (Reyntjens, 2009, 32; 2013, 92). In both 

countries, Tutsi state elites also further modernized and equipped the national army, took control of strategic 

positions within the state, and strengthened their grip on or the role of other repressive organizations, such 

as the national police or local defense forces, intelligence services, and in the case of Rwanda, abakada or 

RPF cadres (Burgess, 2014; Dorsey, 2000, 323; HRW, 1998; Jones, 2012; Prunier, 1997, 329; 2009, 46).  

Interestingly, while in this period Burundi and Rwanda both possessed significant repressive capacity, they 

nevertheless established different relations with (civil) society. Much of this had to do with the background 

of the state elite in each state. In Burundi, an old Tutsi state elite from Bururi province clung to power, and 

morphed into an army-state. After killing the democratically elected president, it almost lost all legitimacy 

in Burundi, except for many members of the Tutsi community.247 Alternatively, in Rwanda, an entirely new 

Tutsi elite from the RPF took office, actively seeking to entrench power and legitimacy. This new elite were 

battle-hardened Tutsi émigrés that grew up in refugee camps in Uganda, spoke English rather than French, 

and controlled between 15,000 and 25,000 rank and file (Tutsi) soldiers. In Rwanda, once in power, they 

almost constituted a foreign occupation force. 

Not surprisingly, then, after 1994 both regimes faced serious threats to their rule. Yet, success in dealing 

with them differed. To be sure, in both Rwanda and Burundi, the list of INGOs and CSOs working on peace 

and democracy was rather long. In both states, however, these actors did not have much impact. In Burundi, 

                                                      
247 The Tutsi community was not only led by existential fears due to the genocide in Rwanda, it was also almost no 
left other option but to rally behind the old regime given the sudden outbreak of violence and civil war (Prunier, 
1995). It also bears stressing that within the Tutsi community divisions existed between regime loyalists and pro-
Bagaza forces. 
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INGOs and CSOs were quite effectively played off against one another (Hara, 1999; Ould-Abdallah, 2000). 

In Rwanda, as Figure 9.1 suggests, CSO and INGO activities were strongly curtailed (Front Line, 2005, 34–

35; Longman, 2011, 29; Pottier, 2002, 157–159; Reyntjens, 2013, chap. 3). For both countries, indeed, the 

most significant threat came from armed rebel movements. For its part, the old Tutsi elite in Burundi faced 

the increasing presence of the National Council for the Defense of Democracy – Forces for the Defense of 

Democracy (CNDD-FDD) on national soil. The CNDD-FDD was a FRODEBU-cum-army breakaway 

committed to military struggle for regime change (Burihabwa, 2017, chap. 5). The new elite in Rwanda, by 

contrast, was challenged by clandestine cells of Hutu extremists operating in the countryside (Dorsey, 2000) 

and the old Hutu administration biding its time in Zaïre (Reyntjens, 2009). Crucially, where from 1995, the 

CNDD-FDD conducted successful military operations against the old regime in Burundi, at some points 

even laying claim on various parts of the country, in Rwanda by contrast the new regime was quite efficient 

in neutralizing almost each and every autonomous Hutu force in society. The new Rwandan elite, for 

instance, was quick to defeat the old Hutu regime in Zaïre. Likewise, it was able to kill or jail extremist 

(Hutu) forces operating in Rwanda (Prunier, 2009, 49).  

Clearly, where the old Tutsi elite in Burundi struggled for survival, the new elite in Rwanda survived by 

struggle. As the middle layer of Figure 9.1 also indicates, although the Burundi elite pursued similar 

outcomes, compared to Rwanda, it was never able to establish full victory and thus autonomy from society. 

Although in this period despotic power in both Rwanda and Burundi remained high, partly because the 

CNDD-FDD lost capacity as a result of the First Congo War, compared to Rwanda, despotic power in 

Burundi was much more precarious.    

9.3.2. Of Defeat and Victory. 1999–2005.  

Between 1999 and 2005, differences in despotic power between Rwanda and Burundi became most 

pronounced. As an act of last resort, the old Tutsi regime in Burundi stepped up the war effort against the 

CNDD-FDD, believing it could crush the movement. Figure 9.1 shows that between 1999 and 2002 the 

number of soldiers in Burundi increased once again, from 45,500 to 51,000 recruits. Likewise, military 

expenditures remained consistently above 20 per cent of all government expenditures. The CNDD-FDD, 

however, left the Second Congo War stronger than ever, and now turned the full focus of its attention on 

fighting the old Tutsi regime. The upshot were several months of warfare, where ultimately no party gained 

the upper hand. As a rebel force, however, the CNDD-FDD inflicted heavy losses on national troops, which 

not only demoralized the lower and higher levels of the Burundian military, but also led to the military’s 

(psychological) defeat (Burihabwa, 2017, 228–229). The military stalemate made clear that a military 

solution to the conflict was out of sight and that the only way to solve the conflict was through a negotiated 
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solution.248 Significantly, this defeat dissolved Burundi’s last and most important infrastructure of despotic 

power, i.e. military capacity.  

Military defeat in Burundi stood in stark contrast with military strength in Rwanda. Between 1999 and 2002, 

armed forces continued to swell, from 54,000 to 80,000, mainly due to the continued integration of rank and 

file Hutu within the army, while military expenses took up around 30 per cent of Rwanda’s budget (Burgess, 

2014, 94; Reyntjens, 2013, 92).249 In addition to an expanded army, intelligence services, LDFs and abakada 

also remained omnipresent (Sidiropoulos, 2002, 85). Interestingly, in sheer contrast to Burundi, despotic 

power in Rwanda was also further crystallized through infrastructures of control going beyond the capacity 

to repress society. For instance, the 1999–2003 marathon of elections gave rise to a real RPF party state.250 

Ingando camps, furthermore, sought to impose a new identity upon former génocidaires.251 Meanwhile, 

forced villagization (Imidugudu) and local courts (Gacaca) increased state control over society, while a 

series of “memory laws” effectively restricted social space (Sullo, 2018). Evidently, all these measures kept 

(civil) society autonomy at bay and produced a high degree of self-censorship within society. This clearly 

differed from Burundi, where in 2002 almost each and every despotic infrastructure, including the national 

army, was in shambles and the country was placed under increasing international tutelage.  

9.3.3. Reviving and Intensifying. 2005–2015.  

The difference in despotic power between Rwanda and Burundi was however short-lived. Where despotic 

power in Burundi after 2005 revived, it further intensified in Rwanda. Once in power, the new CNDD-FDD 

(Hutu) elite in Burundi quickly amassed repressive capacity. First, although Burundi’s new Security and 

Defense Forces were essentially a mix of old and new regime elements, in reality this type of power-sharing 

was subtly bypassed.252 For one, the CNDD-FDD elite increased its grip on high-level SDF command posts 

(Burihabwa, 2017, 364). Likewise, it cultivated a secret chain of command at lower levels of the SDF 

(Nindorera, 2008; Rufyikiri, 2017). In addition, the CNDD-FDD elite also took control of the national police 

and intelligence services, while developing a paramilitary organization of demobilized CNDD-FDD 

                                                      
248 Note, however, that this trend is not really captured in the despotic power section of Figure 9.1. Above, we have 
already clarified that military personnel does not present a uniform proxy of despotic power, and that for this 
particular period in Burundian history the rise of military forces indicates a substantial weakening of DP because it 
goes together with the fall of the Tutsi unity of command. The decline in DP is also not captured by V-DEM measures 
on civil society, because these indicators do not measure the strength of rebel forces. Although we experimented 
with dozens of indicators, we could not find a better measure of DP than the ones presented here. 
249 Although many of these forces (about 15,000 to 20,000) were deployed in the DRC, many also had an important 
domestic role. The extended integration process never affected the unity of command nor RPF hegemony over this 
force (Jowell, 2014, 279–280). The Rwandan defense budget was also partly covered by looting minerals in the DRC 
(Sidiropoulos, 2002). 
250 Infrastructure IV in Chapter 2. 
251 Infrastructures I and III. At this stage, however, the role of Ingando was still limited. 
252 To be sure, the national military still contained some disloyal old regime elements, which were however gradually 
purged from this organization. 
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soldiers, i.e. the Imbonerakure. Despotic state powers were furthermore revived through the creation of a 

system of spoils, pro-Hutu peasant policies, Hutu liberation ideology, and order and loyalty within the party 

(ICG, 2011; Nindorera, 2008; Rufyikiri, 2017; Vandeginste, 2015). Needless to say, perhaps, these measures 

gave the new elite substantive autonomy from society. Although CSOs grew significantly after 2005, they 

never provided a real check on the state (De Reu, 2005; ICG, 2006; Palmans, 2006; Popplewell, 2017). On 

the contrary, in the run-up to the 2015 national elections and afterwards, the new state elite curbed CSO 

autonomy in the country. It infiltrated CSO organizations, killed various CSO leaders, and also installed a 

series of laws seeking to control CSO and INGO activities. As Figure 9.1 demonstrates, where CSO actions 

in 2015 aimed to restrict state despotic power, the outcome was however more of it.  

Compared to Burundi, where despotism revived, after 2005 despotic power in Rwanda further intensified. 

Quite certainly, internalized fear by the Rwandan population as a result of RPF repressive capacity was an 

important driver in this process. Most likely, this fear decreased the need for overt repression and paved to 

way for more subtle or covert ways of control. The Rwandan Defense Forces (RDF), for instance, gradually 

transformed into a real people’s army (Kuehnel and Wilén, 2018). The RDF started to provide services to 

the Rwandan population and thereby turned into a symbol of national unity. Also the proliferation of a 

national development doctrine contributed to despotic power, as it made state agents, CSOs and citizens 

accountable to the state rather than the other way around (Chemouni, 2014; Mann and Berry, 2016, 134). 

Furthermore, besides the growth of the RPF party as an extended measure of state coercion (Purdeková, 

2011), control was also exercised through changing people’s mindset. School enrollment rates, for instance, 

increased over time and bolstered RPF ideology (Reyntjens, 2013, 94–96). Likewise, Ingando camps grew 

in size and scale (Purdeková, 2015, 22; 187–188). Even though these camps did not eradicate ethnic thinking 

whatsoever, they were quite effective in “silencing all forms of dissent” (Thomson, 2011, 332). In such a 

context, as Figure 9.1 illustrates, CSO autonomy remained very relative (Gready, 2011, 90; Reyntjens, 2013, 

81–82). Between 2005 and 2015, covert repression in Rwanda became more of a rule than an exception. In 

Burundi, interestingly, the new elite was never able to reach this level of despotic intensity. Rather than 

controlling (civil) society through socialization, in Burundi control was mainly safeguarded through the 

barrel of the gun. This is also why Figure 9.1 indicates a clear drop in civil society strength in Burundi after 

2012, while remaining moderate for Rwanda. Table 9.1 gives a brief overview of (differences in) donor 

pressure to democratize and state despotic power in Burundi and Rwanda. In the next section, we investigate 

what these complex dynamics implied for Burundi and Rwanda’s political regime paths.  
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9.4. The Outcomes: Democratization, De-Democratization and Hybrid Regime 
Stability 

9.4.1. Decoupling as Practice in Burundi and Rwanda. 1994–1999. 

As observed in Figure 9.1, between 1994 and 1999, Burundi and Rwanda had quite similar political regime 

trajectories. After the 1993–1994 events, rather than democratizing, both states rather developed hybrid 

regimes. This is also consistent with Path 1 of the political economy model of democracy diffusion. This 

path points out that the combination of Western pressure to democratize and strong despotic state capacity 

fosters the rise and stability of hybrid regimes, and that hybrid regimes are strategic answers to complex 

international demands made possible through state capacity. 

Burundi’s hybrid regime is perhaps best illustrated by looking at the 1994 Government Convention (GC) – 

a power-sharing agreement between the old regime and political parties, especially FRODEBU.253 Strictly 

speaking, the GC contained many democratic elements. For instance, the GC permitted the installation of a 

power-sharing government, with 55 per cent of all cabinet and civil service positions going to the Hutu, and 

45 per cent to the Tutsi. The GC also offered FRODEBU the presidency, while reconstituting the National 

Assembly according to the 1993 electoral results and paving the way for national dialogue and national 

elections. A second look, however, reveals important limits to power-sharing. First, the 55:45 power-sharing 

agreement was in itself a violation of the 1993 electoral results, where FRODEBU obtained a landslide. 

More significantly, the GC also included nothing on army reform, which remained a Tutsi prerogative. 

Third, the GC gave the National Security Council veto power, which made this unconstitutional and old 

regime-controlled institution the most powerful organ in the country (Burihabwa, 2017, 132; Lemarchand, 

2009, 161; Reyntjens, 2009, 37). Finally, the GC also required all presidential decisions to be countersigned 

by an old regime member, increasing the old regime’s control of this institution.  

Significantly, also in Rwanda, the new government was formed according to power-sharing principles 

(Prunier, 2009, 46). The president and most ministers were Hutu, and only a minor share of all cabinet 

positions went to the RPF (Prunier, 2009; Reyntjens, 2013, 22). Likewise, the inauguration of the new 

government marked the start of a transitional period which would ultimately culminate into national 

elections. Furthermore, the new government allowed the opening of a Transitional National Assembly and 

also officially committed to national dialogue. As in Burundi, however, also here power-sharing contained 

a great deal of window-dressing. Above, we have already seen how the RPF elite seized the most strategic 

positions within the new government. By taking hold of all MRNDD seats, the RPF elite furthermore 

                                                      
253 For reasons of space, we do not discuss the 1998 Internal Partnership Agreement. The logic of this second power-
sharing agreement in Burundi, however, is largely similar to that of the GC (ICG, 1998, 10; Wolpe, 2011, 41). 
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secured veto power in this organization. The RPF elite also put a Hutu figurehead at the helm, while real 

power belonged to vice president and Minister of Defense Paul Kagame. Finally, in Rwanda, the National 

Assembly was also rather powerless. In contrast to Burundi, this did not happen by killing or intimidating 

members of the (Hutu) opposition, but rather by ensuring an RPF majority in this organ (Reyntjens, 2013, 

21).  

As is clear, all these measures made power-sharing in Burundi and Rwanda a masquerade. All this was 

made possible by despotic power, which allowed state elites to impose political structures upon the political 

class.254 In the case of Burundi, this type of fake power-sharing allowed Western donors to briefly resume 

foreign aid, although this was only short-lived due to CNDD-FDD military successes. In Rwanda, by 

contrast, power-sharing principles were used as a means to muster funds in the West, although donors 

responded lukewarm to this claim given the presence of the old administration in Eastern Zaïre. Window-

dressing strategies in both cases went together with (and necessitated) recurrent violations of political 

liberties and civil rights and substantive interference in the workings of the judiciary, among others.255 

9.4.2. Electoral Democracy in Burundi, Hybrid Regime Stability in Rwanda. 1999–2005.  

Going back to Figure 9.1, we see that political regime trajectories in Rwanda and Burundi strongly diverged 

between 1999 and 2005. Where Burundi in 2005 became an electoral democracy and saw its hybrid regime 

collapse, Rwanda on the other hand developed a stable hybrid regime. Also this should be understood in 

light of the political economy model of democracy diffusion. 

                                                      
254 For a discussion of counterfactuals, we refer to the previous two chapters. 
255 Interestingly, between Rwanda and Burundi, quite some overlap existed as to how window-dressing was given 
substance. This suggests authoritarian learning, although there is no smoking gun evidence in support of this claim. 
Looking at the comparative sequence of events, however, it is reasonable to assume that the Tutsi regime in Burundi 
learned from the RPF on how to give form to authoritarian power-sharing. 

Table 9.1. Donor Pressure to Democratize and Despotic Power Dynamics in Rwanda and 
Burundi. 1994–2015. 

Period Donor Pressure to Democratize Despotic Power 

1994–1999 Maximum Pressure 

Partial Pressure 

High 

High 

1999–2005 Carrot and Stick 

Incremental Pressure 

Declining 

Strengthening 

2005–2015 Wait and See Approach 

Incremental Pressure 

Reviving 

Intensifying 

Notes. Rwanda dynamics are in italic. 
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Following Path 2 in the political economy model, there is credible empirical evidence that in Burundi the 

mix of donor pressure to democratize (carrots and sticks) and declining state despotic power made window-

dressing collapse, paving the way for further democratization. Of course, this did not happen overnight. For 

instance, although the 2000 Arusha Peace and Reconciliation Agreement was widely praised in donor 

circles, the purpose was again window-dressing (Bentley and Southall, 2005; ICG, 2000, chap. 2; Reyntjens, 

2005, 118; Wolpe, 2011, 78). Only with the (psychological) defeat of the national army by the CNDD-FDD 

in 2001, and the subsequent collapse of state despotic power, donor pressure to democratize produced 

significant results. On the one hand, donor pressure to democratize offered a way out of the military 

stalemate. It fostered high-level talks between belligerent parties, trust-building, and led to the signing of 

the Global Ceasefire Agreement. On the other hand, donor pressure to democratize also directed the way 

out of the military stalemate. In a relative short span of time, donor pressure made Burundi’s hybrid regime 

switch into a fundamentally more democratic type of political system. It is difficult to imagine this course 

of events if, say, the despotic capacity of the old regime would have remained intact. Between 2003 and 

2005, violence in Burundi indeed declined significantly, while respect for human rights improved, a new 

Constitution was approved by referendum, and free and fair elections were organized, leading to 

representative institutions at various levels of government and the arrival of a new and democratically 

elected CNDD-FDD leadership in office.  

Consistent with Path 1 of the political economy model of democracy diffusion, in Rwanda the interplay 

between incremental pressure to democratize and strong state despotic capacity nurtured hybrid regime 

stability. As seen, once coming into power, the new elite formally committed to the 1993 Arusha principles, 

which also implied organizing elections to formally end a period of transition. In theory, these elections had 

a clear democratic potential. In practice, however, they were meticulously rigged. This was made possible 

through the RPF elite’s extraordinary repressive capacity. The 1999 local elections, for instance,  took place 

under close military surveillance, in a context where parties were banned, with voters “aware of the role 

they were expected to play” (ICG, 2001, 17). Local elections gave rise (and legitimacy) to an RPF 

administration (ICG, 2001, 11; Reyntjens, 1999, 7; 2000, 9; Uvin, 2001, 180), which in turn allowed to 

manipulate elections at the district level (ICG, 2001; Reyntjens, 2013, 55; Sidiropoulos, 2002, 81). Hence, 

when in 2003, presidential elections took place, the electoral machine was organized in such a way the risk 

of RPF defeat was almost non-existent. Not surprisingly, Paul Kagame won the 2003 elections by a huge 

margin. All these flaws, however, did not refrain Western donors from coming out in support. They not only 

contributed significant funds to elections, they also largely endorsed the outcomes (Reyntjens, 2001; Uvin, 

2001, 180). As is clear, where in Burundi the carrot and stick approach of Western donors contributed to 

substantive democratization, in Rwanda incremental donor pressure helped to consolidate a hybrid regime 
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under the guise of democratization. The latter would never have been possible if despotic power structures 

in Rwanda were not highly efficient.  

9.4.3. Democratic Freefall in Burundi versus Hybrid Regime Stability in Rwanda, 2005–
2015. 

After 2005, Figure 9.1 again highlights some interesting political regime dynamics in Rwanda and Burundi 

that can only be explained via the political economy model of democracy diffusion. Where, despite the 2005 

milestone, democracy in Burundi was short-lived and substantial democratic backsliding occurred 

afterwards, Rwanda further consolidated its hybrid regime.  

Already in 2006, signs of democratic backsliding in Burundi emerged. Even though representative 

institutions existed, and power-sharing principles were respected, with a democratic playing field anchored 

in the new Constitution, the new elite rather quickly hollowed out these democratic institutions. Consistent 

with Path 3 of the political economy model, donor tolerance for violations of democratic principles and 

despotic power allowed the new elite to clamp down on various political parties and independent press 

agencies and politicians (ICG, 2006). Likewise, this context also contributed to human rights violations and 

severely weakened the autonomy of countervailing institutions (including the parliament, the Constitutional 

Court and the Auditor General). Empirical evidence also suggests that this trend only got worse over time. 

In 2010, for instance, political parties withdrew from the presidential race, after experiencing violations of 

political liberties and civil rights and the narrowing of political space (HRW, 2010).256 Similarly, in 2015, a 

real democratic crackdown occurred. Everything started when CNDD-FDD president Pierre Nkurunziza 

decided to run for a constitutionally questionable third term. When this bred anger and fury within the 

population, this was followed by repression and political violence against the political opposition and its 

supporters. To make possible a third term, the autonomy of countervailing institutions were also further 

restricted, among others.  

Compared to Burundi, however, Rwanda’s political regime after 2005 was much more stable. This is again 

consistent with Path 1 of the political economy model of democracy diffusion. For instance, although 

periodic elections in Rwanda took place, they never engendered domestic turmoil. Nor did they have any 

democratic value (Purdeková, 2015, 76). Rather, in each electoral contest that took place after 2003, the 

RPF booked an easy victory – oftentimes even obtaining “Stalinist” scores (Reyntjens, 2013, 62). Thereby, 

anyone speaking out against the RPF’s monopolization of power, or taking an autonomous course in politics, 

risked harsh repercussions. Civil rights and political liberties, in other words, were only conditionally 

                                                      
256 Allowing the CNDD-FDD elite to seize an easy victory (Vandeginste, 2011).  
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respected. Finally, also checks and balances in Rwanda faced severe shortcomings. Typical for a hybrid 

regime, although countervailing institutions existed in principle, they were never allowed to function in full 

autonomy (HRW, 2008, 45). They were rather manipulated to achieve political ends. All this happened in a 

context of persistent donor support. As is clear, where Burundi de-democratized after 2005, Rwanda further 

consolidated its hybrid regime. Whatever the case, in 2015, they were both hybrid regimes, and this resulted 

from the interplay between state despotic power and donor policies. The relationship between foreign aid, 

state capacity, and political regime dynamics is summarized in Table 9.2, as well as how these dynamics 

relate to the political economy model of democracy diffusion. 

9.5. Conclusion 

This chapter applied the political economy model of democracy diffusion to Burundi and Rwanda. Through 

a comparative historical study, the chapter demonstrated that the reason why Burundi and Rwanda’s political 

regime paths diverged so strongly after the 1993–1994 events resulted from differences in donor pressure 

to democratize and state despotic power in both countries. Where donors in Burundi exercised severe 

pressure to democratize, first through maximum pressure and then via carrots and sticks, this type of 

substantial pressure was by and large absent in Rwanda. Only in the immediate aftermath of genocide, 

donors in Rwanda spoke with one voice. They exercised pressure to democratize by making aid flows 

conditional upon a broadening of the political base, and thus for the new RPF elite to share power with the 

old regime. Yet, this type of pressure in Rwanda was very short-lived. Rather quickly, a split between old 

and new donors which quickly rendered pressure to democratize in Rwanda incremental. We also observed 

this type of incrementalism in Burundi after 2005, although in a slightly different vain, when a new CNDD-

FDD Hutu elite took over from the old Tutsi regime through free and fair elections. In contrast to Rwanda, 

however, which gradually turned into a donor darling and where incrementalism solidified, in Burundi 

incremental pressure to democratize after 2005 gave way to the gradual revival of substantial pressure to 

respect democratic principles from 2010 on. Especially after the 2015 elections, Western donors in Burundi 

reinvigorated hard demands to respect democratic principles. This happened after the incumbent elite 

breached constitutional term limits and violently clamped down on anyone against it.  
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Concurrent with differences in donor pressure to democratize, this chapter also found that Burundi and 

Rwanda differed substantively as regards state despotic power after 1993–1994. The chapter demonstrated 

that although both Burundi and Rwanda both possessed significant despotic powers after the 1993–1994 

events, mainly as a result of control over the guns, with time despotic power in Burundi and Rwanda 

diverged. In Rwanda, despotic power first strengthened through the defeat of extremist Hutu forces by 

military means. Afterwards, it intensified not only by keeping close control over national elections, but also 

via the internalization of fear, education, party cohesion, and covert repression. In Burundi, by contrast, this 

type of despotic power was never achieved. Rather than strengthening despotic power, the old Tutsi elite 

gradually lost it. From a situation of multiple sovereignty, it ultimately had to accept defeat and military 

stalemate with the CNDD-FDD. When this CNDD-FDD elite, in turn, was quick to revive despotic power 

structures after it took power in 2005, it never reached the intensity as observed in Rwanda. Instead of covert 

repression, Burundi much more relied on overt repressive capacity. Likewise, rather than establishing full 

control over repressive forces, Burundi established parallel structures within this apparatus. Although 

despotic power structures never penetrated society in Burundi as much as in Rwanda, this did not do away 

with the fact that as from 2005 in both countries despotic power remained on the march. It revived in 

Burundi, while it intensified in Rwanda.  

The chapter demonstrated that the outcomes of these complex dynamics between foreign aid and state 

capacity are divergent political regime paths in both countries. The outcome of donor pressure to 

democratize and despotic power in Burundi and Rwanda between 1993 and 1998 was never 

democratization, but rather authoritarian power-sharing and a hybrid regime. It was only with the defeat of 

the national army in Burundi, and the subsequent demise of despotic power, that donor pressure to 

democratize produced real results. It sparked a democratic transition in 2005 and a democratic milestone in 

Table 9.2. Donor Pressure to Democratize and Despotic Power Dynamics in Rwanda and 
Burundi, 1994–2015. The Outcomes. 

Period Donor Pressure to 

Democratize 

Despotic Power Political Regime 

Outcomes 

Path in the Political 

Economy Model 

1994–1999 Maximum Pressure 

Partial Pressure  

High 

High  

Rise of Hybrid Regime  

Rise of Hybrid Regime  

Path 1  

Path 1 

1999–2005 Carrot and Stick 

Incremental 

Declining 

Strengthening 

Democratization  

Hybrid Regime Stability 

Path 2 

Path 1 

2005–2015 Wait and See 

Incremental 

Reviving 

Intensifying 

De-Democratization  

Hybrid Regime Stability 

Path 3  

Path 1 

Notes. Rwanda dynamics are in italic.  
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Burundi’s history. In Rwanda, by contrast, democratization was never on the cards, because donor pressure 

to democratize only remained incremental and despotic power infrastructures were strong enough to respond 

to this pressure. When, in Burundi, donor pressure to democratize was ultimately (and quite naïvely) 

renounced, amid reviving despotic power structures, this proved to be disastrous for Burundi’s nascent 

democracy. The new CNDD-FDD elite exploited this power configuration to gradually hollow out 

democracy and to replace it with an increasingly closed hybrid regime instead.  
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10.1. Recapping the (Theoretical) Problem 

This PhD thesis examined the relationship between globalization, international relations, state capacity and 

hybrid regimes. Figure 10.1 summarizes the theoretical model that underlay this study, with the paths 

investigated in bold. The figure demonstrates competing sociological mechanisms on the complex 

environment-system relationship, which is also a central concern in social science theory more generally 

(Giddens, 1984; Parsons, 1951; Scott, 2003). According to world society theory, or the exposure model of 

international influence (path AB in Figure 10.1), hybrid regimes are temporary and transitional outcomes 

of ongoing normative isomorphism (DiMaggio and Powell, 1983). Globalization fosters the integration of 

countries in the international system, which in turn exposes these countries to highly legitimized (Western) 

scripts of political governance and creates legitimacy and status concerns. States adopt Western models in 

order to be regarded as legitimate actors of the world society. As such, world society theory predicts 

widespread institutional convergence between states as a result of globalization. Macro-social 

transformations, including democratization, are not outcomes of international power relations, nor domestic 

processes, but rather stem from cultural influences radiating from an increasingly dense and rapidly 

globalizing world society. Hybrid regimes, in this perspective, are only temporary regime categories. They 

result from capacity gaps in script-adopting states. In the theory’s logic, the diffusion of complex 

institutions, such as democracy, goes hand in hand with conflicts, inconsistencies and contradictions at the 

national level. Yet, once adopted, however partly, these institutions provide a basis for ongoing social action 

and ultimately lay the groundwork for further democratization. If decoupling exists, it is only provisional.  

World-systems theory, on the other hand, or the dependency model of democracy diffusion, has a radically 

different view on the relationship between globalization, the international environment, and hybrid regimes. 

The model is captured in path CD in Figure 10.1. Rather than seeing globalization and the international 

environment as an opportunity for political development, the theory perceives it as a constraint. World-

systems theory argues that globalization mainly serves the needs of core states (i.e. rich, industrially 

advanced, and economically powerful states) in the international system because it facilitates access to new 

markets, cheap labor, as well as primary commodities and information. All this is different for (semi-
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)peripheral states, for whom globalization implies the perpetuation of an unequal international division of 

labor, increased foreign control, exploitation, domination and dependency. In contrast to core states, 

globalization for (semi-)peripheral states is quite detrimental for political development. It propels 

dependency, which in turn drains resources from the periphery to the core. Dependency moreover hampers 

domestic economic development, inhibits class formation, and makes political elites in the periphery 

accountable to the core rather than to their own population. Where this interaction structure leads to social 

structures (like classes) that bode well for democracy in the core, it generates sociological realities (like a 

powerful and self-servient political elite and a weak society) that undercut democracy in the periphery. The 

upshot is global institutional divergence rather than convergence. Hybrid regimes, in this framework, should 

be seen as responses by peripheral elites on new complex structural demands by core states since the end of 

the Cold War. Hybrid regimes, thus put, are not really temporary, but rather stable and a corollary of the 

structural logic of a highly unequal world capitalist system dominated by core states.  

As seen, comparative political economy takes a middle position in-between the highly optimistic world 

society and strongly pessimistic world-systems theory. In short, comparative political economy accepts 

normative isomorphism and coercion as mutually compatible mechanisms of international influence, and 

argues that political development is contingent upon the structure of international relations, including the 

configuration of power and norms. Where the environment can stimulate democratization in one place or at 

one point in time, it can undermine it in others. This is so because rather than being static, the environment 

is presented as a relatively dynamic system, creating both opportunities and constraints for states. Not 

unnaturally, globalization affects the overall power-dependence logic of this environment. In short, it 

Figure 10.1. Recap of the Theoretical Framework of the PhD Thesis.  
Notes. The paths in bold are the ones examined in this thesis. 
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stimulates interaction between states (both between dependent states and between partner and client states) 

and renders visible multiple institutional models. Globalization, in other words, prompts partner 

diversification and exposure to non-Western scripts. It offers dependent states more leverage, 

maneuverability and agency and also changes the types of normative pressure. Hybrid regimes are a logical 

outcome of this process. Globalization offers states (renewed) international sources of power to decouple 

from the Western democratic script, allowing hybrid regimes to survive. The comparative political economy 

argument is captured in path EF in Figure 10.1. 

As Figure 10.1 sketches out, besides direct effects, the international environment also affects hybrid regimes 

indirectly, i.e. through state capacity. To be sure, while world society theory, world-systems theory, and 

comparative political economy all allow for these indirect effects to take place, they nevertheless disagree 

about the direction and magnitude of the effects. According to world society theory, peripheral states adopt 

modern state institutions (ministries, formal schooling, security structures, and so forth) because of exposure 

to Western examples. Peripheral states adopt these institutions to function effectively in international affairs 

and to gain legitimacy. Western state institutions are also believed to provide potential solutions to specific 

domestic challenges. As hypothesized, globalization and international integration strengthen state capacity, 

for the simple reason they speed up the dissemination of Western state models. This rationale is summarized 

in path AG in Figure 10.1.  

In world-systems theory, by contrast, globalization and international integration undermine state capacity. 

In short, globalization increases dependency, which in turn weakens domestic state structures and 

institutions. States in the periphery are weak, and remain so, because they are penetrated by foreign actors 

(especially transnational corporations, but also INGOs and IGOs) that have an interest in weak state 

capacity. The peripheral state, therefore, is merely a tool in function of foreign interests lacking autonomy 

and capacity. These foreign interests are also safeguarded by national power-holders, who are usually a 

blend of corrupt politicians and military strongmen controlling the state. National power-holders do not 

pursue national development, or the development of strong state institutions, but rather aim to maintain the 

status quo, curb society, and seek survival in office. National power-holders do so by aligning with the 

military and powerful foreign patrons. This argument is summarized in path CH of Figure 10.1.  

Comparative political economy, finally, again takes a middle-ground position. Rather than seeing states as 

determined by the exogenous forces of globalization, exposure and dependency, comparative political 

economy posits that the state is above all a relatively autonomous actor that develops dynamic relationships 

with domestic and international forces. This implies, first, that the state emanates from complex path-

dependent historical processes rather than environmental factors, although environmental factors play a role. 
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Second, this means that the state should be considered as an independent force in the development process, 

holding the power to mitigate foreign influences. The extent it can do so, however, depends on its very 

capacity, which is a function of despotic and infrastructural power.  

The final part of the theoretical model concerns the effects of state capacity on hybrid regimes. As stated by 

world society theory, state capacity and democratization are two sides of the same coin. Both are determined 

by global cultural forces that originate from the West and therefore need time to take root. Weak states and 

hybrid regimes are therefore only temporary and should come closer Western examples as globalization 

proceeds (path AGJ in Figure 10.1). For world-systems theory, on the other hand, states lack both autonomy 

and capacity due to the exploitative logic of the Western capitalist system. Under this hypothesis, hybrid 

regimes are merely an outcome of the interests and demands of the dominant (neoliberal) coalition – a more 

subtle form of authoritarianism (path CHJ in Figure 10.1). Finally, only in comparative political economy, 

questions of state power, and the very structures of state organizations, take center stage. In this model, the 

state is a potentially powerful agent, with a Janus-faced position in between domestic and international 

forces, driven by particularistic interests and guided by specific sources of power. The state can take 

initiatives, forge particular alliances, and steer (political) development, and therefore become a tool for 

decoupling. This is especially so for states less vulnerable to domestic and international pressures and thus 

for those states with the capacity to act effectively (i.e. states with strong despotic infrastructures). Hybrid 

regimes, in this framework, mainly grow out of the purposeful acts of powerful state elites that use the state 

as a resource in order to pursue political ends.  

10.2. The Political Economy Theory of Hybrid Regimes 

This PhD thesis intended to explain the rise and stability of hybrid regimes, i.e. political systems that mix 

democratic institutions with authoritarian practices so as to subvert the very quality of democratic 

institutions. Based on the findings of the large-N and small-N studies, investigating paths EF and EIJ in 

Figure 10.1, we can now proceed to an overall political economy theory of hybrid regimes. The theory goes 

from the macro- to the micro-level of analysis, each level successively adding parts to the overall 

explanation of hybrid regimes. The political economy theory of hybrid regimes seeks to provide a general 

answer to the two sub-research questions as outlined in the introduction. First, how does the international 

environment explain the rise and stability of hybrid regimes? And second, what is the role of state capacity 

in this process? We address each question in turn and, in doing so, unravel the political economy theory of 

hybrid regimes. Doing so, we answer the more general research question in an integrated way. 
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10.2.1. The International Environment and Hybrid Regimes: Coercion and Norms    

How does the international environment explain the rise and stability of hybrid regimes? Crucially, the 

political economy theory of hybrid regimes emphasizes the broad international context in which hybrid 

regimes became common. Hybrid regimes became an inherent part of the post-Cold War order and resulted 

from complex dynamics within the competitive and coercive logic of the international states system during 

the third wave of democratization. To be sure, the competitive and coercive logic of the international states 

system fundamentally depends on the systemic distribution of state capabilities as well as sudden changes 

within this power distribution. In the presence of a democratic hegemon – which the US and by extension 

the West increasingly became after the seventies – exercising influence, and thus a unipolar distribution of 

power, it is highly likely that the institutional design that disseminates across the world closely corresponds 

with the institutions of the hegemon. This is not only so because the hegemon will perceive its institutions 

as functionally and morally superior, but also because institutional compatibility will increase its chances 

of control, and influence by would-be hegemons is limited. The upshot of such a unipolar context is 

democratization, or the rise of hybrid regimes, in various parts of the world and amongst dependent or less 

powerful members of the international states system. This type of change happens in a gradual fashion when 

international power shifts toward a unipolar system evolve at a slow pace, but accelerates at times of prompt 

hegemonic shifts, such as for instance with the sudden demise of the Soviet Union. The empirical analysis 

in Chapter 5 demonstrated that embeddedness in political power-dependence networks with mainly 

democratic partners exercises a positive effect on the risk of democratic transition, and that this was 

especially so during the third part of (1979–1989) and at the very end of the Cold War when the system 

(gradually) turned unipolar. Although we also reported an overall negative effect of embeddedness in 

power-dependence networks with mostly authoritarian partners on democratization, this effect remained 

quite low and limited to the military sphere only.  

In the presence of two or more hegemons or would-be hegemons, the competitive and coercive logic of 

international affairs changes profoundly. Not unnaturally, such a bi- or multipolar power configuration will 

almost always produce more complex power-dependence networks. Such a situation existed during the first 

(1945–1956) and especially second (1957–1979) parts of the Cold War, when Western interests collided 

with those of the Soviet Union. Yet, such a global context rather quickly re-emerged after the Cold War due 

to globalization and the rapid rise of the People’s Republic of China and other authoritarian states in 

international trade and beyond (Cohen, 2015, chap. 4). Theoretically speaking, both bipolar and multipolar 

global power contexts offer dependent states power to decouple from Western models, including 

democracy. On the one hand, hegemons, or would-be hegemons, compete for influence. On the other hand, 

this competitive and coercive logic allows dependent states to choose partners, to expand leverage, increase 
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maneuverability, and to level up agency. In bipolar and especially multipolar contexts, dependent states 

have room to align either with one core power, to hedge with multiple powers, or to switch alliances in case 

partnerships do not pay off or become too demanding. A multipolar power configuration is not only more 

dynamic than a unipolar (or bipolar) set-up, it is also more likely to stimulate multiple cultural exposures, 

spheres of influence, and distinct normative frames of reference out of which dependent states can choose 

in order to uphold legitimacy and respond to vital state interests.  

The outcome of all this for worldwide democratization is negative. A multipolar context stimulates the rise 

of new partnerships and increases counter-leverage of dependent states. Likewise, it bolsters the visibility 

and legitimacy of non-Western development models, in this case market authoritarianism. Finally, 

multipolarity creates new international challenges, undermining the salience of democracy as a principle of 

foreign policy. Hybrid regime stability is a quite normal outcome of such a multipolar context. The empirical 

analysis in Chapter 5 demonstrated that although the democratic model remains the single predominant 

legitimate script of governance in the political sphere, the effect of connectedness to democratic partners in 

this dependence network on democratization declined significantly after the Cold War. Concurrently, the 

analysis also showed that trade dependence on the People’s Republic of China after the Cold War exercised 

a negative effect on the risk of liberalization and democratic transition, and thus that states becoming trade 

dependent on China in this period were more likely to develop stable nondemocratic regimes.    

In all, the political economy theory of hybrid regimes suggests that power and norms are much more 

blended, and considerably less equivocal mechanisms of international influence than commonly assumed 

in two of the most widely applied and cited theories in macro-sociological research, i.e. world society and 

world-system analysis. Where under some international circumstances (i.e. unipolarity) power and norms 

can engender institutional isomorphism and convergence, in other circumstances (e.g. bi- and multipolarity) 

they may well fuel divergence (Beckert, 2010). In other words, power and norms are conditional rather than 

determinative mechanisms of international influence and democracy diffusion. The way these mechanisms 

operate depends on the distribution of state capabilities in the international states system, and the 

competitive and coercive logic this generates. These are essentially processes of the longue durée. 

10.2.2. Explaining Hybrid Regimes: The Key Role of State Power 

The second research question alludes to the role of state capacity in explaining hybrid regimes. How is the 

impact of the international environment on the rise and stability of hybrid regimes mediated by the state? 

Quite explicitly, the political economy theory of hybrid regimes gives a central role to state power in 

explaining hybrid regimes, and points out that the role of state power cannot be divorced from international 
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power processes more generally. As a rule, the rise and stability of hybrid regimes fundamentally rested 

upon the structures of state organizations as well as the relationships of these state organizations with social 

forces and foreign powers. There is little doubt that during periods of great upheaval in the competitive and 

coercive logic of the international states system, the relationship between dependent state organizations and 

foreign powers turns quite complex, to say the least. As we demonstrated in the introductory lines of the 

narratives for Rwanda and Burundi, strong Western pressure to democratize and democratization that 

resulted from the sudden switch from a bipolar to a unipolar international system literally created a 

revolutionary context in both states. This stood in marked contrast to the relative stability observed in both 

countries during the Cold War, when Western powers were supporting dictatorship. In Burundi, 

democratization led to an unwanted and unexpected political power shift to the Hutu, followed by the killing 

of this new Hutu leadership by the old Tutsi state elite, the outbreak of a decade-long civil war with many 

Hutu, but also Tutsi, disengaging from and fighting the state, and the gradual yet intricate collapse of the 

Burundian state organization. In Rwanda, by contrast, democratization as a result of Western pressure to 

democratize went together with an invasion of the RPF and the outbreak of civil war, the gradual 

fragmentation, factionalization, and ultimately radicalization of key elements within the old regime, 

genocide, and the swift demise of the old state organization.    

Interestingly, albeit at different speeds, the outcome of these revolutionary events in both countries were 

strengthened states, i.e. states with strong despotic infrastructures, and different international contexts. In 

the case of Rwanda, we showed that once the RPF came to power, after defeating the old regime in 1994, it 

quickly installed despotic infrastructures of control over Rwandan territory. In short, the RPF elite made use 

of its extraordinary military force and control over strategic state positions to quickly dominate Rwandan 

society. With time, i.e. after all centrifugal forces were defeated, despotic state power in Rwanda also turned 

more covert, targeting Rwandan society as a whole, and fundamentally weakening society’s autonomous 

capacity. Concurrent to this process, relations with Western donors also shifted. Initially, in 1994–1995, 

Western donors were quite united in exercising pressure to share power in Rwanda. Quite quickly, however, 

unity declined and a split occurred between critical old and supportive new donors. Most probably, this split 

was also instigated by the new RPF elite itself, which was English rather than French speaking and actively 

looking for new partners. Whatever the case, with the help of new partners, Rwanda gradually became a 

“donor darling,” enjoying double standards with regards to democracy. 

Burundi, by contrast, developed different ties with society and Western donors. To be sure, in Burundi, the 

old regime was able to cling to power for quite some time after killing many members of the new Hutu elite 

in 1993. This old regime, however, was never able to defeat Hutu rebels in the civil war that followed. On 

the contrary, over time Hutu rebels grew in strength, with the CNDD-FDD becoming the most lethal force. 
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As we demonstrated, this type of disengagement from the state strongly undermined, and eventually turned 

down, the old state organization. In 2005, after multiparty elections, the civil war in Burundi came to an 

official end. Interestingly, as in Rwanda, once a new revolutionary elite came to power, it quickly revived 

despotic state infrastructures across the national territory. Even though the new CNDD-FDD elite never 

reached the type of covert control as observed in Rwanda, chances are real it will do so in the future. In part, 

however, this depends upon how relations with Western powers will develop. Indeed, compared to Rwanda, 

in Burundi Western powers were much less tolerant about non-democratic behavior. As seen, Western 

donors exercised enormous pressure to democratize between 1996 and 2005. Likewise, Western donors 

reinstated pressure in 2015 when the non-democratic intentions of the new CNDD-FDD regime became 

increasingly clear. As is clear, however, in both Rwanda and Burundi, the longer-term outcomes of the 

series of domestic political events that followed from the end of the Cold War and shifts in international 

power structures were stronger states, especially in Rwanda, and increasingly so in Burundi, and altered 

expectations from Western donors. 

Hybrid regimes, then, should be understood as the outcome of the complex interplay between Western 

powers, the state, and society, with the state taking up a prominent position. More fundamentally, hybrid 

regimes are best seen as the product of Western pressure to democratize in contexts of strong or reviving 

state despotic power structures. For one, such a context forces state elites to act strategically, reflexively, 

and purposefully. This is so because of the need to safeguard vital interests, ranging from survival in office, 

to access to international resources, and stability and control. For another, this context also allows state 

elites to effectively use the state as a structure to pursue political ends. Strong states provide state elites with 

the means to decouple from the democratic scripts.  

The comparative-historical analysis of Burundi and Rwanda demonstrated clear intentional acts of powerful 

state elites using despotic infrastructures to mitigate Western demands. One state elite strategy, which we 

identified as laying the basis for hybrid regimes, was window-dressing, i.e. adopting the form but not the 

substance of democracy. The CHA highlighted, for instance, how state elites in Burundi and Rwanda used 

despotic infrastructures to set up unfree and unfair elections in response to Western democracy pressure.257 

Another purposeful window-dressing strategy resulting from despotic power involved the establishment of 

fake power-sharing governments, i.e. governments incorporating multiple political factions, yet with most 

power residing with the state elite. This happened by ensuring elite control over the most powerful positions, 

                                                      
257 This was done, in various levels and degrees, by creating a bogus opposition, controlling the electoral commission, 
intimidating and bribing voters, killing or jailing key opposition figures, voting laws about what can be said and what 
can be done, favoring certain ballot systems (such as queuing) above others, and/or deciding when (such as in what 
sequence) and where voting could take place. For all this, however, despotic power is key.  
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counterbalancing less powerful functions by either the appointment of weak figures or by deploying “twins,” 

i.e. elite agents shadowing ministerial activities. Window-dressing furthermore occurred through state elite 

manipulation of countervailing institutions, such as the Constitutional Court and the High Court, or by 

fabricating citizen participation. The analysis demonstrated the hidden promise of window-dressing as 

political strategy. When done well, and conjoined by stability, window-dressing provides the means to 

rhyme the interests of the state elite with the demands of Western donors. All this, of course, requires 

significant state capacity. Without a strong state, there is no hybrid regime stability. 

Another elite strategy in reaction to Western pressure, besides window-dressing, includes resistance. 

Comparative history of Rwanda and Burundi indicated several periods of resistance by the incumbent elite 

against Western demands. Right after the 1994 genocide, for instance, the new Rwandan elite clarified it 

opposed power-sharing with members of the old regime, although this was clearly requested by Western 

powers (especially France). Similarly, in 2015 the CNDD-FDD elite strongly acted against Western pressure 

to respect term limits. Many years before, the old UPRONA elite also resisted the outcomes of the 1993 

elections, throwing the country into a decade-long civil war instead.  

As is clear, apart from window-dressing, also resistance can clear the path for hybrid regimes, as it indicates 

to foreign powers the limits of democratization. By resisting foreign demands for democracy, or certain of 

its outcomes, powerful state elites seek to clearly draw a line. Resistance typically arises when foreign 

demands cannot be answered by window-dressing tactics. Taking up old MRND regime elements within 

the government, for instance, would have further complicated the RPF elite’s quest for hegemony in 

Rwanda. In a similar vein, respect for terms limits in 2015 might have put CNDD-FDD regime survival at 

risk, probably much more than not respecting them. Importantly, also resistance bears the chance that 

Western powers shift policies. In Rwanda, again, resistance forced Western donors to somehow dash 

demands for the “broadening of the political base” (Prunier, 1997, 336). Likewise, in Burundi, resistance 

made some donors, especially France, quite quickly refrain from pressure after the 2015 attacks on 

democracy (RFI, 2019). Window-dressing and resistance, in other words, should be seen as two sides of the 

same coin. Compared to resistance, however, window-dressing provides a much more subtle, and therefore 

more efficient, way to mitigate outside demands. Again, both tactics are only possible with a strong state. 

This bring us to the final part of political economy theory of hybrid regimes: if despotic power is mediocre 

or weak(ening), the capacity to resist or mitigate Western pressure to democratize becomes much more 

complex. On another level, when despotic power falls apart, resistance or mitigation even becomes 

impossible. Hybrid regimes are never a durable or likely outcome of such a context, as they are essentially 

built upon strong states. For example, although between 1990 and 1994 the old Habyarimana regime was 
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doing the utmost to impose political structures upon the political class and to set up a hybrid regime in 

reaction to Western pressure, all this never materialized because despotic power structures gradually fell 

apart due to the war and disengagement. The outcome was neither democracy, nor authoritarianism, but the 

radicalization of the Rwandan state, genocide, and the demise of the old administration. Similarly, when 

between 2001 and 2005 despotic power structures in Burundi fell apart due to CNDD-FDD military actions, 

Western pressure to democratize made a real difference. In this case, the outcome was neither 

authoritarianism, nor a hybrid regime, but a democratic “moment” and the arrival of a new revolutionary 

elite in office. Indeed, only with the restoration of despotic power in Burundi and Rwanda, and (incremental) 

Western pressure to democratize, hybrid regimes emerged. From the above, it also follows that Western 

pressure to democratize is another key ingredient for hybrid regimes. Hybrid regimes are built upon strong 

states and rooted in external demands for democracy.  

10.2.3. A Case for Structured Agency  

In a very general way, the main findings of the PhD thesis can be read as a case for structured agency. This 

is also what lies at the heart of the political economy theory of hybrid regimes. Not only outside forces, nor 

solely societal or statist actions, but rather the complex interplay between these mutually interdependent 

strands of action makes a difference and eventually explains the rise and stability of hybrid regimes. As this 

PhD thesis sought to show, these types of actions are relatively dynamic, and what they imply for political 

regime paths ultimately depend upon complex balances of power resulting from the control over resources 

and the ability of international, statist, and domestic forces to act effectively.  

In all this, however, the role of state capacity is crucial. The analysis demonstrated that the state is a unique 

and historical social organization with autonomous sources of power. It straddles between domestic 

conditions and international environments in which it overall takes up an independent position. Because of 

the general weakness of many societal actors in dependent states in the Global South, the state as well as its 

relations with outside powers is often the macro-structure to take into account in order to understand political 

regime dynamics.  

Overall, states possess two specific sources of power to decouple from the Western democratic script. One 

includes the international environment. Depending on the competitive and coercive logic of this 

environment, states can exploit international opportunities or face international constraints. Another source 

of power involves state capacity. Depending on the very strength of despotic infrastructures, and the strength 

of these infrastructures relative to the strength and autonomy of (civil) society, state elites can rule as they 

see fit and mitigate, steer, foil, or soften pressures from below and abroad. Of course, despotic state powers 
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are quite variable and therefore require careful scrutiny. Yet, in order to understand hybrid regimes, and 

political regime dynamics more generally, the PhD thesis demonstrated it is not sufficient to purely look at 

the objective conditions under which these processes take place. Specific attention should also go to power 

relations and conflicts between variously situated groups and nations and the types of policies, pressures, 

and activities or structured agency that goes along. In all, the PhD thesis pointed out that the occurrence of 

hybrid regimes and their subsequent stability depended fundamentally upon complex shifts within the 

international power system and the structures of state organizations as well as the relationships of these state 

organizations with social forces and foreign powers. They are basically the result of the revival of strong 

states in a competitive and coercive international context full of new opportunities.  

10.3. Policy Recommendations 

From the outset, it bears stressing that the main purpose of the PhD thesis involved the testing and 

development of macro-sociological theory rather than providing policy advice. A focus on macro-

sociological theory, however, does not mean to suggest that no important policy suggestions can be derived 

from the results of this study. On the contrary, it should rather allow to spell out several well-founded policy 

recommendations. 

Quite logically, a discussion of policy suggestions immediately begs the question: policy suggestions for 

whom? And policy suggestions for what? As this PhD thesis ultimately discussed the policies, actions, and 

strategies of multiple actors, as well as their complex interactions, in order to explain the rise and stability 

of hybrid regimes, strictly speaking policy suggestions can be formulated for a wide variety of players (i.e. 

civil society actors, dependent state elites, Western policy makers) and for a variable set of purposes.  

To be sure, our policy recommendations are addressed to Western policy makers, and EU foreign policy 

officials in particular. The reason for focusing on Western policy makers, and not others, is threefold. On 

the one hand, these actors possess significant powers, both potential and real, and use these powers to realize 

policy objectives abroad. On the other hand, and related, Western policy makers are also important players 

in dependent or less powerful states, holding the ability to significantly influence domestic processes in 

those places. As a rule, moreover, Western powers are also guided by quite transparent foreign policy 

principles and strategies, allowing us to present several “targeted” recommendations by linking these overall 

principles with some of the major findings of this PhD thesis.  

Our recommendations engage with the EU strategy document “A Global Strategy for the European Union’s 

Foreign and Security Policy” published in 2016 (European External Action Service, 2016). Significantly, 
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this strategy document not only contains the major principles and priorities of EU foreign policy since 2016, 

the document also remains widely relevant today, both in terms of concrete application as well as continuing 

policy debate (European External Action Service, 2019). The strategy document therefore provides an ideal 

point of departure for targeted recommendations and a potential stepping stone for policy impact.  

As is clear from the strategy document, at present, democracy promotion is not very high on the EU’s foreign 

policy agenda. As we see it, for the EU, ensuring the security and defense of its citizens constitutes a number 

one priority, followed by a rules-based international order and a “joined-up” EU, i.e. greater foreign policy 

coherence amongst EU Member States. This, however, does not imply that the promotion of democracy is 

entirely off the agenda either. First, democratic conditionalities remain real for those states willing to join 

the EU.258 Similarly, EU democracy promotion also continues in the Indo Pacific and East Asia (European 

External Action Service, 2016, 38). Interestingly, various EU strategies that follow from the strategic 

document, such as “principled pragmatism” and “building state and societal resilience,” also seek to promote 

democracy indirectly, i.e. as a means to encourage international security and other vital EU interests. The 

remainder of this section engages with these two EU strategy concepts. It does so in light of the findings of 

the PhD thesis. Although, by doing so, other more direct EU democracy promotion strategies are perhaps 

overlooked, nothing suggests that our discussion does not hold for these strategies as well. 

10.3.1. “Principled Pragmatism” in an Age of Multipolarity 

“Principled pragmatism” is defined here as a form of foreign policy behavior by a political actor that 

emphasizes material interest on the basis of specific needs, without however sidestepping the fundamental 

values driving this actor.259 In the case of the EU, fundamental values include respect for human rights, 

democracy and the rule of law – as observed in various EU treaties. Material interests, by contrast, are much 

less idealistic, and typically refer to the EU’s need for aggregate income, (inter)national security and 

stability, political power and economic growth (Krasner, 2009).  

To begin with, our first policy recommendation targets the nature of “pragmatism” in EU foreign policy. To 

the extent “pragmatism” also indicates respect for local context, the results of this PhD thesis can only 

endorse such a foreign policy stance. Indeed, as the comparative-historical analysis for Rwanda and Burundi 

demonstrated, the sudden and over-hasty turn of Western (EU) donors after the Cold War to democracy 

promotion in these states did not bring about democracy, on the contrary. In Rwanda, Western pressure to 

                                                      
258 Including Turkey, Serbia, Kosovo and Bosnia and Herzegovina. 
259 Surprisingly, although the EU Global Strategy states that “principled pragmatism will guide the EU’s external action 
in the years ahead,” it never specifies what is exactly meant with the concept (European External Action Service, 
2016, 8).  
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democratize contributed to the radicalization and ultimate collapse of the Rwandan state and genocide. In 

Burundi, Western pressure had a share in the outbreak of a decade-long civil war and the eventual demise 

of the old state administration. What these examples suggest, quite frankly, is that a dogmatic insistence on 

principles and norms, often as a result of national interests, without taking into account local context and 

national reality bears the risk of quickly spiraling out of control – with everyone losing in the end. Although 

there is little dispute Western policy makers somehow learned from these failed cases of democracy 

promotion, it is not exactly sure what and how. In some countries, indeed, one still observes similar types 

of policies. In the DRC, for instance, Western policy makers exercised a great amount of pressure between 

2015 and 2018 to have competitive multiparty elections (Berwouts and Reyntjens, 2019). Similarly, in 2015, 

Western donors also firmly opposed Pierre Nkurunziza’s third term bid in Burundi, requesting respect for 

democratic principles instead through aid sanctions. In both cases, Western donors were playing with fire. 

Yet, quite paradoxically, the fact that these policies did not erupt into large-scale violence also resulted from 

Western pragmatism. In the DRC, Western actors ultimately accepted the 2018 outcome of the ballot, 

however flawed. In Burundi, everything became more complicated, although the West – France in particular 

– is now slowly re-engaging with Burundi after applying sanctions to oppose Nkurunziza’s third term. This 

leads to our first recommendation, which, importantly, should be seen in light of others. 

Recommendation I. Avoid a dogmatic insistence on principles and norms, often as a result of interests of 

EU Member States, in favor of a more pragmatic norm-driven and locally sensitive approach. This implies 

a compromise between (supra-) national principles, interests, and local reality in function of social stability 

in the dependent state. 

Of course, the recommendation above bears the risk that Western policies become so sensitive to local 

context that both principles and pragmatism are reduced to material interests alone. This, however, should 

not be the case. One thing that should be avoided when exercising principled pragmatism are “double 

standards” or “organized hypocrisy” (Krasner, 1999). Both concepts indicate policy behavior that comprises 

norms in function of (supra-) national interests. The difference with the above is that, in the former case, 

principles are upheld but applied with attention to local context, whereas in the latter principles are turned 

down and applied out of convenience. Saudi Arabia provides a textbook example of organized hypocrisy. 

Due to its oil reserves, among others, Saudi Arabia receives advanced weaponry and other types of 

unconditional support from the West, while committing human rights violations on a large scale, both within 

and beyond its borders. The hypocrisy is situated in the fact that many other states in the world would not 

get away with this type of (autocratic) behavior, for various reasons. As our analysis showed, double 

standards also apply to Rwanda, albeit to a lesser degree. Needless to say, double standards undermine the 

credibility of Western policies. They are observed by other states and indicate that the West promotes certain 
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norms in one place while trampling them in others. For the EU, it follows that principled pragmatism should 

be accompanied by clear red lines in order to avoid double standards. That is, if a country violates certain 

key principles, such as respect for human rights, it should not be left untouched and face consequences (bans 

on arms exports, aid sanctions), irrespective of strategic calculations. Although this might collide with the 

EU’s material interests in the short term, there is a clear win in the long term in terms of international 

credibility. Quite logically, this also implies the EU should act as a Union. Instances where the EU pursues 

a specific policy in one state, and some EU Member States follow other, quite opposed ones, in that same 

state, can also be considered as double standards.    

Recommendation II. In order to make principled pragmatism work, the EU should avoid double standards. 

Instead, the EU should rely on clear red lines and apply them consistently across the international system. 

This also implies policy cohesion amongst EU Member States. Losses in terms of immediate material 

interest are thereby compensated by gains in international credibility.  

Finally, the findings of the PhD thesis point out that principled pragmatism is in some way challenged by 

multipolarity. Chapter 5, for instance, found empirical evidence that Western norms are less likely to travel 

across the globe after the Cold War due to the growing popularity of China’s market authoritarian model. 

Likewise, the PhD thesis also demonstrated that the diffusion of Western norms is undermined by external 

balancing, i.e. by countries strengthening alliances with other non-Western states to reduce Western 

influence. Chapter 7, furthermore, demonstrated external balancing in the case of Burundi. Seeking to avoid 

Western pressure to respect term limits in 2015, Burundi strengthened ties with non-Western autocracies, 

including China, Turkey, Saudi Arabia and Russia. All this provides clear challenges for principled 

pragmatism, especially when the EU exercises pressure and clear red lines are crossed. In short, 

multipolarity allows dependent states to switch partners in case existing partnerships do not pay off. It 

creates new opportunities that maximize sovereignty and benefits regime survival. Hence, there exists a fair 

chance that in the future dependent states will exploit this type of leverage and blackmail traditional Western 

partners, including the EU, to drop normative demands. Although, by emphasizing respect for local context 

and clear red lines, recommendations I and II already sought to limit balancing incentives indirectly, this 

dependent state strategy remains however part and parcel of a multipolar world. Dependent states will not 

refrain from balancing if it is in their interest to do so. Rather than feeling blackmailed, or by granting policy 

concessions, in our view the best way to deal with balancing is by merely upholding principled pragmatism. 

Crucially, it is not because new partners emerge, such as China or Russia, they are necessarily reliable or 

valuable alternatives to the West. In the case of Burundi, for instance, we found that support from non-

Western donors could not compensate for the loss in Western resources. New opportunities as a result of 
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multipolarity do not mean Western resources suddenly become superfluous. This leads to our third 

recommendation. 

Recommendation III. Although respect for local context and clear red lines reduce balancing incentives of 

dependent states in an age of multipolarity, they cannot fully eliminate this risk. Balancing challenges 

principled pragmatism because it seeks to blackmail EU policy makers to drop normative demands. The 

EU, however, should not respond with policy concessions. Rather, the EU should apply policies consistently 

because it is not sure whether external balancing offers a credible and reliable alternative to the EU. 

Besides principled pragmatism, another core foreign EU policy strategy entails investing “in the resilience 

of states and societies to the east stretching into Central Asia, and south down to Central Africa” (European 

External Action Service, 2016, 23). As apart from interstate relations, the PhD thesis also investigated 

complex state-society interactions. Also for this policy strategy, important recommendations can be made.  

10.3.2. The Intricate Balance between Building “State and Societal Resilience” 

Quite undeniably, there exists an intricate balance between building state and societal resilience. As the 

PhD thesis illustrated, state resilience sometimes goes at the expense of societal resilience, and vice versa. 

The PhD thesis therefore distinguished between two types of state power, i.e. state despotic and state 

infrastructural power (Mann, 1984, 2008, 2014). As seen, state despotic power refers to the autonomy of 

the state elite vis-à-vis civil society, whereas state infrastructural power indicates the degree of penetration 

of civil society by the state. The PhD thesis also differentiated between two types of popular responses to 

state action, i.e. incorporation and disengagement (Azarya, 1988). Incorporation implies the state operates 

as a magnet and large segments of the population associate and engage with the state. Disengagement, on 

the other hand, indicates that society deems state actions undesirable and hence withdraws from the state.   

From the above, it follows that states can be strong and weak in various ways. As already mentioned in 

Chapter 2, states can be weak on DP and IP, strong on DP but weak on IP or vice versa, or strong on DP 

and IP. Table 10.1 shows this leads to different types of states, namely failing states, precarious states, 

cooperative states and repressive states. There is little doubt that each type of state requires different EU 

policies with regards to building state resilience, as they have different capacities as well as operating logics. 

Any one-size-fits-all policy should therefore be avoided. Likewise, EU policy makers should be aware of 

what type of state they face. This leads to our fourth recommendation: 
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Recommendation IV. EU policy makers should not rely on a one-size-fits-all policy to building state 

resilience. On the contrary, they should recognize the existence of different types of states (i.e. failing states, 

precarious states, cooperative states and repressive states) and adjust their policies accordingly. 

As the PhD thesis mainly dealt with precarious and repressive states, the remainder of this section focuses 

on policy recommendations for these types of states. Of course, the discussion that follows also indirectly 

bears relevance for other types of states. As a rule, EU policy makers should avoid strengthening the 

capacities of despotic power states, i.e. the capacities of those states where the ruling state elite aims for or 

already possesses significant autonomy from society. As demonstrated in the comparative-historical 

analysis, by throwing resources in despotic power states, EU policy makers strengthen the repressive and 

authoritarian character of those states. In Rwanda, for instance, the transfer of Western aid strengthened 

(and created new) infrastructures of control, such as the military apparatus and a development doctrine, 

rendering society almost powerless. In Burundi, furthermore, the unconditional transfer of Western aid after 

2005 enhanced the CNDD-FDD elite’s grip on the country, at the expense of other actors. Both cases 

evolved from a precarious to a repressive state with the help of Western resources. Although this somehow 

benefitted stability and economic growth, especially in Rwanda and increasingly so in Burundi, there are 

two major shortcomings with this type of policy. First, however stable in the short-term, states build upon 

despotic power structures are quite unstable in the medium to long-term. As the analysis highlighted, 

despotic power states face quite regular outbursts of mass anger. Thereby, state resilience stands or falls 

with the strength of repression. Leadership succession in despotic states also turned out to be a major source 

of political instability, while despotic power states have also shown to be quite vulnerable to unexpected 

outside economic shocks. Second, besides an unstable form of state power, despotic power is also a quite 

violent type of state capacity. As shown, state elites in these states do not shy away from neutralizing any 

societal actor providing a threat to their rule. EU policy makers should recognize this reality. They should 

distrust state elites that rule in autonomy of, rather than in cooperation with civil society, and consider not 

Table 10.1. Two Dimensions of State Power and Different Types of States. 

  State Infrastructural Power 

  Low High 

State Despotic 

Power 
Low Failing state Cooperative state 

High Precarious state Repressive state 

Notes. Inspired by Mann (2008, 357). Precarious and repressive states are states with despotic power. 
Despotic power structures are strongest in repressive states, while low (or still being constructed) in 
precarious states. 
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to treat them as partners for state resilience projects in the first place. All this brings us to the following 

policy recommendation:   

Recommendation V. For EU interests, strengthening the resilience of repressive states is inappropriate. 

Although this somehow benefits state resilience in the short-term, it engenders instability in the medium to 

long-term and also stimulates state violence. EU policy makers should distrust state elites that rule in 

autonomy of, rather than in cooperation with civil society, and consider to downgrade them as partners for 

state resilience projects. 

Thus put, rather than working with state elites for building state resilience, in despotic power contexts EU 

policy makers should primarily focus on civil society development or building societal resilience. Such an 

endeavor, however, is not self-evident. As our qualitative investigation indicated, stubborn state elites 

frequently do everything within their power to prevent an autonomous civil society from emerging. Either 

civil society leaders get killed, are forced to flee the country, get replaced or shadowed by regime loyalists, 

or are left no other option but to toe the regime line. In Rwanda, we have also seen how schooling frequently 

functions as a means of indoctrination, among others. What follows is a civil society that lacks autonomy 

and becomes an extension of rather than a check on the state. Thereby, all too frequently, CSOs supported 

by the West become pivotal targets of repression and control.  

The PhD thesis found that a quite common response in the West to CSO repression is (reluctant) acceptance. 

Not unsurprisingly, we would argue against such a foreign policy, because it further strengthens the 

repressive character of the state. Other policies observed in reaction to growing state control over (civil) 

society are (temporary or threats of aid) sanctions, high-level dialogue, raising international concern, starting 

inquiries, ending cooperation in some fields but not in others, and supporting CSOs abroad, among others. 

Importantly, although these policies provide a step in the right direction, they should not be limited to that. 

As seen, in some places, like Rwanda and Burundi, (civil) society is so weak that it lacks some of the basic 

means of power, i.e. efficient organization and mobilization.260 Somehow, then, in developing states state 

elites almost always have an edge over society. EU officials should therefore do the utmost to further 

strengthen societal resilience in despotic power states. In our view, this is the only way despotic power can 

be curbed – and all risks that go along. One way for doing so is by supporting CSOs directly, i.e. by offering 

them legal protection, advice, financial support, and access to international networks. Another, perhaps more 

important way, involves private sector development. In short, private sector development has the potential 

to bring additional resources to society, strengthening the latter’s collective leverage vis-à-vis the state and 

                                                      
260 Forcing society into “everyday forms of resistance,” i.e. covert and unorganized forms of protest (Scott, 1985, 29).     
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making them a more powerful partner. Private sector development can be stimulated by increasing EU 

foreign direct investment and/or sending aid for this purpose. Other ways to strengthen societal capacity in 

these contexts include facilitating access to Western universities and other forms of education, infrastructure 

development (like access to electricity and the internet), promoting gender-equality, and improving access 

to health, among others. Of course, and finally, most of the above also highlights the important of socio-

economic development more generally, which would be much easier if EU countries were to accept fair 

terms of trade. This leads to the following recommendation. 

Recommendation VI. Rather than working with state elites, in precarious and repressive states EU policy 

makers should primarily aim for building societal resilience. On the one hand, the EU should reject state 

policies undermining independent CSO activities. On the other hand, the EU should focus on those policies 

strengthening societal resilience, from supporting CSOs, to private sector development, stimulating access 

to education, health, and (communication) infrastructure, to promoting socio-economic development more 

generally by respecting fair terms of trade.   

Importantly, building societal resilience in despotic states does not necessarily undermine state resilience. 

Rather, it has the potential to contribute to it. Of course, this is all easier said than done. First, when feeling 

threatened by Western policies, state elites frequently rely on the principle of sovereignty and repression to 

limit what they describe as foreign interference in domestic affairs. Similarly, when feeling strengthened by 

Western support, there is a risk that societal actors will abuse this support for particularistic interests. The 

analysis, for instance, demonstrated how the CNDD-FDD in Burundi exploited Western support to 

dramatically increase control over society. To be sure, these challenges are not easily overcome. From one 

perspective, they call for a complete withdrawal of foreign influence altogether, although this becomes 

increasingly impossible in a globalizing world. While there is no perfect solution for these problems, the 

best way forward, perhaps, is an emphasis on what in Table 10.1 is called the “cooperative state”. The 

cooperative state implies a fruitful and institutionalized interaction between the state elite and civil society. 

The promotion of cooperative interaction between, rather than separate resilience of, societal and statist 

actors should become a cornerstone of EU foreign policy. In our view, this is the best way to achieve state 

and societal resilience and thus stability for the long haul.  

To be sure, many of the recommendations formulated above directly or indirectly tap into promoting this 

form of state-society interaction. Focusing on the societal side of the state-society equation in despotic states, 

for instance, EU policy makers force state elites to negotiate with societal actors. Doing so, a variety of 

despotic power structures may disappear in civil society. The cooperative state can further be advanced by 

making cooperative interaction conditional for the transfer of resources. This, in turn, may increase 
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incentives for a positive dynamic between state elites and civil society actors. It moreover bears emphasizing 

that promoting the cooperative state should be seen as sector-specific. That is, the absence of constructive 

engagement in one sector does not mean to suggest that this form of engagement is absent in others as well, 

and vice versa. A focus on the cooperative state requires attention for these differences, as well as targeted 

foreign policy responses. The nature of state-society interaction in a cooperative state is such that state 

resilience contributes to societal resilience, and vice versa, thereby avoiding the development of a zero-sum 

game. These observations lead to our seventh and final policy recommendation:  

Recommendation VII. EU policy makers should promote cooperative interaction between, rather than 

separate resilience of, societal and statist actors. Although most recommendations above directly or 

indirectly tap into this form of cooperation, EU policy makers should make this more explicit in their foreign 

policy behavior. In doing so, they should focus predominantly on building societal resilience, and also see 

cooperative interaction as sector-specific with reinforcing processes for both societal and state resilience.      

As said, all policy recommendations should be evaluated in relation to one another rather than apart.261  

Having discussed the most important policy suggestions based on the results of this PhD thesis, we now 

turn to the final part of the PhD thesis. The next section zooms in on some important avenues for further 

research.  

10.4. Avenues for Future Research 

This PhD thesis is only the beginning of a much larger research project. The multimethod design used in 

this study investigated direct and indirect paths of democracy diffusion in the global political economy. But 

by applying several methods at once, the PhD thesis perhaps gave insufficient attention to each topic 

separately. 

One promising avenue of future research involves improving existing measures of hybrid regimes. While 

this PhD thesis provided a step in the right direction, much more can be done. In this PhD thesis, for instance, 

hybrid regimes were studied predominantly as an ahistorical regime category, i.e. as part of the third and 

fourth wave of democratization. Yet, there is little doubt hybrid regimes already existed some time before 

this period (Hermet et al., 1978), and until today relatively little is known about historical hybrid regime 

dynamics. To what extent are hybrid regimes historically relevant? Which countries were hybrid regimes in 

the past? How long did these hybrid regimes last? And how did they evolve? Given that historical data on 

                                                      
261 In order to facilitate the evaluation of our policy recommendation in relation to each other, we have listed them 
together in the Appendix of the PhD thesis (Annex 7). 



CONCLUSION 

288 

disaggregated regime indicators becomes increasingly available (Lindberg et al., 2014), a new area of 

research is perhaps looming on the horizon. In doing so, scholars can develop an interest in distinguishing 

between different types of hybrid regimes. Indeed, the typology of hybrid regimes presented in this PhD 

thesis was rather crude and may need further refinement in the future in light of historical developments. 

Scholars can also delve into the study of sequences of hybrid regime formation and change, casting a new 

light on hybrid regime trajectories and differences.  

Scholars can also decide to examine the external validity of the political economy model of democracy 

developed in this PhD thesis. As already mentioned above, where the large-N studies were largely deductive 

and aimed for extensive testing, the political economy model of democracy diffusion was based on 

abduction and the intensive testing of two cases, i.e. Rwanda and Burundi. Thereby, special emphasis was 

put on theory development and internal validity rather than theory testing and external validity. As seen, 

this offered more freedom as regards case selection. The combination of large-N and small-N studies was 

meant to answer the research questions in a theoretically nuanced and empirically rich way.  

An important limitation of the PhD thesis, however, is that it is not sure to what degree the political economy 

model of democracy diffusion holds beyond Rwanda and Burundi. More specifically, to what extent is the 

model able to explain political regime dynamics in other places? Definitely, what is quite clear is that the 

model is restricted in time and space. First, evidently, because of a focus on foreign aid, the model can only 

be applied to those states that are to some extent aid-dependent. This implies that the bulk of Western states, 

as well as various countries in Asia and the Americas, do not fall within the model’s reach. On the other 

hand, a focus on foreign aid also brings about clear restrictions in time. That is, the relevance of the model 

only starts when the international aid network got shape, i.e. after World War II (Milner and Tingley, 2013). 

The political economy model of democracy diffusion is therefore as much a theory of the foreign aid-era, 

as it is a theory for aid-dependent states. 

Yet, also within these geographical and historical boundaries, or scope conditions, questions of external 

validity remain. More concretely, we cannot be sure that the model applies to those states fulfilling the scope 

conditions, because we do not know to what extent our cases are systematically different from, or 

comparable to, this larger population. While a detailed discussion of this issue goes beyond the scope of the 

PhD thesis, suffice it to say here that Rwanda and Burundi are of course situated in one specific region, i.e. 

the Great Lakes Region of sub-Saharan Africa. Similarly, both countries also have a dual ethnic structure 

and a history of Belgian colonial rule, among others. All this renders both cases quite peculiar. Yet, whether 

this also implies they are meaningfully different from other aid-dependent states is another question. 

Concurrent with these differences, there are also many similarities. In short, as like most other aid-dependent 



POWER TO DECOUPLE. HYBRID REGIMES IN THE INTERNATIONAL SYSTEM: A MULTIMETHOD ANALYSIS 

289 

states, Rwanda and Burundi are developing countries under significant Western influence with a relatively 

weak society where access to the state provides one of the primary means to stay out of poverty. Whatever 

the case, it is up to future research to evaluate which similarities and differences matter most and to what 

extent the model applies elsewhere. One contribution of this PhD thesis is that, with the small-N studies, it 

produced an incomplete explanation (i.e. for a particular region and time) of the rise and stability of hybrid 

regimes, which is “without a doubt a useful step along the road to universally nested theories” (Coppedge, 

2013, 145). 

Interestingly, also the statistical study of democracy diffusion provides interesting avenues of future 

research. The main strength of the PhD thesis is that it investigated multiple international power networks 

simultaneously, looking at complex network evolutions and what this implied for the transmission of 

democracy. Yet, the statistical design on which the PhD thesis relies was in some regards quite rudimentary. 

The analysis, for instance, did not take into account the relational power of partner states, nor the network 

power of dependent states and their initial position. Indeed, by relying on ego-network analysis, the PhD 

thesis left several important aspects of social structure untouched. Any future statistical study of democracy 

diffusion may therefore wish to turn to more complex models of democracy diffusion. One way is by making 

use of statistical models that allow to simultaneously model selection and influence processes, such as 

stochastic actor-based models for network dynamics (Snijders et al., 2010; Steglich et al., 2010). Another 

way to proceed is by turning to spatial panel data models, which make possible the study of more complex 

diffusion dynamics through different specifications of the weight matrix (Elhorst, 2014; Leenders, 2002). 

Also the application of Friedkin’s network theory of social influence might open promising new avenues of 

research (Friedkin, 2001; Friedkin, 2006). 

Finally, as the PhD thesis also indicates, a lot of work remains to be done on improving time-series cross-

national indicators more generally. The thesis, for instance, relied on a quite rough proxy for state despotic 

power, differentiating between military capacity and civil society autonomy, while not explicitly measuring 

other despotic infrastructures or the concept more generally. Also the power-dependence measures used in 

this thesis need more than only some refinement, and should ultimately be measured continuously (to what 

extent is there a dependence?) rather than categorically (is there a dependence?). Moreover, as the case 

studies demonstrated, it is also essential that statistical indicators develop more attention for structured 

agency, i.e. for political processes, policies, and actor strategies. Thus far, most statistical indicators focused 

on the structural component of development, ignoring actor strategies. Case studies, by contrast, all too 

often emphasized the actions of specific actors, neglecting the structural context in which these actions take 

place. Both levels of analysis are however relevant. They are therefore best combined, as it is only by 

simultaneously looking at structure and agency that hybrid regimes can really be explained. 
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Appendix 

Annex 1. Semi-Guided Interview Questionnaire Rwanda 

Introduction 
This research explores the different ways in which donors, particularly bilateral donors, have delivered aid 
to Rwanda and to what extent these aid flows went together with demands for democracy and its impact at 
the national level. The research is part of a much larger comparative historical study explaining political 
regime trajectories in the world in general and Rwanda and Burundi in particular, with a focus on the impact 
of international pressure for democracy and the capacity of the state to mediate this pressure. Thus far, the 
researcher has completed three years of research, which has been mostly statistical and historical, and now 
enters three months of fieldwork in Rwanda, with the aim to extend historical data with more recent 
information making use of semi-structured interviews with donors. The researcher aims to get a greater 
insight into the different set of donor activities, the position of democracy promotion in this context, and 
perceptions of donors vis-a-vis the outcomes of these activities. I am trying to build a basic picture of the 
relevance of democracy promotion in current donor activities in Rwanda and how this translates at the 
national level. Doing so, I am making use of semi-structured interviews, combining a pre-determined set of 
open questions (questions that guide the interview and prompt discussion) with the opportunity for the 
interviewer to explore particular themes or responses further. Interviews should not take more than 60 
minutes and are mainly conducted with (Western) donors. Below, I present some parts of the semi-structured 
interview guide. The selection should give a better understanding of what I’m looking at. 

Questionnaire 
Aid Activities 
- What are the main development interventions of your country in Rwanda?;  
- What is the nature of development cooperation in Rwanda? I.e. is it mainly general budget support 

(GBS), sector budget support (SBS) or project aid (i.e. aid bypassing the central government)?; 
- Which (and perhaps, what share) of these interventions are intended to strengthen democratic 

governance in Rwanda? How? 

Pressure for democracy 
- Does your country make use of ex-ante or ex-post political conditionalities for delivering aid in 

Rwanda? (i.e. threatening to or actually terminating aid when democratic standards are not met; 
delivering aid when some thresholds as regards democratic governance are met); 

- Could you give some recent examples? (for instance with regards to the registration of opposition 
parties, electoral integrity, separation of powers, respect for human rights); 

- Do you think your country has leverage to promote democracy in Rwanda? (leverage is created by aid 
dependence, but can be undermined by the presence of non-Western donors (China, Turkey, Saudi 
Arabia), divisions amongst Western donors and/or alternative sources of income in Rwanda (like the 
Agaciro Development Fund). 

Outcomes of donor cooperation/pressure for democracy  
- Do you think that the development cooperation of your country contributes to democratic politics in 

Rwanda? If so, how?  
- Could you give some recent examples? 
- Do you sometimes face resistance from Rwandan state officials when it comes to implementing 

democratic reforms? Could you give some recent examples? How did your country react? 
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Annex 2. Indicator Variables: Variable Definitions and Descriptive Statistics 

 

FACE 1. POLITICAL COMPETITION 

Clean Elections 
 

 

Election Management 

Body Autonomy 

Does the election management body (EMB) have autonomy from government to apply election laws 

and administrative rules impartially in national elections? 

Election Management 

Body Capacity 

Does the Election Management Body (EMB) have sufficient staff and resources to administer a well-

run national election? 

Elections – Voting 

Irregularities  

In this national election, was there evidence of other intentional irregularities by incumbent and/or 

opposition parties and/or vote fraud? 

Elections – Government 

Intimidation 

In this national election, were opposition candidates/parties/campaign workers subjected to 

repression, intimidation, violence or harassment by the government, the ruling party or their agents? 

Elections – Free and 

Fair 

Taking all aspects of the pre-election period, election day and the post-election process into account, 

would you consider this national election to be free and fair? 

Elections – Competition The chief executive offices and seats in the effective legislative body are filled by elections 

characterized by uncertainty, meaning that the elections are, in principle, sufficiently free to enable 

the opposition to gain power if they were to attract sufficient support from the electorate. 

Inclusive Suffrage 
 

 

Suffrage What percentage (%) of adult citizens (as defined by statute) has the legal right to vote in national 

elections? 

Elections – Voter 

Registry 

In this national election, was there a reasonably accurate voter registry in place and was it used? 

Free Political Parties 
 

 

Ban on Parties Are any parties banned? 

Barriers to Parties How restrictive are the barriers to forming a party? 

Autonomy Opposition 

Parties 

Are opposition parties independent and autonomous of the ruling regime? 

Elections – Multiparty  Was this national election multiparty? 

Competitiveness of 

Participation 

The competitiveness of participation refers to the extent to which alternative preferences for policy 

and leadership can be pursued in the political arena. 

Legislative Elections 

Multiparty 

The lower house (or unicameral chamber) of the legislature is (at least in part) elected by voters 

facing more than one choice. Specifically, parties are not banned and (a) more than one party is 

allowed to compete or (b) elections are nonpartisan (i.e., all candidates run without party labels). 

Elected Government 
 

 

Elected Officials Index Are the chief executive and legislature appointed through popular elections? 
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Competitiveness of 

Executive Recruitment 

Competitiveness refers to the extent that prevailing modes of advancement give subordinates equal 

opportunities to become superordinates. 

Openness of Executive 

Recruitment 

Recruitment of the chief executive is ‘open’ to the extent that all the politically active population has 

an opportunity, in principle, to attain the position through a regularized process. 

Electoral Does a country have no regular elections, elections in an effectively one- party state, elections with 

opposition parties but without an actual chance of government change, or full democracy? 

 

FACE 2. RESPECT FOR HUMAN RIGHTS 
 

 

Access to Justice 

 

 

Access to justice for Men Do men enjoy secure and effective access to justice? 

Access to justice for Women Do women enjoy equal, secure and effective access to justice? 

Judicial Corruption Decision How often do individuals or businesses make undocumented extra payments or bribes in order 

to speed up or delay the process or to obtain a favourable judicial decision? 

Judicial Accountability When judges are found responsible for serious misconduct, how often are they removed from 

their posts or otherwise disciplined? 

Fair Trial Extent to which citizens have the right to a fair trial in practice, that is, they are not subjected 

to arbitrary arrest, detention or exile; they have the right to recognition as a person before the 

law, the right to be under the jurisdiction of, and to seek redress from, competent, independent 

and impartial tribunals, and the right to be heard and to be entitled to trial without undue delays 

if arrested, detained or charged with a criminal offence. 

Freedom of Expression 
 

 

Print/Broadcast Censorship 

Effort 

Does the government directly or indirectly attempt to censor the print or broadcast media? 

Harassment of Journalists Are individual journalists harassed, i.e. threatened with libel, arrested, imprisoned, beaten or 

killed, by governmental or powerful non-governmental actors while engaged in legitimate 

journalistic activities? 

Media Self-Censorship Is there self-censorship among journalists when reporting on issues that the government 

considers politically sensitive? 

Freedom of Discussion for 

Women 

Are women able to openly discuss political issues in private homes and in public spaces? 

Freedom of Discussion for 

men 

Are men able to openly discuss political issues in private homes and in public spaces? 

Freedom of Academic and 

Cultural Expression 

Is there academic freedom and freedom of cultural expression related to political issues? 

Freedom of Opinion and 

Expression 

The extent to which individual citizens, groups and the media have freedom of opinion and 

expression, that is, the right of the citizens, groups and the press to hold views freely and to seek, 

obtain and pass on information on political issues broadly understood without being subject to 

actual limitations or restrictions. 
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Freedom of Association and 

Assembly 

 

 

CSO Entry and Exit To what extent does the government achieve control over entry and exit by civil society 

organizations into public life? 

CSO Repression Does the government attempt to repress civil society organizations? 

Freedom of Assembly and 

Association 

The extent to which individuals and groups have freedom of assembly and association, that is, 

the right of the citizens to gather freely and carry out peaceful demonstrations as well as to join, 

form and participate with other persons in political parties, cultural organizations, trade unions 

or the like of their choice without being subject to actual limitations or restrictions. 

Freedom of Religion 
 

 

Freedom of Religion Is there freedom of religion? 

Religious Organization 

Repression 

Does the government attempt to repress religious organizations? 

Freedom of Thought, 

Conscience and Religion 

The extent to which individuals and groups have freedom of thought, conscience and religion, 

that is, the right of citizens to have and change religion or belief of their own volition and alone 

or in community, manifest their religion or belief in practice, worship, observance and teaching 

in private or public, as well as proselytize peacefully without being subject to actual limitations 

or restrictions. 

Freedom of Movement 
 

 

Freedom of Foreign 

Movement 

Is there freedom of foreign travel and emigration? 

Freedom of Domestic 

Movement for Women 

Do women enjoy freedom of movement within the country? 

Freedom of Domestic 

Movement for Men 

Do men enjoy freedom of movement within the country? 

Freedom of Movement and 

Residence 

The extent to which individuals and groups have freedom of movement and residence, that is, the 

right of citizens to settle and travel within their country as well as to leave and return to their 

country of without being subject to actual limitations or restrictions. 

Personal Integrity and 

Security Rights 

 

 

Freedom from Forced 

Labor for Women 

Are adult women free from servitude and other kinds of forced labour? 

Freedom from Forced 

Labor for Men 

Are adult men free from servitude and other kinds of forced labour? 

Freedom from Torture Is there freedom from torture? 

Freedom from Political 

Killings 

Is there freedom from political killings? 

Political Terror Scale What is the level of political violence and terror? 
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Internal Conflict Is there political violence in the country? The rating assigned is the sum of three sub-components: 

civil war/coup threat, terrorism/political violence and civil disorder 

Social Group Equality 
 

 

Social Class Equality in 

Respect for Civil Liberties 

Do poor people enjoy the same level of civil liberties as rich people? 

Social Group Equality in 

Respect for Civil Liberties 

Do all social groups, as distinguished by language, ethnicity, religion, race, region or caste, enjoy 

the same level of civil liberties, or are some groups generally in a more favourable position? 

Power Distributed by 

Socio-Economic Position 

Is political power distributed according to socio-economic position? 

Power Distributed by Social 

Group 

Is political power distributed according to social groups? 

Representation of 

Disadvantaged Social 

Groups 

Considering all disadvantaged social groups in the country, how well represented are these 

groups, as a whole, in the national legislature? 

Religious Tensions What is the degree of tension within a country attributable to religious divisions, domination, or 

suppression? 

Ethnic Tensions What is the degree of tension within a country attributable to racial, nationality, or language 

divisions? 

Basic Welfare 
 

 

Infant Mortality Rate Infant Mortality Rate 

Life Expectancy Life Expectancy 

Kilocalories per Person per 

Day 

Kilocalories per Person per Day 

Literacy Literacy Levels 

Mean Years of Schooling Mean Years of Schooling 

Educational Equality To what extent is high quality basic education guaranteed to all, sufficient to enable them to 

exercise their basic rights as adult citizens? 

Health Equality To what extent is high quality basic health care guaranteed to all, sufficient to enable them to 

exercise their basic political rights as adult citizens? 

Gender Equality 
 

 

Power Distributed by 

Gender 

Is political power distributed according to gender? 

CSO Women’s 

Participation 

Are women prevented from participating in civil society organizations? 

Female vs. Male Years of 

Schooling 

Female vs. Male Years of Schooling 

Lower Chamber Female 

Legislators 

Lower Chamber Female Legislators 
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Election Women in the 

Cabinet 

 

Election Women in the Cabinet 

FACE 3: CHECKS AND BALANCES 
 

 

Effective Parliament 

 

 

Legislature questions 

officials in practice 

In practice, does the legislature routinely question executive branch officials? 

Legislature Executive 

oversight  

If executive branch officials were engaged in unconstitutional, illegal or unethical 

activity, how likely is it that a body other than the legislature, such as a comptroller 

general, general prosecutor or ombudsman, would question or investigate them and 

issue an unfavourable decision or report? 

Legislature investigates in 

practice 

If the executive were engaged in unconstitutional, illegal or unethical activity, how 

likely is it that a legislative body (perhaps a whole chamber, perhaps a committee, 

whether aligned with government or opposition) would conduct an investigation 

that would result in a decision or report that is unfavourable to the executive? 

Legislature Opposition 

Parties 

Are opposition parties (those not in the ruling party or coalition) able to exercise 

oversight and investigatory functions against the wishes of the governing party or 

coalition? 

Executive Constraints The extent of institutionalized constraints on the decision-making powers of chief 

executives, whether individuals or collectivities. 

Judicial Independence 
 

 

High Court Independence When the High Court in the judicial system is ruling in cases that are salient to the 

government, how often would you say that it makes decisions that merely reflect 

government wishes regardless of its sincere view of the legal record? 

Lower Court Independence When judges not on the High Court are ruling in cases that are salient to the 

government, how often would you say that their decisions merely reflect 

government wishes regardless of their sincere view of the legal record? 

Compliance with Higher 

Court of Justice 

How often would you say the government complies with important decisions of the 

High Court with which it disagrees? 

Compliance with the 

Judiciary 

How often would you say the government complies with important decisions by 

other courts with which it disagrees? 

Law and Order To what extent is the legal system strong and impartial and to what degree is there 

popular observance of the law? 

Media Integrity 
 

 

Critical Print/Broadcast 

Media 

Of the major print and broadcast outlets, how many routinely criticize the 

government? 
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Print/Broadcast Media 

Perspectives 

Do the major print and broadcast media represent a wide range of political 

perspectives? 

Media Bias Is there media bias against opposition parties or candidates? 

Media Corrupt Do journalists, publishers or broadcasters accept payments in exchange for altering 

news coverage? 

Media Freedom Is criticism of government and government officials a common and normal part of 

the political dialogue in the mediated public sphere? 

 

FACE 4: IMPARTIAL ADMINISTRATION 
 

 

Absence of Corruption 

 

 

Corrupt Exchanges within 

Public Sector 

How routinely do public sector employees grant favours in exchange for bribes, 

kickbacks or other material inducements? 

Public Sector Theft How often do public sector employees steal, embezzle or misappropriate public funds 

or other state resources for personal or family use? 

Executive Embezzlement 

and Theft 

How often do members of the executive (the head of state, the head of government 

and cabinet ministers) or their agents steal, embezzle or misappropriate public funds 

or other state resources for personal or family use? 

Executive Bribery and 

Corrupt Exchanges 

How routinely do members of the executive (the head of state, the head of 

government and cabinet ministers) or their agents grant favours in exchange for 

bribes, kickbacks or other material inducements? 

Corruption How widespread is actual or potential corruption in the form of excessive patronage, 

nepotism, job reservations, ‘favour-for-favours’, secret party funding or suspiciously 

close ties between politics and business? 

Predictable Enforcement of 

Public Authority 

 

 

Executive Respects the 

Constitution 

Do members of the executive (the head of state, the head of government and cabinet 

ministers) respect the constitution? 

Transparent Laws with 

Predictable Enforcement 

Are the laws of the land clear, well-publicized, coherent (consistent with each other), 

relatively stable from year to year and enforced in a predictable manner? 

Rigorous and Impartial 

Administration 

Are public officials rigorous and impartial in the performance of their duties? 

Bureaucratic Quality Bureaucracy has the strength and expertise to govern without drastic changes in 

policy or interruptions in government services. 

 

FACE 5: POLITICAL PARTICIPATION 
 

 

Civil Society Participation 
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CSO Participatory 

Environment 

Are people involved in civil society organizations? 

Engaged Society When important policy changes are being considered, how wide and how independent are 

public deliberations? 

CSO Consultation Are major civil society organizations (CSOs) routinely consulted by policymakers on 

policies relevant to their members? 

Electoral Participation 
 

 

Election Voting Age 

Population Turnout 

Election Voting Age 

Population Turnout 

Direct Democracy 
 

 

Direct Popular Vote Index Measure based on 12 observable variables from V-Dem, resulting from the combination of 

scores for each type of popular vote (i.e. popular initiatives, referendums, plebiscites and 

obligatory referendums). The measure captures how easy it is to initiate and approve each 

type of popular vote and how consequential that vote is (if approved). Ease of initiation is 

measured by the existence of a direct democratic process, the number of signatures needed 

and the time limit to collect signatures. Ease of approval is measured by quorums pertaining 

to participation, approval, supermajority and district majority. Consequences are measured 

by the legal status of the decision made by citizens (binding or consultative) and the 

frequency with which direct popular votes have been used and approved in the past.  

Regular Elections Does a country have no regular elections, elections in an effectively one-party state, 

elections with opposition parties but without an actual chance of government change, or 

full democracy? 

Local Democracy 
 

 

Local Government Index Are there elected local governments, and if so to what extent can they operate without 

interference from unelected bodies at the local level? 

Subnational Elections Free 

and Fair 

Taking all aspects of the pre-election period, election day and the post- election process 

into account, would you consider subnational elections (regional and local, as previously 

identified) to be free and fair on average? 

 



 

 

 

Table A. Indicator Variables for Political Competition, 1975–2017  

Variable Mean SD Min Max % Missing Source 

Clean Elections       
Election Management Body Autonomy 0.43 0.30 0 1 0.00 V-DEM 
Election Management Body Capacity 0.48 0.27 0 1 0.00 V-DEM 
Elections – Voting Irregularities  0.44 0.28 0 1 0.21 V-DEM 
Elections – Government Intimidation 0.47 0.27 0 1 0.21 V-DEM 
Elections – Free and Fair 0.47 0.30 0 1 0.21 V-DEM 
Elections – Competition 0.48 0.50 0 1 0.00 LIED 
Inclusive Suffrage       
Suffrage 0.85 0.36 0 1 0.00 V-DEM 
Elections – Voter Registry 0.55 0.29 0 1 0.21 V-DEM 
Free Political Parties       
Ban on Parties 0.50 0.30 0 1 0.00 V-DEM 
Barriers to Parties 0.49 0.30 0 1 0.00 V-DEM 
Autonomy Opposition Parties 0.49 0.30 0 1 3.33 V-DEM 
Elections – Multiparty  0.47 0.33 0 1 0.21 V-DEM 
Competitiveness of Participation 0.60 0.30 0 1 4.53 Polity IV 
Legislative Elections Multiparty 0.69 0.46 0 1 0.00 LIED 
Elected Government       
Elected Officials Index 0.72 0.41 0 1 0.00 V-DEM 
Competitiveness of Executive Recruitment 0.49 0.46 0 1 4.53 Polity IV 
Openness of Executive Recruitment 0.80 0.40 0 1 4.53 Polity IV 
Regular Elections 0.69 0.36 0 1 0.35 See Notes  
Notes. Indicator Variables taken from the Global State of Democracy Dataset (Skaaning, 2018). Data for “Regular Elections” is from Bjørnskov-Rode Regime Data (BRRD). LIED 

is the Lexical Index of Electoral Democracy (see Chapter 1).  
 

  



 

 

Table B. Indicator Variables for Respect for Human Rights, 1975–2017   

Variable Mean SD Min Max % Missing Source 

Access to Justice       
Access to justice for Men 0.58 0.19 0 1 0 V-DEM 
Access to justice for Women 0.57 0.20 0 1 0 V-DEM 
Judicial Corruption Decision 0.49 0.23 0 1 0 V-DEM 
Judicial Accountability 0.53 0.19 0 1 0 V-DEM 
Fair Trial 0.39 0.32 0 1 0 CLD 
Freedom of Expression       
Print/Broadcast Censorship Effort 0.49 0.26 0 1 0 V-DEM 
Harassment of Journalists 0.50 0.23 0 1 0 V-DEM 
Media Self-Censorship 0.54 0.24 0 1 0 V-DEM 
Freedom of Discussion for Women 0.59 0.23 0 1 0 V-DEM 
Freedom of Discussion for men 0.54 0.22 0 1 0 V-DEM 
Freedom of Academic and Cultural Expression 0.57 0.23 0 1 0 V-DEM 
Freedom of Opinion and Expression 0.48 0.32 0 1 0 CLD 
Freedom of Association and Assembly       
CSO Entry and Exit 0.55 0.24 0 1 0 V-DEM 
CSO Repression 0.60 0.23 0 1 0 V-DEM 
Freedom of Assembly and Association 0.52 0.35 0 1 0 CLD 
Freedom of Religion    1   
Freedom of Religion 0.68 0.21 0 1 0 V-DEM 
Religious Organization Repression 0.67 0.20 0 1 0 V-DEM 
Freedom of Thought, Conscience and Religion 0.73 0.28 0 1 0 CLD 
Freedom of Movement       
Freedom of Foreign Movement 0.68 0.20 0 1 0 V-DEM 
Freedom of Domestic Movement for Women 0.68 0.18 0 1 0 V-DEM 
Freedom of Domestic Movement for Men 0.74 0.17 0 1 0 V-DEM 
Freedom of Movement and Residence 0.73 0.28 0 1 0 CLD 
     (Continued) 

 



 

 

Table B. Indicator Variables for Respect for Human Rights, 1975–2017   

Variable Mean SD Min Max % Missing Source 

Personal Integrity and Security Rights       
Freedom from Forced Labor for Women 0.49 0.30 0 1 0 V-DEM 
Freedom from Forced Labor for Men 0.50 0.30 0 1 0 V-DEM 
Freedom from Torture 0.49 0.30 0 1 0 V-DEM 
Freedom from Political Killings 0.49 0.30 0 1 0 V-DEM 
Political Terror Scale 0.62 0.29 0 1 3.95 PTS 
Internal Conflict 0.52 0.31 0 1 32.78 ICRG 
Social Group Equality       
Social Class Equality in Respect for Civil Liberties 0.50 0.30 0 1 0 V-DEM 
Social Group Equality in Respect for Civil Liberties 0.50 0.30 0 1 0 V-DEM 
Power Distributed by Socio-Economic Position 0.49 0.30 0 1 0 V-DEM 
Power Distributed by Social Group 0.50 0.30 0 1 0 V-DEM 
Representation of Disadvantaged Social Groups 0.49 0.30 0 1 7.79 V-DEM 
Religious Tensions 0.80 0.19 0 1 32.78 ICRG 
Ethnic Tensions 0.65 0.24 0 1 34.47 ICRG 
Basic Welfare       
Infant Mortality Rate 0.50 0.30 0 1 2.23 UN 
Life Expectancy 0.49 0.30 0 1 1.18 UN 
Kilocalories per Person per Day 0.50 0.30 0 1 8.21 FAO 
Literacy 0.49 0.30 0 1 39.65 UNESCO 
Mean Years of Schooling 0.49 0.30 0 1 0.41 GHDx 
Educational Equality 0.50 0.30 0 1 0 V-DEM 
Health Equality 0.50 0.30 0 1 0 V-DEM 
Gender Equality       
Power Distributed by Gender 0.50 0.30 0 1 0 V-DEM 
CSO Women’s Participation 0.49 0.30 0 1 0 V-DEM 
Female vs. Male Years of Schooling 0.49 0.30 0 1 0.41 GHDx 
Lower Chamber Female Legislators 0.50 0.30 0 1 4.94 V-DEM 
Election Women in the Cabinet 0.44 0.33 0 1 8.07 V-DEM 
Notes. Indicator Variables taken from the Global State of Democracy Dataset (Skaaning, 2018). PTS is data from the Political Terror Scale Project. ICRG is data from the 

International Country Risk Guide. CLD is the Civil Liberties Dataset.  



 

 

 

Table C. Indicator Variables for Checks and Balances, 1975–2017   

Variable Mean SD Min Max % Missing Source 

Effective Parliament       
Legislature questions officials in practice 0.49 0.30 0 1 7.79 V-DEM 
Legislature Executive oversight  0.49 0.30 0 1 7.76 V-DEM 
Legislature investigates in practice 0.49 0.30 0 1 7.77 V-DEM 
Legislature Opposition Parties 0.49 0.30 0 1 7.76 V-DEM 
Executive Constraints 0.57 0.38 0 1 4.53 Polity IV 
Judicial Independence       
High Court Independence 0.50 0.30 0 1 0.43 V-DEM 
Lower Court Independence 0.50 0.30 0 1 0.00 V-DEM 
Compliance with Higher Court of Justice 0.50 0.30 0 1 0.68 V-DEM 
Compliance with the Judiciary 0.49 0.30 0 1 0.68 V-DEM 
Law and Order 0.60 0.24 0 1 32.78 ICRG 
Media Integrity       
Critical Print/Broadcast Media 0.54 0.24 0 1 0 V-DEM 
Print/Broadcast Media Perspectives 0.55 0.26 0 1 0 V-DEM 
Media Bias 0.53 0.23 0 1 0 V-DEM 
Media Corrupt 0.50 0.24 0 1 0 V-DEM 
Media Freedom 0.35 0.41 0 1 0 See Notes 
Notes. Indicator Variables taken from the Global State of Democracy Dataset (Skaaning, 2018). Media Freedom is data from the Global Media Freedom Dataset. ICRG is data 

from the International Country Risk Guide. 



 

 

 

Table D. Indicator Variables for Impartial Administration, 1975–2017   

Variable Mean SD Min Max % Missing Source 

Absence of Corruption       
Corrupt Exchanges within Public Sector 0.49 0.30 0 1 0 V-DEM 
Public Sector Theft 0.50 0.30 0 1 0 V-DEM 
Executive Embezzlement and Theft 0.49 0.30 0 1 0 V-DEM 
Executive Bribery and Corrupt Exchanges 0.49 0.30 0 1 0 V-DEM 
Corruption 0.48 0.22 0 1 32.78 ICRG 
Predictable Enforcement of Public Authority       
Executive Respects the Constitution 0.49 0.30 0 1 0 V-DEM 
Transparent Laws with Predictable Enforcement 0.49 0.30 0 1 0 V-DEM 
Rigorous and Impartial Administration 0.49 0.30 0 1 0 V-DEM 
Bureaucratic Quality 0.53 0.29 0 1 32.78 ICRG 
Notes. Indicator Variables taken from the Global State of Democracy Dataset (Skaaning, 2018). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

Table E. Indicator Variables for Citizen Participation, 1975–2017   

Variable Mean SD Min Max % missing Source 
Civil Society Participation       
CSO Participatory Environment 0.58 0.22 0 1 0 V-DEM 
Engaged Society 0.53 0.21 0 1 0 V-DEM 
CSO Consultation 0.46 0.23 0 1 0 V-DEM 
Electoral Participation       
Election Voting Age Population Turnout 0.53 0.29 0 1 11.56 V-DEM 
Direct Democracy       
Direct Popular Vote Index 0.11 0.15 0 1 0 V-DEM 
Regular Elections 0.69 0.36 0 1 0.35 See Notes 
Local Democracy       
Local Government Index 0.54 0.38 0 1 3.36 V-DEM 
Subnational Elections Free and Fair 0.57 0.24 0 1 10.65 V-DEM 

Notes. Indicator Variables taken from the Global State of Democracy Dataset (Skaaning, 2018). 
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Annex 3. Criterion Measures for the Cluster Solutions 

 

Table. Criterion Measures for the Cluster Solutions 

Index Proposed Number 
of Clusters 

Value 

CH Index 2 8630.788 
Duda Index Na Na 
Pseudot2 Index Na Na 
Cindex 10 0.280 
Gamma Index Na Na 
Beale Index 2 1.719 
CCC Index 10 -0.077 
PtBiserial Index 2 0.645 
Gplus Index Na Na 
DB Index 2 0.791 
Frey Index 3 1.974 
Hartigan Index 3 1033.042 
Tau Index Na Na 
Ratkowsky Index 2 0.536 
Scott Index 3 5046.066 
Marriot Index 7 5.280 
Ball Index 3 3437.078 
Trcovw Index 5 2012662 
Tracew Index 3 1941.356 
Friedman Index 3 4.645 
McClain Index 2 0.458 
Rubin Index 5 -0.372 
KL Index 2 5.591 
Silhouette Index 2 0.467 
Gap Index Na Na 
DIndex Plotted Plotted 
Dunn Index 2 0.038 
Hubert Statistic Plotted Plotted 
SD Index 2 1.630 
SDbw Index 10 0.177 
Notes. Calculated making use of NbClust() function in R Statistical 
Software. ‘Na’ are criterion measures that were computationally too 
intensive to calculate.  

 

  



 

308 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure. Dindex and Hubert Index for Cluster Solutions. 
Notes. For more information on interpretation of the criterion measures, see Charred et al. 
(2014).  
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Annex 4. Overview of Regime Classification, 1975–2017 

 

Country Name From To Regime Type 

Afghanistan 1975 2005 Autocracy  
2006 2017 Hybrid Regime 

Albania 1975 1989 Autocracy  
1990 1990 Hybrid Regime  
1991 1995 Democracy  
1996 2004 Hybrid Regime  
2005 2017 Democracy 

Algeria 1975 1988 Autocracy  
1989 1992 Hybrid Regime  
1993 1994 Autocracy  
1995 2017 Hybrid Regime 

Angola 1975 2017 Autocracy 
Argentina 1975 1975 Hybrid Regime  

1976 1982 Autocracy  
1983 1983 Hybrid Regime  
1984 2017 Democracy 

Armenia 1991 2017 Hybrid Regime 
Australia 1975 2017 Democracy 

Austria 1975 2017 Democracy 
Azerbaijan 1991 1992 Hybrid Regime  

1993 2017 Autocracy 
Bahrain 1975 2001 Autocracy  

2002 2010 Hybrid Regime  
2011 2017 Autocracy 

Bangladesh 1975 1990 Autocracy  
1991 2006 Hybrid Regime  
2007 2007 Autocracy  
2008 2008 Hybrid Regime  
2009 2017 Autocracy 

Belarus 1991 1993 Hybrid Regime  
1994 1994 Democracy  
1995 2017 Hybrid Regime 

Belgium 1975 2017 Democracy 
Benin 1975 1989 Autocracy  

1990 1990 Hybrid Regime  
1991 2017 Democracy 

Bolivia 1975 1982 Autocracy  
1983 1996 Hybrid Regime  
1997 2017 Democracy 

Bosnia and Herzegovina 1992 1995 Autocracy  
1996 2017 Hybrid Regime 

Botswana 1975 2017 Democracy 
Brazil 1975 1985 Hybrid Regime  

1986 2017 Democracy 
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Country Name From To Regime Type 

Bulgaria 1975 1989 Autocracy  
1990 2017 Democracy 

Burkina Faso 1975 1977 Autocracy  
1978 1979 Hybrid Regime  
1980 1991 Autocracy  
1992 2014 Hybrid Regime  
2015 2017 Democracy 

Burundi 1975 1992 Autocracy  
1993 1993 Democracy  
1994 1996 Hybrid Regime  
1997 2004 Autocracy  
2005 2012 Hybrid Regime  
2013 2017 Autocracy 

Cambodia 1975 2017 Autocracy 
Cameroon 1975 2017 Autocracy 

Canada 1975 2017 Democracy 
Central African Republic 1975 1992 Autocracy  

1993 2002 Hybrid Regime  
2003 2012 Autocracy  
2013 2013 Hybrid Regime  
2014 2014 Autocracy  
2015 2017 Hybrid Regime 

Chad 1975 2017 Autocracy 
Chile 1975 1988 Autocracy  

1989 1989 Hybrid Regime  
1990 2017 Democracy 

China 1975 2017 Autocracy 
Colombia 1975 1989 Hybrid Regime  

1990 2017 Democracy 
Costa Rica 1975 2017 Democracy 

Cote d'Ivoire 1975 1989 Autocracy  
1990 2015 Hybrid Regime  
2016 2016 Democracy  
2017 2017 Hybrid Regime 

Croatia 1991 1991 Autocracy  
1992 1999 Hybrid Regime  
2000 2017 Democracy 

Cuba 1975 2017 Autocracy 
Cyprus 1975 2017 Democracy 

Czechia 1975 1989 Autocracy  
1990 2017 Democracy 

Democratic People's Republic of Korea 1975 2017 Autocracy 
Democratic Republic of the Congo (DRC) 1975 2005 Autocracy  

2006 2015 Hybrid Regime  
2016 2017 Autocracy 

Denmark 1975 2017 Democracy 
Dominican Republic 1975 1977 Autocracy  

1978 2017 Hybrid Regime 
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Country Name From To Regime Type 

Ecuador 1975 1978 Autocracy  
1979 2017 Democracy 

Egypt 1975 1989 Hybrid Regime  
1990 2010 Autocracy  
2011 2013 Hybrid Regime  
2014 2017 Autocracy 

El Salvador 1975 1984 Autocracy  
1985 2003 Hybrid Regime  
2004 2017 Democracy 

Equatorial Guinea 1975 2017 Autocracy 
Eritrea 1993 2017 Autocracy 
Estonia 1991 2017 Democracy 

Ethiopia 1975 1993 Autocracy  
1994 2017 Hybrid Regime 

Finland 1975 2017 Democracy 
France 1975 2017 Democracy 
Gabon 1975 1990 Autocracy  

1991 2017 Hybrid Regime 
Gambia 1975 1994 Hybrid Regime  

1995 1995 Autocracy  
1996 2001 Hybrid Regime  
2002 2005 Autocracy  
2006 2006 Hybrid Regime  
2007 2010 Autocracy  
2011 2011 Hybrid Regime  
2012 2016 Autocracy  
2017 2017 Democracy 

Georgia 1991 1991 Autocracy  
1992 2003 Hybrid Regime  
2004 2017 Democracy 

German Democratic Republic 1975 1989 Autocracy  
1990 2017 Democracy 

Germany 1975 2017 Democracy 
Ghana 1975 1978 Autocracy  

1979 1979 Hybrid Regime  
1980 1980 Democracy  
1981 1981 Hybrid Regime  
1982 1992 Autocracy  
1993 1999 Hybrid Regime  
2000 2017 Democracy 

Greece 1975 2017 Democracy 
Guatemala 1975 1985 Autocracy  

1986 1999 Hybrid Regime  
2000 2017 Democracy 

Guinea 1975 2009 Autocracy  
2010 2017 Hybrid Regime 

Guinea-Bissau 1975 1993 Autocracy  
1994 2002 Hybrid Regime 
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Country Name From To Regime Type 

 
2003 2004 Autocracy  
2005 2011 Hybrid Regime  
2012 2013 Autocracy  
2014 2017 Hybrid Regime 

Haiti 1975 1989 Autocracy  
1990 1990 Hybrid Regime  
1991 1994 Autocracy  
1995 2003 Hybrid Regime  
2004 2005 Autocracy  
2006 2017 Hybrid Regime 

Honduras 1975 1981 Autocracy  
1982 2017 Hybrid Regime 

Hungary 1975 1988 Autocracy  
1989 1989 Hybrid Regime  
1990 2017 Democracy 

India 1975 1977 Hybrid Regime  
1978 2016 Democracy  
2017 2017 Hybrid Regime 

Indonesia 1975 1998 Autocracy  
1999 1999 Hybrid Regime  
2000 2017 Democracy 

Iran 1975 1978 Autocracy  
1979 2017 Hybrid Regime 

Iraq 1975 2004 Autocracy  
2005 2017 Hybrid Regime 

Ireland 1975 2017 Democracy 
Israel 1975 2017 Democracy 

Italy 1975 2017 Democracy 
Jamaica 1975 2017 Democracy 

Japan 1975 2017 Democracy 
Jordan 1975 1989 Autocracy  

1990 2000 Hybrid Regime  
2001 2002 Autocracy  
2003 2009 Hybrid Regime  
2010 2010 Autocracy  
2011 2017 Hybrid Regime 

Kazakhstan 1991 2017 Autocracy 
Kenya 1975 1991 Autocracy  

1992 2012 Hybrid Regime  
2013 2017 Democracy 

Kosovo 2008 2017 Hybrid Regime 
Kuwait 1975 1976 Hybrid Regime  

1977 1980 Autocracy  
1981 1986 Hybrid Regime  
1987 1989 Autocracy  
1990 2017 Hybrid Regime 

Kyrgyzstan 1991 1993 Hybrid Regime  
1994 2009 Autocracy 
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Country Name From To Regime Type 

 
2010 2016 Hybrid Regime  
2017 2017 Democracy 

Laos 1975 2017 Autocracy 
Latvia 1991 2017 Democracy 

Lebanon 1975 1992 Autocracy  
1993 2017 Hybrid Regime 

Lesotho 1975 1992 Autocracy  
1993 2012 Hybrid Regime  
2013 2014 Democracy  
2015 2016 Hybrid Regime  
2017 2017 Democracy 

Liberia 1975 1979 Hybrid Regime  
1980 1996 Autocracy  
1997 2002 Hybrid Regime  
2003 2003 Autocracy  
2004 2005 Hybrid Regime  
2006 2017 Democracy 

Libya 1975 2011 Autocracy  
2012 2017 Hybrid Regime 

Lithuania 1991 2017 Democracy 
Macedonia 1991 2012 Democracy  

2013 2016 Hybrid Regime  
2017 2017 Democracy 

Madagascar 1975 1991 Hybrid Regime  
1992 2001 Democracy  
2002 2009 Hybrid Regime  
2010 2011 Autocracy  
2012 2017 Hybrid Regime 

Malawi 1975 1992 Autocracy  
1993 2017 Hybrid Regime 

Malaysia 1975 2017 Hybrid Regime 
Mali 1975 1991 Autocracy  

1992 2011 Democracy  
2012 2013 Hybrid Regime  
2014 2017 Democracy 

Mauritania 1975 1991 Autocracy  
1992 2017 Hybrid Regime 

Mauritius 1975 2017 Democracy 
Mexico 1975 1981 Autocracy  

1982 1999 Hybrid Regime  
2000 2017 Democracy 

Moldova 1991 1998 Hybrid Regime  
1999 2017 Democracy 

Mongolia 1975 1989 Autocracy  
1990 1990 Hybrid Regime  
1991 2017 Democracy 

Morocco 1975 1976 Autocracy  
1977 2017 Hybrid Regime 
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Country Name From To Regime Type 

Mozambique 1975 1993 Autocracy  
1994 2017 Hybrid Regime 

Myanmar 1975 2010 Autocracy  
2011 2017 Hybrid Regime 

Namibia 1990 2017 Democracy 
Nepal 1975 1989 Autocracy  

1990 2001 Hybrid Regime  
2002 2005 Autocracy  
2006 2017 Hybrid Regime 

Netherlands 1975 2017 Democracy 
New Zealand 1975 2017 Democracy 

Nicaragua 1975 1983 Autocracy  
1984 1984 Hybrid Regime  
1985 1989 Autocracy  
1990 2006 Democracy  
2007 2015 Hybrid Regime  
2016 2017 Autocracy 

Niger 1975 1989 Autocracy  
1990 1992 Hybrid Regime  
1993 1995 Democracy  
1996 1999 Hybrid Regime  
2000 2008 Democracy  
2009 2010 Hybrid Regime  
2011 2017 Democracy 

Nigeria 1975 1978 Autocracy  
1979 1983 Hybrid Regime  
1984 1998 Autocracy  
1999 2014 Hybrid Regime  
2015 2017 Democracy 

Norway 1975 2017 Democracy 
Oman 1975 2017 Autocracy 

Pakistan 1975 1977 Hybrid Regime  
1978 1984 Autocracy  
1985 1999 Hybrid Regime  
2000 2001 Autocracy  
2002 2017 Hybrid Regime 

Panama 1975 1988 Autocracy  
1989 1990 Hybrid Regime  
1991 2017 Democracy 

Papua New Guinea 1975 2017 Hybrid Regime 
Paraguay 1975 1989 Autocracy  

1990 2002 Hybrid Regime  
2003 2017 Democracy 

Peru 1975 1977 Autocracy  
1978 1978 Hybrid Regime  
1979 1979 Autocracy  
1980 1980 Hybrid Regime  
1981 1989 Democracy 
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Country Name From To Regime Type 

 
1990 2000 Hybrid Regime  
2001 2017 Democracy 

Philippines 1975 1985 Autocracy  
1986 1986 Hybrid Regime  
1987 2017 Democracy 

Poland 1975 1988 Autocracy  
1989 2017 Democracy 

Portugal 1975 2017 Democracy 
Qatar 1975 2017 Autocracy 

Republic of Congo 1975 1990 Autocracy  
1991 1996 Hybrid Regime  
1997 2012 Autocracy  
2013 2017 Hybrid Regime 

Republic of Korea 1975 1987 Hybrid Regime  
1988 2017 Democracy 

Romania 1975 1989 Autocracy  
1990 1995 Hybrid Regime  
1996 2017 Democracy 

Russia 1975 1989 Autocracy  
1990 2001 Hybrid Regime  
2002 2017 Autocracy 

Rwanda 1975 2002 Autocracy  
2003 2017 Hybrid Regime 

Saudi Arabia 1975 2017 Autocracy 
Senegal 1975 1999 Hybrid Regime  

2000 2017 Democracy 
Serbia 1975 1999 Autocracy  

2000 2000 Hybrid Regime  
2001 2012 Democracy  
2013 2017 Hybrid Regime 

Sierra Leone 1975 1995 Autocracy  
1996 2017 Hybrid Regime 

Singapore 1975 2017 Hybrid Regime 
Slovakia 1993 2017 Democracy 
Slovenia 1991 2017 Democracy 
Somalia 1975 2017 Autocracy 

South Africa 1975 1993 Hybrid Regime  
1994 2017 Democracy 

South Sudan 2011 2017 Autocracy 
Spain 1975 1976 Autocracy  

1977 2017 Democracy 
Sri Lanka 1975 1977 Democracy  

1978 2014 Hybrid Regime  
2015 2017 Democracy 

Sudan 1975 1984 Autocracy  
1985 1988 Hybrid Regime  
1989 2017 Autocracy 

Swaziland 1975 2017 Autocracy 
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Country Name From To Regime Type 

Sweden 1975 2017 Democracy 
Switzerland 1975 2017 Democracy 

Syria 1975 2017 Autocracy 
Taiwan 1975 1987 Autocracy  

1988 1995 Hybrid Regime  
1996 2017 Democracy 

Tajikistan 1991 2017 Autocracy 
Tanzania 1975 1985 Autocracy  

1986 2015 Hybrid Regime  
2016 2017 Democracy 

Thailand 1975 1975 Hybrid Regime  
1976 1979 Autocracy  
1980 1990 Hybrid Regime  
1991 1991 Autocracy  
1992 1994 Hybrid Regime  
1995 2005 Democracy  
2006 2010 Hybrid Regime  
2011 2012 Democracy  
2013 2013 Hybrid Regime  
2014 2017 Autocracy 

Timor-Leste 2002 2017 Democracy 
Togo 1975 2004 Autocracy  

2005 2017 Hybrid Regime 
Trinidad and Tobago 1975 2017 Democracy 

Tunisia 1975 1981 Autocracy  
1982 1986 Hybrid Regime  
1987 2010 Autocracy  
2011 2017 Democracy 

Turkey 1975 1979 Democracy  
1980 1980 Hybrid Regime  
1981 1981 Autocracy  
1982 1983 Hybrid Regime  
1984 2013 Democracy  
2014 2017 Hybrid Regime 

Turkmenistan 1991 2017 Autocracy 
Uganda 1975 1980 Autocracy  

1981 1984 Hybrid Regime  
1985 1988 Autocracy  
1989 2017 Hybrid Regime 

Ukraine 1991 1993 Hybrid Regime  
1994 1994 Democracy  
1995 2003 Hybrid Regime  
2004 2009 Democracy  
2010 2017 Hybrid Regime 

United Arab Emirates 1975 2017 Autocracy 
United Kingdom 1975 2017 Democracy 

United States 1975 2017 Democracy 
Uruguay 1975 1984 Autocracy 
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Country Name From To Regime Type 

 
1985 2017 Democracy 

Uzbekistan 1991 2017 Autocracy 
Venezuela 1975 1999 Democracy  

2000 2008 Hybrid Regime  
2009 2017 Autocracy 

Viet Nam 1975 1986 Autocracy  
1987 2017 Hybrid Regime 

Yemen 1975 1990 Autocracy  
1991 1994 Hybrid Regime  
1995 2017 Autocracy 

Zambia 1975 1990 Autocracy  
1991 2001 Hybrid Regime  
2002 2016 Democracy  
2017 2017 Hybrid Regime 

Zimbabwe 1975 1999 Hybrid Regime  
2000 2008 Autocracy  
2009 2017 Hybrid Regime 

 



 

 

 

Annex 5. Correlations between Dependent and Independent Covariates. 

 

Variables (a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (f) (g) (h) (i) (j) (k) (l) (m) (n) (o) (p) (q) (r) (s) 

(a) Dependent Variable: 
Democratization Episode  

1.000                   

(b) Age_ln  
 

0.045 1.000                  

(c) Age_sq  
 

0.016 0.615 1.000                 

(d) Age_cub 
 

0.013 0.541 0.988 1.000                

(e) Democratic Alters 
(Economy) 

0.019 0.002 0.099 0.119 1.000               

(f) Democratic Alters  
(Political) 

0.079 0.061 0.134 0.124 0.019 1.000              

(g) Democratic Alters  
(Military) 

0.028 -0.051 0.093 0.106 0.102 0.256 1.000             

(h) Autocratic Alters  
(Economy) 

-0.029 0.026 -0.083 -0.099 -0.506 -0.133 -0.052 1.000            

(i) Autocratic Alters  
(Political) 

-0.044 0.089 -0.012 -0.018 0.036 -0.787 -0.127 0.164 1.000           

(j) Autocratic Alters  
(Military) 

-0.039 0.148 -0.053 -0.077 -0.112 -0.334 -0.591 0.145 0.385 1.000          

(k) Post-Cold War 0.039 -0.169 -0.082 -0.062 -0.050 0.462 -0.024 -0.139 -0.821 -0.248 1.000         

(l) Economic Growth -0.004 0.072 0.057 0.061 -0.004 0.046 0.026 0.037 -0.013 -0.022 -0.005 1.000        

(m) GDP per Capita 
(logged) 

0.030 0.055 0.023 0.017 -0.064 0.401 0.120 0.009 -0.332 -0.071 0.255 0.029 1.000       

(n) State Capacity 0.010 -0.114 -0.161 -0.156 0.021 -0.085 -0.065 0.023 0.152 0.108 -0.147 -0.036 0.210 1.000      

(o) Protest 0.055 0.020 0.101 0.103 0.029 0.167 0.173 -0.037 -0.079 -0.124 -0.003 -0.046 0.117 -0.028 1.000     

(p) New Chief Executive 0.039 -0.086 0.099 0.107 -0.008 0.125 0.073 -0.044 0.085 -0.055 0.023 -0.069 -0.033 -0.098 0.116 1.000    

(q) Democratic 
Experience 

0.035 -0.098 0.052 0.079 0.026 0.245 0.101 -0.025 -0.196 -0.093 0.135 0.011 0.118 -0.033 0.073 0.172 1.000   

(r) Spatial Lag of 
Democracy 

0.034 0.050 -0.020 -0.014 0.019 0.397 0.034 -0.155 -0.508 -0.339 0.431 0.040 0.332 0.093 0.060 -0.014 0.216 1.000  

(s) Natural Resources -0.034 -0.011 -0.084 -0.092 0.058 -0.069 -0.072 -0.111 -0.036 0.039 0.107 -0.047 0.222 -0.078 -0.064 -0.062 -0.065 -0.078 1.000 
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Annex 6a. Structure of Violence after the 1993 Murder of Ndadaye. 

Figure A. Structure of Violence after the 1993 Murder of Ndadaye.  
Notes. Areas in gray are the communes where massacres occurred between 21 and 24 October 1993. Source:  
Chrétien and Mukuri (2002, 23). 
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Annex 6b. Geography of Burundian Civil War at the End of December 1995. 

 

 

Figure B. Geography of Burundian Civil War at the End of December 1995. 
Notes. Areas in gray are communes where most of the violence took place between the military and (Hutu) militias 
(i.e. CNDD-FDD, PALIPEHUTU-FNL, and FROLINA). Source: Chrétien and Mukuri (2002, 113).  
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Annex 7. Policy Recommendations for EU Global Strategy

On “Principled Pragmatism” 

I. Avoid a dogmatic insistence on principles and norms, often as a result of interests of EU member states, 

in favor of a more pragmatic norm-driven and locally sensitive approach. This implies a compromise 

between national principles, interests, and local reality in function of social stability. 

II. In order to make principled pragmatism work, avoid double standards. Instead, the EU should rely on 

clear red lines and apply them consistently across the international system. This also requires policy 

cohesion amongst EU Member States. Losses in terms of immediate interest are thereby compensated by 

gains in international credibility.  

III. Although respect for local context and red lines reduce balancing incentives of dependent states in an age 

of multi-polarity, they cannot fully eliminate this risk. Balancing challenges principled pragmatism 

because it seeks to blackmail EU policy makers to drop normative demands. The EU, however, should 

not respond with policy concessions. Rather, it should apply its policies consistently because it is not sure 

whether external balancing offers a credible and reliable alternative to the EU. 

On “Building State and Societal Resilience” 

IV. EU policy makers should not rely on a one-size-fits-all policy to building state resilience. On the contrary, 

they should recognize the existence of different types of states (i.e. failing states, precarious states, 

cooperative states and repressive states) and adjust their policies accordingly. 

V. As a rule, strengthening the resilience of repressive states is inappropriate. Although this somehow 

benefits state resilience in the short-term, it engenders instability in the medium to long-term and also 

stimulates state violence. EU policy makers should distrust state elites that rule in autonomy of, rather 

than in cooperation with civil society, and consider to downgrade them as partners for state resilience 

projects. 

VI. Rather than working with state elites, in precarious and repressive states EU policy makers should 

primarily aim for a strong (civil) society. On the one hand, the EU should reject state policies seeking to 

curb autonomous CSO activities. On the other hand, the EU should focus on those policies strengthening 

societal resilience, from supporting CSOs, to private sector development, access to education, health, and 

(communication) infrastructure, to promoting development more generally by respecting fair terms of 

trade.   

VII. EU policy makers should promote cooperative interaction between, rather than separate resilience of, 

societal and statist actors. Although most recommendations above directly or indirectly tap into this form 

of cooperation, EU policy makers should make this more explicit in their foreign policy behavior. They 

should also focus predominantly on building societal resilience, and see cooperative interaction as sector-

specific with reinforcing processes for both societal and state resilience. 
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Abstract (Dutch Version) 

Objectieven: Hybride regimes, i.e. regimes die democratische en autoritaire elementen combineren, zijn een 

inherent onderdeel van de post-Koude Oorlog wereldorde. De centrale onderzoeksvraag van dit doctoraat 

luidt: wat verklaart de groei en stabiliteit van hybride regimes na de Koude Oorlog? En hoe spelen invloeden 

vanuit de internationale omgeving en staatscapaciteit hierbij een rol? Macro-sociologische theorie is 

hierover niet eenduidig. Volgens nieuw sociologisch institutionalisme zijn hybride regimes slechts een 

tijdelijk fenomeen en het resultaat van de graduele diffusie van Westerse democratische modellen ten 

gevolge van globalisering. Wereldsysteemtheorie daarentegen ziet hybride regimes als een nieuw type van 

autoritarisme bepaald door oneerlijke vormen van internationale interactie en uitbuiting. Beide theorieën 

verschillen ook in hun opvattingen van hoe staatscapaciteit hybride regimes beïnvloedt. Waar nieuw 

sociologisch institutionalisme de staat ziet als een afgeleide van de wereldcultuur, en de diffusie van staats- 

en regimemodellen grotendeels over dezelfde kam scheert, beschouwt wereldsysteemtheorie 

staatscapaciteit als een aspect in handen van landen in de kern van het wereldsysteem, instrumenteel om 

autoritarisme vorm te geven en belangen van de kern te dienen. Beide theorieën zijn duidelijk 

deterministisch ten aanzien van het verklaren van hybride regimes. Comparatieve politieke economie 

verschilt op dit vlak daar het de invloed van de internationale omgeving op hybride regimes conditioneel 

maakt aan de algemene structuur van internationale machtsrelaties. Deze structuur kan zowel restricties als 

opportuniteiten opleveren voor afhankelijke staten en dus democratie-diffusie bewerkstelligen of inhiberen 

door het al dan niet toelaten van agency. Daarenboven ziet politieke economie de staat ook als een autonome 

actor, met de potentiële capaciteit om nationale en internationale druk te mediëren en om zelf het politiek 

regime vorm te geven. 

Methoden: We bestuderen directe (i.e. via internationale omgeving) en indirecte (i.e. via staatscapaciteit) 

vormen van democratie-diffusie aan de hand van een multimethode analyse. We conceptualiseren en meten 

hybride regimes in een multidimensioneel kader en door gebruik te maken van gedisaggregeerde 

indicatoren, confirmatorische factor analyse en hiërarchische cluster analyse. De internationale omgeving 

wordt beschouwd als een multiplex machtsnetwerk, waarbij onderscheid wordt gemaakt tussen 

economische, politieke, en militaire vormen van internationale interactie. De directe effecten van deze 

netwerken op hybride regimes worden onderzocht via de analyse van longitudinale ego-netwerken en 

overlevingsanalyse. Staatscapaciteit wordt geoperationaliseerd door te differentiëren tussen despotische en 

infrastructurele staatsmacht. Comparatieve historische analyse van primaire en vooral secundaire data, met 

(divergerende) politieke regime paden in Rwanda en Burundi na de Koude Oorlog als leidraad, wordt 

gebruikt om dieper in te gaan op het indirecte pad van democratie-diffusie.  
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Resultaten: De resultaten van het doctoraat beklemtonen het belang van internationale machtsstructuren en 

despotische staatscapaciteit om hybride regimes te verklaren. Alwaar integratie in democratische 

machtsnetwerken democratisering bewerkstelligt, zorgt integratie in autoritaire machtsnetwerken er net 

voor dat democratisering wordt ondermijnd. Daarenboven tonen de resultaten aan dat het positieve effect 

van integratie in democratische machtswerken op democratisering na de Koude Oorlog afneemt, en dat dit 

te maken heeft met de snelle opkomst van de Volksrepubliek China in het internationale handelsnetwerk, 

dat ondemocratische bestuursvormen versterkt. Deze resultaten tonen aan dat de plotselinge groei en 

uiteindelijke stabiliteit van hybride regimes resulteren uit complexe machtsdynamieken in het internationaal 

systeem ten gevolge van globalisering, dat nieuwe opportuniteiten en dus agency voor afhankelijke staten 

genereert en restricties wegneemt. Verder duidt de comparatieve historische analyse op het belang van 

despotische staatscapaciteit om internationale en nationale druk voor democratie te accapareren. De 

resultaten demonstreren dat alleen in een context van lage despotische staatscapaciteit, internationale druk 

door Westerse donoren om te democratiseren democratisering in de hand werkt. Daarentegen, wanneer 

despotische staatscapaciteit hoog is en dit gepaard gaat met druk om te democratiseren, dan is de uitkomst 

veelal een hybride regime waarin staatselites de staatsmacht gebruiken om druk te mediëren en democratie 

te veinzen. Wanneer deze strategie daarenboven leidt tot de transmissie van buitenlandse hulp, dan 

versterken Westerse donoren het hybride karakter van het regime. Verder leidt de combinatie van hoge 

despotische staatscapaciteit en de afwezigheid van internationale druk om te democratiseren tot een sterke 

vorm van autoritarisme – aangescherpt door internationale steun. Ten slotte, wanneer despotische 

staatscapaciteit laag is en donor druk afwezig, dan is de uitkomst veelal een instabiel regime, afhankelijk 

van de machtsbalans tussen staatselite en samenleving. Deze bevindingen geven meer nuance aan het 

politiek economisch perspectief: naast de internationale omgeving is ook staatscapaciteit een bron van 

ontkoppeling van democratie en dus een verklaring voor de groei en uiteindelijke stabiliteit van hybride 

regimes.  
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