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Electoral Competitiveness in Competitive
Authoritarianism in Latin America 1990-2014

JAROSLAV BILEK
(University Hradec Kralove)

Introduction

Even though the international political situationthe post-cold war
world makes it much more difficult for fully authtarian regimes to get
established, we can't say that in the wake of kxel tdemocratic wave, all
forms of authoritarianism would disappear compieteélhe very specific
constellation of the international political sitieet led to the creation of
competitive authoritarianism, in which democratiostitutions exist but
incumbent abuse skews the playing field againstaeonents Due to the
relatively frequent occurrence of these regimesnpeditive authoritarianism
has become a major focus of comparative researebid&s the question of
regime stability, the interest of researchers has mostly been aimntt effort
to explain how and when the incumbent can be dedéand what affects the
level of electoral competitiven€ssAlthough the conclusions of these studies
have been undeniably interesting, we also need ddreas some of the

Support for this article was provided by the gi@esearch of Latin American Politics Il
by the Philosophical Faculty of University of Hraderalové.

Steven Levitsky, James Loxton, “Populism and Cditipe Authoritarianism in the
Andes”,Democratizationvol. 20, no. 1, 2013, pp. 107-136.

Jason Browlee, “Portens of Pluralism: How Hybrid giRees Affect Democratic
Transitions”,American Journal of Political Scienceol. 53, no. 3, 2009, pp. 515-532;
Steven Levitsky, Lucan WayCompetitive Authoritarianism: Hybrid Regimes aftae
Cold War Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 2010.

Marc M. Howard, Philip G. Roessler, “Liberaliziffjectoral Outcomes in Competitive
Authoritarian Regimes”American Journal of Political Sciencgol. 50, no. 2, 2006,
pp. 362-378; Kenneth Green, “The Political EconoofyAuthoritarian Single-Party
Dominance”, Comparative Political Studi& vol. 43, no. 7, 2010, pp. 807-834;
Valerie Bunce, Sharon WolchicRefeating Authoritarian Leaders in Post-Communist
Countries Cambridge University Press, New York, 2011; Dani&teno, “Elections and
Democratization in Authoritarian RegimesAmerican Journal of Political Science
vol. 57, no. 3, 2013, pp. 703-716.

Leah GilbertState Mobilization Strategies and Political Compieti in Hybrid Regimes
Georgetown University Washington DC, 2012; Andreas Schedldihe Politics of
Uncertainty. Substaining and Subverting Electorath®ritarianism,Oxford University
Press, 2013.
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limitations of the contemporary research on contipetiauthoritarianism. As
has been pointed out by some authors in thé ghste is a certain shortcoming
of the existing research in the fact that it dragega mainly from large-N
comparative studies. Because of these parametersharacter of our theories
is rather universal, with a fairly limited explaogat potential. A feasible
solution to this situation is to steer our attemtito small-to-medium-N
comparisons, which — thanks to closer interactidh wata — can help improve
the explanatory ability Another flaw of the existing research is that ldrge-N
comparative studies mostly focus on older (and tikelly well-known)
examples, omitting many contemporary cases of cttiygeauthoritarianism.
A good example of such practice is Latin Americhgve, in the past ten years,
competitive authoritarian regimes have been estaddi in several countries
(Venezuela, Ecuador, Bolivia, Nicaragua), but so these cases haven't
received a lot of scientific attention.

The aim of this study is to react to this situatiand offer an
explanation of varying degree of electoral compaitess in competitive
authoritarianism in Latin America. For that purpoes study compares the 41
cases of elections that were carried out betwee®0 1&nd 201% using
regression analysis and qualitative comparativdyaisa(QCAY. This paper
takes up the research tradition of setting the gbalplaining variation within
one specific regime category. Furthermore, theystrids to use data from the
newly accessible databa¥arieties of Democrac$; which so far hasn't been
used for research on elections in competitive autr@nism and contains an
abundance of variables linked to elections in l/begimes. However, the
comparative research of competitive authoritariania Latin America isn’t
insightful only from the theoretical point of viewut also from the practical
one, as elections have been recently held in sditieese regimes and are going
to be held in several others over the course ofrttet two yearS. It is

6 Jennifer Gandhi, Elenn Lust-Okar, “Elections Undathoritarianism”,Annual Review of

Political Sciene, vol. 12, no.1, 2009, pp. 403-422; Yonatan L. $or“The Era of
Electoral Authoritarianism™World Politics vol. 61, no. 1, 2012, pp. 161-198.
7 Yanatan L. Morse, “The Era of Electoral...cit.”, 189.
8 The 2014 elections are not a part of this stixdgause to a big extent, it works with data
from Varieties of Democracyhose dataset ends with 2014.
9 Charles Ragin, Sean Daveg/QCA (computer programme), version ,2fiversity of
California, Irvine CA, 2014.
10" Michael Coppedge, John Gerring, Staffan I. Lindgb&vend-Erik Skaaning, Jan Teorell,
David Altman et al. “V-Dem [Country-Year/Country-DatBataset v6.2” Varieties of
Democracy (V-Dem) Projec2016.
Elections in Nicaragua have been carried ouhatend of last year and in Ecuador, they
should take place at the beginning of this yeaénezuela, the elections are planned for
2018 and in Bolivia for 2019. As for Venezuela, i#squestion whether the opposition
will manage to make the sitting president call arlyepresidential election before the end
of his regular presidential term.

11
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therefore of high importance to know which factaffect the chances of the
opposition for success.

This article has several important implications fbe comparative
research on competitive authoritarianism. Firsynitlermines the value of the
natural resources rent and economic statism vagabAlthough previously,
scholars have assumed these factors to have arenc# on the level of
electoral competitiveness, findings of this reskamdo not confirm this
assumption. Second, contrary to the older reselaycBchedle?, this article
concludes that some repressive strategies adoptguernments have had a
statistically significant impact on the scope aatbral competitiveness. This is
interesting when considering that previously, tkisategy appeared to be
influential only in the case of hegemonic electoegimes. Third, the empirical
part of this article suggests that in the majmftgases the different level of electoral
competitiveness can be explained by a relativeblisamber of variables.

Theories and Hypotheses

What is influencing the level of electoral compeéness in
competitive authoritarianism? Based on a surveyeliterature about elections
in competitive authoritarianisi) this study came with 17 potential
explanations which can be divided into the follogvithree main categories.
This account is obviously not an exhaustive orseplirpose is rather to ensure a
balance and to employ the widest array of data ftben aforementioned
Varieties of Democracy (V-derdiitabasé.

The first category includes the socio-economiaginf explanatioh.
The first of them is based on the legendary worlseymour Martin Lipsét,

12 Andreas SchedlefThe Politics of Uncertainty. Substaining and Subimgr Electoral

Authoritarianism Oxford University Press, 2013.

The backbone of the mentioned literary surveysigiad of publications highlighted in the
introduction.

The majority of variables in V-dem dataset i9id values, where 0 is the most negative
and 4 the most positive value. For the purposenalyais in this study these variables are
reversed. The only exception is the variable “pegit corruption”, as this variable is
coded in 0-1 values, where 0 is the most positha lthe most corrupt. The final value
of all the variables is derived from the averagetld values two years before the
elections.

Data for socio-economical variables mainly confesm the World Bank World
Development Indicators (http://data.worldbank.ora¢cessed on 20.8.2016). The final
value of all the variables is derived from the ager of the values two years before the
elections.

Seymour M. Lipset, “Some Social Requisites of Deracy: Economic Development and
Political Legitimacy”,American Political Science Revigvol. 53, no. 1, 1959, pp. 69-103.
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334 JAROSLAV BILEK

which follows economic developméht According to this theory, there is a
proportional relationship between economic develepm and electoral
competitiveness. The second explanation is focusedhort-term economic
performanced. This point of view suggests that the growth of R5Bhould
raise the chances of the incumbents of being edeand hence reduce the
level of electoral competitivenéds The third kind of socio-economic
explanation is concerned with the amount of stataesship in the econorfly

A high level of nationalization and state regulatidncrease the power of the
ruling party andvice vers&'. The fourth explanation is attentive to the levkl
social inequalit§”. According to some schol&fsthe level of inequality affects
the degree of citizens’ participation on politicakues. In line with this
argument, in countries with high inequality, thesadls to lower interest of
citizens in politics and decreases the politicahpetition. The fifth explanation
highlights the role of the mineral ref{t&’.

“Where fuel or mineral exports generate masstatesevenue, state-society
resource asymmetries may enable governments tgtcordl society and starve the
opponents of resource®”

The very last explanation is concentrated on iv@gonal and global
factors. The high level of linkage and dependé&hee the international system
is expected to be reflected in the quality of daingmlitical competitiof.

17 Economic development is operationalized as GiP capitain USD in the World

Development Indicators (WDI) dataset.

This variable is operationalized as GP& capitagrowth in USD in WGI dataset.
Stephen Haggard, Robert R. Kaufm@he Political Economy of Democratic Transitions
Princeton University Press, Princeton, 1995.

This variable is operationalized as State owngrsheconomy in Varieties of Democracy
dataset.

Kenneth Green, “The Political Economy of Authariéan Single-Party Dominance”,
Comparative Political Studiesol. 43, no. 7, 2010, pp. 807-834; Kurt Weylafidatin
America’s Authoritarian Drift. The Threat from Pdjst Left“, Journal of Democracgy
vol. 24, no. 3, 2013, pp. 18-32.

Social inequality is operationalized as the Giilex in the WGI dataset.

Guillermo O’Donnell, “Horizontal Accountabilityrel New Polyarchies"Working Paper
of Kellogg Institute no. 253, 1998; Wolfgang Merkel “Embedded and Dife
Democracies”"Pemocratizationvol. 11, no. 5, 2004, pp. 33-58.

Mineral rents are operationalized as Total natueaorces rent (% GDP) in the WGI
dataset.

25 Michael W. Ross, “Does Oil Hinder DemocracyWorld Politics vol. 53, no. 3, 2001,
pp- 325-361.

Steven Levitsky, James Loxton, “Populism and Cditipe Authoritarianism...cit.”.

This variable is operationalized as internatidrede (% GDP) in the WGI dataset.
Steven Levitsky, Lucan Wagompetitive Authoritarianismcit.
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The second category includes institutional expiang®. The first
explanation focuses on the level of corruptioiigh level of corruption may
increase electoral competitiveness, “because ienautis the ability of leaders to
maintain their patronage networks"The second explanation in this category is
based on thegislative strengtif. This explanation is driven by the assumption
that:

“Imbalances in executive-legislative relationsosld find almost direct
expressions in electoral imbalances. In the absehteygislative checks and balances,

overpowering executives should find it compar$ieasy to manufacture wide margins

of victory"®,

Another explanation follows the number eectoral cycle¥ without
alternation of power. Unfortunately we have mixes$uanptions about causal
effect of this variable. Some scholars argue tigit humber of electoral cycles
without alternation of power can decrease electoaipetitiveness and other
scholars oppose this statemi&nfThe last institutional factor which can affect
electoral competitiveness in competitive authoidtgism is the timing of the
presidential and parliamentary elections. Predisti@bout the effect of the
concurrent electionsare again uncertain. Moreover, in his recent mesea
Schedler revealed that the level of electoral cditipeness does not vary
between concurrent and non-concurrent elections

The third and fourth category of the potential larptions are based
around actors. The third category includes stratedecisions of the
government. On the side of the government, we @i&rabout different types of
repression which can decrease electoral competéas® likecensorshipof

2 | choose not to include two of the most useditintibnal explanations: the difference

between the presidential and parliamentary regimd acumbent participation in
elections. | decided so because of the specificeatdrof the examined field. The first
explanation lacks any meaning in this study, beealisregimes are presidential. The re-
election of presidential candidate is problematie ¢tb a combination of presidential and
parliamentary elections. Moreover, in many casessigential re-election is forbidden
(Mexico, Paraguay, Guatemala).

The level of corruption is operationalized astmal corruption in the V-Dem dataset.
Valerie Bunce, Sharon WolchidRefeating Authoritarian Leaderscit, p. 40.

Legislative strenght is operationalized as Legigé constraints on the executive index in
the V-Dem dataset.

Andreas Schedlefhe Politics of Uncertainty.cit., p. 238.

This variable is operationalized as the numbeelettoral cycles without alternation in
power.

% |bidem

% gtaffan I. LindbergDemocratization by Elections. A New Mode of TransgiaJohn
Hopkins University Press, Baltimore, 2009.

Andreas SchedleThe Politics of Uncertainty.cit., p. 236.
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media® andexclusiof’ andintimidation of oppositiofi’ **. The last explanation
is concerned witfreedom of civil society organizationss Diamond noted:

“While an opposition victory is not impossible irhgbrid regime, it requires a
level of opposition mobilization, unity, skills,nd heroism far beyond what would
normally be required for victory in a democraty”

In this (at least for opposition) unfortunate attan, one of the causes
that can help is a strong presence of civil soaeg@nizations, which can again
help to balance the power between the ruling pamty the oppositidi If the
ruling party wants to restrict this potential thragamust keep these two groups
divided™. In line with this argument, the degree of rep@s®f civil society®
organizations can affect competitiveness in cortigeti authoritarianism
because if the degree of repression of civil sgc@ganization is high, the
ruling party maintains its power more easily.

On the side of the opposition (the fourth categafy potential
explanations), recent research shows the importarficéhe ability of the
opposition party to create a broad coalition befleztio®, more specifically
unification of the main opposition forces aroundc arandidate who can better
challenge the candidate of the ruling party. Inithold to other reasons, a united
opposition can better mobilize people to vote agjathe incumbent, as the
electorate feels that the change is possible aadp#dople begin to see the
opposition as an alternative governing coalitiondifferent and more radical
strategy of the opposition &ectoral boycoff, which obviously decreases the
electoral competition. The last and slightly leadical opposition strategy is

Censorship of media is operationalized as valugamfernment censorship effort — Media
index in the V-dem dataset.

Exclusion is operationalized as value of party bariable in the V-Dem dataset.

This variable is operationalized as value of Eergovernment intimidation variable in
the V-Dem dataset.

Andreas Schedlefhe Politics of Uncertainty.cit.

Larry Diamond, “Thinking About Hybrid RegimesJournal of Democracyvol. 13,
no. 2, 2001, p. 24.

Steven M. FishDemocracy from Scratch: Opposition and Regime i hew Russian
Revolution Princeton University Press, Princeton, 1995.

Valerie Bunce, Sharon WolchidRefeating Authoritarian Leaderscit, p. 60.

Civil society freedom is operationalized as CSQesgion in the V-dem dataset.
Oppositon coalition is operationalized as dichwtos variable which has to cover the
level of opposition cohesion. 1 = broad coalitidropposition forces or partial coalition
of opposition forces, 0 = minority coalition of apgition forces or opposition forces are
divided. The data for this variable comes from seleoy literature about the cases. A list
of sources is available upon request.

Electoral boycott is operationalized as Electiogcotts in the V-dem dataset.
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organizing pre-electorgbrotesté®. This strategy should help mobilize voters
and lead to increased electoral competitivefiess

Measuring Competitive Authoritarianism
and Electoral Competitiveness

For the purpose of this study

“competitive authoritarian regimes are civilian iregs in which formal democratic
institutions exist and are widely viewed as themany means of gaining power, but in
which incumbents’ abuse of the state places them significant advantages-a-vis
their opponents. Such regimes are competitiveah dipposition parties use democratic
institutions to contest seriously for power, buéythare not democratic because the
playing field is heavily skewed in favor of the imabents®.

Regimes that combine elements of democracy anadattianism are
not new to political science and this phenomenors laready been
conceptualized by a number of other autfotdowever, what sets competitive
authoritarianism apart from the rest of the muliifas family of hybrid regimes
is the fact that in this particular kind of regintbge playing field is heavily
skewed in favor of the incumbents. Therefore, Stewevitsky and Lucan Way
conceptualize only one of the possible categorfebybrid regimes. In the
context of Latin America, it is hecessary to alsention the conception of Scott
Mainwaring, Daniel Brinks and Anibal Pérez&iT>. Their work on semi-
democratic regimes aims at encompassing a significhroader category of
political regimes between democracy and authoaitésim, such as those where
army has a considerable influence over pofitics

48 Electoral protests are operationalized as thebeurof riots in Phil A. Neel Counting
Riots database (http://www.ultra-com.org/projectfting-riots/, accessed on 20.8.2016).
The final value of all the variables is derivednfrdhe average of the values two years
before the elections.

49 Marc M. Howard, Philip G. Roessler, “LiberalizinteEtoral Outcomes...cit.”, pp. 371-372.

50 Steven Levitsky, Lucan Wagompetitive Authoritarianismcit., p. 5.

51 For a review of this literature see Vladimira Bakova, Radek Buben, Jarémec, iQue
el pueblo mandeSociologické nakladatelstvi, Praha, 2012.

2 Scott Mainwaring, Daniel Brinks, Anfbal Perézi&n, “Classifying Political Regimes in
Latin America, 1945-1999'Studies in Comparative International Developmeat. 36,
no. 1, 2001, pp. 37-65.

% For more details about the differences betweaiows types of hybrid regimes, see
Jaroslav Bilek, “Hybrid Regimes as an IndependenteTgb Political Regime: A
Comparison of Selected Approache€entral European Political Studies Review
vol. 17, no. 2, 2015, pp. 212-233.
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338 JAROSLAV BILEK

The classification of political regimes in a greyng” for the purpose
of the multiple-case study is always fairly trickgasically, there are three
possible approaches to the problem. First, the osite score, such as those
from Freedom House or Polity IV, can be used. Haxewvne potential pitfall
of this approach lies in the fact that the aggredmtel evaluations are not
useful for the classification of hybrid regimésecause they cannot capture the
variability of these regimes in a satisfactory wagcording to the recent study
of Samuel Handlitf, the limits of those evaluations are reflectedthieir
inability to differentiate between democracy andnpetitive authoritarianism.
This problem has much to do with the specific ratof these regimes, above
all with their inofficial practices that cannot leasily detected by aggregate-
level quantitative evaluations. Second, the inddeptalitative classification on
the basis of precisely established criteria is la@otvay for distinguishing this
type of regimes. However, within this approachisitquite difficult to retain
consistency across a greater number of cases.

For these reasons, this study opts for the thirdrageh, which is
recommended by Andrea Cassanit suggests to consider a regime to be
competitive authoritarianism only in case that &swlassified like this by other
authors, which reflects the prevalence of a congemsnong researchers. For
this purpose, | have explored the works of différaathors® who have dealt

54 Thomas Carothers, “The End of the Transition Agrat Journal of Democracyvol. 13,

no. 1, 2002, pp. 5-21.

Leah Gilbert, Payam Mosheni, “Beyond Authoritaisam The Conceptualization of
Hybrid Regimes”,Studies in Comparative International Developmerd]. 46, no. 3,
2011, pp. 270-297; Geraldo G. Munck, Jay Verkuil&npnceptualizing and Measuring
Democracy“, Comparative Political Studiesvol. 35, no. 1, 2002, pp. 5-34;
Alex Hadenius, Jay Teorelfuthoritarian Regimes: Stability, Change, and Patjsvéo
Democracy, 1972-2008Vorking Paper #3312006.

Samuel Handlin, “Observing Incumbent Abuses: lovorg Measures of Electoral and
Competitive Authoritarianism with New DataRemocratizationvol. 24, no. 1, 2016,
pp. 1-29.

Andrea Cassani, “Hybrid What? Partial Consensus Reauistent Divergence in the
Analysis of Hybrid Regimes“|nternational Political Science Reviewol. 35, no. 2,
2014, pp. 542-558.

Larry Diamond, “Thinking About...cit.”jdem “Is Democracy in Decline?"Journal of
Democracyvol. 26, no. 1, 2015, pp. 141-155; Steven Leyitdlucan Way Competitive
Authoritarianism..cit.; Steven Levitsky, Lucan Way, “The Myth of Democratic
Recession” Journal of Democragyvol. 26, no. 1, 2015, pp. 46-58; Marc M. Howard,
Philip G. Roessler, “Liberalizing Electoral Outcomest.”; Daniela Donno, “Elections
and Democratization...cit.”; Steven Levitsky, Jarhegton, “Populism and Competitive
Authoritarianism...cit.”; Andreas Schedld@he Politics of Uncertaintycit.; Kurt Weyland,
“Latin America’s Authoritarian Drift...cit.”; ScottMainwaring, Anibal Peréz-kan,
Democracies and Dictatorships in Latin America. Egesce, Survival and Fall
Cambridge University Press, New York, 201dem “Cross-Currents in Latin America”,
Journal of Democracyvol. 26, no. 1, 2015, pp. 114-127.
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with the issue of competitive authoritarian regirimesatin America in the time
period used in this study. The results can be seehable 1. Its form-
introducing respective parliamentary and presidémtiections- is determined
by the focus of the study, assuming elections@steof analysis.

Table 1

Cases of Competitive Authoritarianism in the Previais Studies
Case Diamond LevWay | HowRoess | Donno LevLox Schedler Weyland ML

Bo0O6L | | | | |

Bo09P | | | | |
Bo0O9L | | | | |
Bol4P | | | | |
Bol4L | | | | |
Co02P |
DrooP |
DrooL |
Dro4pP |

Dro4L |
Dr96P | |
Dro6L | |
Ec06P |
EcO7L | | | | |
Ec09P | | | | |
EcO9L | | | | |
Ec13P | | | | |

Ecl3L | | | | |
Gu95P | |
Gu9s5L | |
Ha95P | | |
Ha95L | | |
Ha00P | | |
Ha00L | | |
Me91L | | |

Me94P | | |
Me94L | | |
Me97L |
MeOOP |
MeOOL |
Ni90OP | | |
Ni9oL | | |
Ni11P

Romanian Political Science Review vol. XVII * no. 2¢ 2017
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Ni1lL

Pe92L

|

|

Pe95P |
Pe95L |
|

|

Pe00OP

Pe00OL

PeO1P

PeOl1L

PaglL

Pag93P

Pag98P

|

|
Pa93L

|

|

Pag98L

Ve0OP

VeOOL

VeO5L

|
Ve06P |
VelOL |
|

|

|

|

| | |

| | |

| | |

Vel2P | | |

[
[
[
[
Vel3pP [
Note: Ve(Venezuela), Pa(Paraguay), Pe(Peru), Néifdgua), Ha(Haiti), Ec(Ecuador),

Dr(Dominican Republic), Bo(Bolivia), Co(Colombia), Meé¥ico), Gu(Guatemala).
L= Legislative Elections. P= presidential election.

Although the conclusions of this analysis are ldjtsince the authors
usually did not analyze exactly the same periothe¢ and because the analysis
covers only comparative studies of more cases, pitesented results are
interesting for both the case selection in thiglgtand the assessment of the
current state of research of hybrid regimes. Inlddh we can see the absence
of consensus among researchers regarding somdicpases. On one hand,
there are clear-cut cases which are unanimouss$gified in a certain way, such
as Fujimori’'s Peru. On the other hand, there ase ahmbiguous” disputed
cases such as Dominican Republic or Paraguay. ierge we can conclude
that the level of agreement among the authorsisgiover time, which in fact
means that among researchers, there is a widermsus with respect to
contemporary cases than regarding the regimesdah.

In the search for the required minimal level of emsus, the study
includes only the cases that were classified asidhybgimes at least in three
out of the eight used sources. Although this nunsieems too permissive at a
first glance, if we consider the different timeagin and often very different
empirical scope of the texts, it is quite justifabThis criteria applied, we

Romanian Political Science Review vol. XVII * no. 2¢ 2017



Electoral Competitiveness in Competitive Authoritaianism 341

acquire 30 cases of elections, a number whichppased to be rather reliable.
The fact that these are rather clear-cut casesdnes the validity of the results
acquired, because it compensates the requiremeitassic statistical studies to
use a much greater number of cases to reach repm#ggy. Moreover, to
ensure a much larger validity, the regimes thataameed on by at least two
studies are also included as a control sample. Gtigrol sample contains
exactly 41 cases.

Table 2
Universe of Cases of Elections in Competitive Authd@arianism
in Latin America 1990-2014

Sample 1 Control sample

BoO6L Me94P BoO6L Ha95L PeO1P
Bo09P Me94L Bo09P HaOO0P PeO1L
BoO9L Ni90P BoO9L HaOO0L Pag9lL
Bol4P Ni9OL Bol4P Me91L Pag93pP
Bol4L Nil1P Bol4L Me94P Pa93L
EcO7L NillL Dro6P Me94L Pa98P
Ec09P Pe92L Dro6L Ni9OP Pa98L
Ec09L Pe95pP EcO7L Ni9OL VeO5L
Ec13P Pe95L Ec09P Nil1P VeO6P
Ecl13L Pe0OOP Ec09L NillL VelOL
Ha95P PeOOL Ec13P Pe92L Vel2P
Ha95L VeO5L Ec13L Pe95P Vel3P
HaOO0P VeO6P Gu9s5P Pe95L

HaOOL VelOL Gu9sL PeOOP

Me91L Vel2P Ha95P PeOOL

Note: Ve(Venezuela), Pa(Paraguay), Pe(Peru), Nifidigua), Ha(Haiti),
Ec(Ecuador), Dr(Dominican Republic), Bo(Bolivia), Co{@mbia),
Me(Mexico), Gu(Guatemala).

L= Legislative Elections. P= presidential election.

The dependent variable of the studyelectoral competitiveness is
defined as margins of victory in competitive autteosian regimes. Margins of
victory (how close the electoral result was) araally used as a measure of
electoral competitiveness in similar studfe$n this study, margins of victory
are operationalized as a difference in seat sHagbgeen the largest and the

% Leah Gilbert, State Mobilization Strategiexit; Andreas SchedlerThe Politics of

Uncertainty..cit.

Romanian Political Science Review vol. XVII * no. 2¢ 2017



342 JAROSLAV BILEK

second-largest party in legislative elections. Ntesgf victory in presidential
elections are then defined as the difference indvabte shares between the
winning candidate and the one who finished secandhe first round of
presidential elections. | suppose that the lardper hargins of victory, the
smaller the electoral competitiveness in the reggeelections. In an effort to
compare the results with other studies, the classibn used in this study is
identical to the one used by Schedler in his Work

Methods

Being an Empirical analysis, this study uses reggasanalysis and QCA.
The QCA is a tool for systematic comparison ofdases. The QCA belongs to the
family of the set-theoretic data analysis techrsqtiat are “concerned with the
systematic matching and contrasting of the casesstablish common causal
relationships by eliminating all other possibikifi&. The whole category of QCA
methods was originally introduced by Charles R&gifihese research methods
contain elements of qualitative and quantitatiyeregches, but in essence use case-
sensitive approaéhbecause QCA has strong qualitative fots

The regression analysis and set-theoretic meth@dsa combined too
often, although it is one of the possible waysriafnigulatiot®. There are two
approaches which differ in view on this problemeTthist is a purist approach,
which argues that regression analysis and setdtieanethods cannot properly
be used together, because both methods differeemddgically. This study is
based on a second (pragmatic) approach, which sithaé the epistemological
differences are an advantage rather than a drawlaackhis allows for two
distinct but hopefully complementary points of vieaf the same research
questiofi®.

60
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Andreas Schedlefhe Politics of Uncertainty.cit., p. 207.

Dirk Berg-Schlosser, Gisele De Meur, Benoit Riho@harles Ragin, “Qualitative
Comparative Analysis (QCA) as an Approach”, in BenRBihoux, Charles Ragin,
Configurational Comparative Methods. Qualitative Comapiae Analysis (QCA) and
Related TechniqueSAGE, Thousand Oaks, 2009, pp. 1-18.

Charles RaginThe Comparative Method: Moving Beyond Qualitativel uantitative
StrategiesUniversity of California Press, Los Angeles, 1989.

Benoit Rihoux, “Qualitative Comparative Analysis (®Cand Related Systematic
Comparative Methods'International Sociologyvol. 21, no. 5, 2006, pp. 679-706.
Claudius Wagemann, Carstern Q. Schneilet;Theoretic Methods for Social Science. A
Guide to Qualitative Comparative AnalysGambridge University Press, Cambridge, 2012.
Svend-Erik Skaaning, “Explaining Post-Communist gees for Civil Liberty: A Multi-
Methods Test"Journal of Business Researatol. 60, no. 1, 2007, pp. 493-500.
Barbara Vis, “The Comparative Advantages of fsQQ# &egression Analysis for
Moderately Large-N Analyses3ociological Methods and Reseayrewl. 40, no. 1, 2012,
p. 175.

62

63

64

65

66

Romanian Political Science Review vol. XVII * no. 2¢ 2017



Electoral Competitiveness in Competitive Authoritaianism 343

The main aspects in which both methods differ heewiay how these
methods work with interacting effects, detect nplétipaths (equifinality), and
how they tackle limited diversity. Compared to e=gion analysis, QCA is
better adapted to interpretation of an interactonsisting of more than two
variables especially in medium-N comparisénahich is the case of this study.

In the way how they detect multiple paths (equiftgg both methods
are different, because:

“In regression analysis, if an outcome (dependemiable) occurs and the
given cause (independent variable) does not, tisits as negative evidence for the
strength of that causal relationsHfp”

“This means that the factor that influences theconte in only a subset of
cases — but some cases nonetheless — becomebl@insiegression analysis; in fact, it
only inflates variance and deflates coefficientsnf@mrational comparative methods,
contrarily, can identify the causal patterns thiffed across subsets of cases, allowing
for more complex causal narratives to be asse¥sed”

The last but important difference between these methods is a
limited diversity which is

“a crucial issue for causal inference that, howgieusually overlooked both in case
studies and statistical techniques. Diversity imited when logically possible
configurations of relevant conditions do not appemapirically® ™%,

While statistical methods are “inductively drivemddocus on counterfactual
estimation” and this problem is usually hidden from the rese® when working
with QCA, the researcher must pay greater attettitims issue.

On paper, researcher can choose one of three veaydchwork with
logical reminder€ (complex solution, parsimonious solution, interiate

Bear F. Braumoeller,Hypothesis Testing and Muditigtive Interaction Terms”,
International Organizationvol. 58, no. 4, 2004, pp. 807-820.

Jessica Epstein, Daniel Duerr, Lane Kenworthy, rl@ka Ragin, “Comparative
Employment Performance: A Fuzzy-Set Analysis”, liane Kenworthy,Method and
Substance in Macrocomparative Analy$islgrave Macmillan, New York, 2008, p. 68.
Barbara Vis, “The Comparative Advantages of fsQQ#l &Regression Analysis for
Moderately Large-N Analyses8th ESPAnet ConferencBudapest, 2010.

These cases are logical reminders (logically iptesssbut empirically not observed
combinations).

Claudius Wagemann, Carstern Q. Schneider, “Redu€ingplexity in Qualitative
Comparative Analysis (QCA): Remote and Proximatetdfacand the Consolidation of
Democracy” European Journal of Political Researalol. 45, no. 5, 2006, p. 757.
Barbara Vis, “The Comparative Advantages of fSQEA.", p. 174.

Claudius Wagemann, Carstern Q. Schneider, “Redu€iogplexity in Qualitative
Comparative Analysis...cit.”, p. 758.

As this is the first time QCA has been appliedthis kind of research, we focus our
attention only on the complex solution. This demisivas motivated by an attempt to
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solution). None of these solutions can solve asitn where we have a greater
number of variables. In these situations, QCA ugyabduces solutions which
are too complex or misleadifigWith regards to this issue, the key problem in
every QCA application is the variable selectionrr€ntly, we have about eight
ways how to solve this probléfn

Because this study combines QCA with regressioftysisa variables
are chosen by their statistical significance (digance approach). Based on
this assumption, QCA is rather a complementary owetim this study. The
model of regression analysis in this study is alinary least square regression
analysis with the time series cross-section dat@A @ used in its fuzzy-set
variation. Beside “classic” crisp-set QCA, the fs®@oes beyond 0 and 1
membership score and allows us to capture a defireembershif.

For this reason, every fsQCA analysis begins wittibcation of
conditions. For each condition, it is importantesiablish a threshold of full
membership in the set (0.95), the threshold of rfisth-membership in the set
(0,05) and cross-over point (0.5), that is, neithmre in nor more out of a
particular set. Because this study works primauiligh interval variables,
calibration was carried out by direct method ofilmation, when data was
standardized by z-scdfe Exceptions are variablesalition and concurrent
election which are dichotomous. The minimum level of cetesicy which |
use is 0.90, which is recommended for demandingistency criteri&.

Regression Analysis

The results of statistical analysis in Table 3 destrate that some of the
tested variables have an impact on the dependeablea The first tested model
contained only economic variables and was sucdessfplaining approximately
0,42 of variance. The results of the first modelslthat only economic growth has
a statistically significant influence on the maggof victory. If the GDP grows, the
margins of victory are also greater. The effectegbnomic liberty is also

depict the existing interactions in as detailed waaypossible. The use of intermediate
solution is not possible, due to the insufficietattss of theoretical knowledge in this field.
Edwin Amenta, Jane D. Poulsen, “Where to Beginuavé&y/ of Five Approaches to
Selecting Independent Variables for Qualitative Carafive Analysis“,Sociological
Methods & Researchvol. 23, no. 2, 1994, pp. 23-25; Claudius Wagem&arstern Q.
Schneider, “Reducing Complexity in Qualitative Comfigea Analysis...cit.”, pp. 756-
759; Barbara Vis, “The Comparative Advantages of f8QCit.”, p. 174.

Sakura Yamasaki, Benoit Rihoux, “A Commented &ewf Applications”, in Benoit Rihoux,
Charles C. RagirConfigurational Comparative Methodgit., pp. 125-130.

Charles C. Ragirkuzzy-set Social Sciendédniversity of Chicago Press, Chicago, 2000.
Idem Redesing Social Inquiry. Fuzzy Sets and Beydimversity of Chicago Press,
Chicago, 2008, pp. 86-94.

Idem, “Core versus Tangential Assumptions in ComparativeseReh”, Studies in
Comparative International Developmenrbl. 40, no. 1, 2005, pp. 10-11.
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fundamental but statistically insignificant. Theha&t economic variables are

statistically insignificant, with the exception mineral rent, which corresponded to
the theoretical expectations. In contradictionhese expectations, the mineral rent
negatively impacts the magnitude of margins ofovict

Table 3
Regression Analysis

1. 2. 3. 4. stepwise
Wealth -0,357
Itrade -0,268
GINI -0,15
Grow 0,617 0,285
Rent -0,281
EcFree -0,503
concurre. -0,522 -0,299
Cycle -0,044
LegiStre. 0,206
Corrup. -0,008
Ban 0,953 0,423
Censor 0,552
CSF 0,178
Intimidi -0,472
Boycott 0,198
Coalition -0,709 -0,529
Protests -0,295
N 30 30 30 30 30
Adj. R2 0,42 0,276 0,63 0,6 0,771
Shaded coefficients = statistically significant{pL5¥".

The institutional variables (model 2) succeedecxplaining 0,27 of
variance. The effect of corruption and cycle is @ non-observable.
Legislative strength then impacts margins of vigtobut in the opposite
direction than the theoretical expectation suppogéaat is more, the effect is
not statistically significant. The most influentiaktitutional factor that is at the
same time statistically significant are the conentrelections. If the elections
are concurrent, the margins of victory decline.

Strategic decisions on the part of the governmaemadel 3) explain
0,63 of variance, which represents the best resfltdl tested models. Apart
from freedom of civil society organizations, whibas small and statistically
insignificant effect on the dependent variable, ¢tkiger 3 variables show great
and statistically significant influence. The effasft party ban and censorship
then corresponds to the theoretical expectations. iteresting situation

8 The chosen level of statistical significance ragm strange, but it is the same level that
Schedler used in his most recent book. The chsitleus motivated by an effort to allow
the easiest possible comparison of the respedtidanfs.
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emerges in case of intimidation of opposition cdatks and parties because
this strategy negatively influences the magnitud@argins of victory.

In the last separate model, effects of certain kird opposition
strategies are presented. The model explains Ov&rance. All variables meet
the theoretical expectations. However, only theafbf pre-election coalition
of opposition parties is statistically significafihese results thus corroborate
the empirical findings of Howard and RoesSl@bout the fundamental role of
opposition coalitions and pre-electoral oppositiop@tests (although in this
study, this effect is not statistically significafar the margins of victory.

The last model combines the variables that turn statistically
significant on the basis of the previous stepwislysis. The model is
successful in explaining 77% of variance using dolyr variables. This means
that these variables are highly relevant for exypta the margins of victory in
the analyzed cases. The influence of all the virsalhas declined but has
maintained the same direction. The coalition vaeiahen demonstrates the
smallest decline and at the same time the bigéfest en the dependent variable.

FSQCA Analysis

The first step of a fuzzy-set analysis is alwayssi for necessity (Table
4). In our case, the results show that with a ctescy level of 0.93, absence of
coalition of opposition forces is a necessary cioowlifor the presence of large
margin of victory. The necessity test for the aleseof large margin of victory
yields no single necessary condition.

Table 4
Test for Necessity

Outcome Big margin of victory Consistency Coverage

Grow ~Grow 0,628 0,751 0,674 0,584
Concurr ~Concurr 0,44f 0,552 0,336 0,623
Ban ~Ban 0,62 0,711 0,787 0,5
Coalition ~Coalition 0,064 0,935 0,124 0,55
QOutcome Small margin Consistency Coverage

Grow ~Grow 0,561 0,75 0,731 0,71
Concurr ~Concurr 0,725 0,274 0,663 0,376
Ban ~Ban 0,41 0,86 0,636 0,422
Coalition ~Coalition 0,372 0,627 0,875 0,449

Note: ~absence of condition; shaded coefficienistlef consistency 0,9 or bigger.

The result of the complex solution (Table 5) shakaat a membership
in the set of large margin of victory is connectedtwo combinations of
conditions. What they have in common is the abseoicean opposition
coalition. In the first case, we are dealing withsituation in which the

81 Marc M. Howard, Philip G. Roessler, “Liberalizifgectoral Outcomes...cit.”.
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opposition can freely participate in elections, ibig not unified. Real examples
of such conditions can be observed in parliameraa presidential elections
in Ecuador and Bolivia. In the observed period iofet both countries saw
fragmented opposition standing against an incumbett an unquestionable
public support. These reasons likely led to the that there was no need to
restrict the opposition’s participation on the éias in any wa¥. In the
second case, the opposition is also fragmented,irbwt situation without
election concurrence and bad economic development.

Complex Solution Explaining the Level of Electoral Corpetitiveness Tevles
in Latin America 1990-2014

Large margin of victory Coverage
~Coalition * ~PartyBan 51%
~Caoalition *~Concurr *~Grow 17%
Small margin of victory Coverage
Coalition *~PartyBan *~Grow 89
~PartyBan *~Grow *Concurr | 36%

This combination is a very interesting one, siriceuiggests that bad
economic development is not by itself a factor thatld start big changes. An
example of this combination is the parliamentagcgbn in Peru in 1992, when
Alberto Fujimori managed to win despite a downwardonomic trend.
However, what also played a significant role inuPegas the fact that the party-
system was in a serious crisis and traditionattipali parties faced a major lack
of trust of the votefS. For a small margin of victory, there are also two
combinations. The first one, which is relativelyase among the analyzed
cases (8%), confirms all the theoretical assumptiand its characteristic
feature is the presence of both the oppositionitcmaland an unsatisfactory
economic development. The parliamentary electioWeémezuela in 2010 can
serve as a good examPleThe second combination confirms the importance of
election concurrence and poor economic conditidre presidential election in
Peru in 2000 falls into this category, as the ddfee between the winner
Alberto Fujimori— and the strongest opposition candidate was merefa¥te

82 For more information about both of these stases, Antonio R. Mayorga, “Populismo

autoritario y transicion regresiva: la dictadurahpécitaria en la region andind’atin
American Review of Comparative Politiesl. 1, no. 2, 2017, pp. 39-69.

8 Bruce H. Kay, “Fujipopulism’ and the Liberal Ségin Peru, 1990-1995!,atin American
Politics and Societyol. 38, no. 4, 1996, pp. 99-132.

84 Javier Corrales, Manuel Higaldo, “El regimen hibride Hugo Chévez en transicion
(2009-2013)" Desafiosvol. 25, no. 1, 2013, pp. 45-84.

Romanian Political Science Review vol. XVII * no. 2¢ 2017



348 JAROSLAV BILEK

votes. However, we need to take into account tlee flaat this particular
opposition candidate (Alejandro Toledo) was sumgabiby a relatively broad
opposition coalitioffr.

Although the fuzzy-set QCA doesn’t offer explanafido all cases, the
coverage of the individual solutions stands betw&&fb and 17% of the
empirical reality with large margins of victory aB&-36% with small margins
of victory, which means that the coverage measufairly comparable to the
level of explained variance, such as R2, useddimary statistics. Additionally,
fuzzy-set analysis also supports the results ofstatistical test, as it confirms
the assumption that the absence of oppositiontmwalieads to low electoral
competitiveness in competitive authoritarianismt Btithe same time, it also
shows that the presence of opposition coalitionoisnecessary to the point of
being irreplaceable for reaching a higher rate letteral competitiveness.
These findings thus partially disprove the conduosiof the dominant research
in this field, which mostly focuses on the conditiof the oppositioff. In
contrast, fuzzy-set analysis also brings forwar@ impact of the poor
economical development, which has so far been ratleeemphasized in
various researches on elections in hybrid regimes.

A Replication Test With the Control Sample

Since a relatively low number of cases (N 30) ise oof the
shortcomings of the presented analysis, a testeobame variables was carried
out on a control sample (N 41) in order to reatigaer validity. The results of
the statistical test in the Table 4 mostly confih@a conclusions of the first test.

Table 6
Regression Analysis for Control Sample
B 6. 7. 8. stepwise
Wealth -0,231
Itrade -0,123
GINI 0,191
Grow 0,448 0,264
Rent -0,109
EcFree -0,314

8 Julion F. Carrién (ed.)The Fujimory Legacy: The Rise of Electoral Authasiinism in

Peru, Pennsylvania State University Press, UniversiskP2006.
Marc M. Howard, Philip G. Roessler, “LiberalizindeEtoral Outcomes...cit.”; Valerie Bunce,
Sharon WolchickDefeating Authoritarian Leaderscit.
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concurre. -0,289 -0,059
Cycle -0,169

LegiStre. 0,161

Corrup. 0,193

Ban 0,8 1,278
Censor 0,706 0,528
CSF 0,092

Intimidi -0,312

Boycott 0,22

Coalition -0,512 -0,123
Protests 0,14

N 41 41 41 41 41
Adj. R2 0,275 0,075 0,538 0,34 0,71

Shaded coefficients = statistically significant{pl5).

After adding more cases, the model composed ofedynteconomic
variables (model 1) can explain a little over 27%tlee variance. This is a
smaller explanatory potential than what this mdusd in the main sample of
this study, but the direction and impact of mostialZles remained the same.
Again, only economic growth proved to have the bgigand statistically
significant impact. The only change from the finsbdel appeared with social
inequalities, the impact of which changed from Hlig negative to slightly
positive. However, the impact is neither significaror notably high. The
results of the institutional model (5) differ frothe first sample. In the new
sample, these variables don't seem very imporathey only explain 7% of
the variance, which is rather little. The directimithe relationship between the
variables was preserved, but neither variableasssically significant anymore
and the impact of election concurrence droppedItwost half its previous
value, compared to the first model.

The government strategies contained in the thirdeghkeep their high
explanatory potential, being able to explain 54%tloé variation only by
themselves. Just like in the first sample, threeiabées are statistically
significant. The only difference from the first nedds a surge in the importance
of censorship. The strategies of the opposition @@y explain 0.34 variance
and again, the coalition of the opposition is thesmimportant factor. It is
interesting to see a change of the link betweeré&pendent variable and social
protests. In the greater sample, the correlatiaofmes positive, on the contrary
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to the theoretical expectations. However, the atéow, which is why we
should not attribute too much importance to thadee.

The stepwise model saw a slight increase in thebeurof variables,
from four to five, and it explains 71% of the vawte, which is very solid. In
addition to the four variables from the first sagptensorship was addedts
impact in the first sample being important, but sighificant. On the whole, we
can assert that despite the considerably lower eéinpfelection concurrence,
the results of this test confirm the conclusionshef first test. No variable was
dropped from the stepwise analysis and we alsotdige a significant change
of relationship between any of the important vaeab

Table 7
Test for Necessity for Control Sample

Outcome | Big margin of victory Consistency Coverage
Grow ~Grow 0,706 0,68 0,764 0,637
Concurr | ~Concurr 0,554 0,445 0,439 0,61
Ban ~Ban 0,694 0,705 0,822 0,614
censor ~censor 0,74 0,659 0,746 0,658
Coalition | ~Coalition 0,124 0,875 0,254 0,581
Outcome | Small margin Consistency Coverage
Grow ~Grow 0,609 0,78 0,654 0,725
Concurr | ~Concurr 0,714 0,747 0,56 0,74
Ban ~Ban 0,554 0,84 0,65 0,731
censor ~censor 0,655 0,747 0,656 0,74
Coalition | ~Coalition 0,364 0,635 0,744 0,418

Note: ~absence of condition; shaded coefficientsstlef consistency 0,9 or bigger.

The FsQCA analysis of a larger sample shows that tédsts for
necessity (Table 7) yield no single necessity diowlifor either of the two
solutions. However, it should be noted that intdw for negative outcome (low
electoral competitiveness), the coefficient of Wiagiable coalition is only very
slightly below the requisite threshold of (0,9ar&ling at 0,87.
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Table 8
Complex Solution Explaining the Level of Electoral Corpetitiveness
in Latin America 1990-2014 for Control Sample

Big Margin of victory

~PartyBan *~Coalition *censor 19%
~PartyBan *~Coalition *~Concurr *grow 1%
~PartyBan *~Coalition *~grow *Concurr 1%
PartyBan *~grow *~Coalition *~Concurr 14%

Small margin of victory

censor *~Coalition *~grow *Concurr 36%

censor *Coalition *~grow ~PartyBan 1606

A comprehensive solution for large margins of wvigtshows four
possible ways. The individual combinations are mmymplicated to interpret,
but what they all have in common is the absencepgiosition coalition. The
solution for small margins of victory shows twofdient ways. On the whole,
the results of this analysis mostly confirm thentte set by the first test. Again,
we can see the undeniable effect of some of theéertral factors and the
specific impact of the opposition coalition. Howevmedia censorship turned
out to be a surprising factor. Based on theoreisaLlimptions, it should lower
electoral competitiveness, but paradoxically, memkasorship was present in
all the cases where electoral competitiveness elasively high. In the second
solution, where media censorship is present togethieh an opposition
coalition, we can assert that its impact will bevdo due to the unity of the
opposition. But the first case shows that electioncurrence and bad economic
results can somewhat weaken the influence of cehgoeven in the absence of
opposition coalition. The results are thus in limgh the conclusions of older
studies which point to the relatively insignificaffect of media censorship and
the lack of one particular omnipotent repressivatsty’. Still, we should be
cautious when dealing with these findings, sinae ghesented solutions cover
only a smaller part of the empirical reality. Comgzhto the first sample, the
fuzzy-set analysis can explain a bigger part ofesawith low electoral
competitiveness, while in the first sample, it veaactly the other way round.

Conclusion and Implications for Future Research

The aim of this study is to enrich the contempordgbate about
electoral competitiveness of authoritarianism kstitg the up-to-date findings

87 Andreas SchedleThe Politics of Uncertaintycit., p. 223.
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on the cases in Latin America, thus coming up \weitplanations that would
better reflect the empirical reality of the analysases. Based on a combination
of statistical analysis and set-theoretic analysis,can say that it is possible to
explain the examined problem in a fairly satisfacteay with only a few variables.

Many previous studies saw the main causes of wvgrygiagree of
electoral competitiveness in key decisions madeth®y opposition and the
government. However, in the context of Latin Amarisome of the structural
factors also turned out to be significant, the miogbortant one being the
positive impact of economic growth on the sizehaf inargins of victory. These
findings are consistent with the broader theorktieapectations, but-
paradoxically— contradict the conclusions of other researchegledations in
competitive authoritarian regimes. According to thajority of studies in this
field, the impact of economic growth on the resoft elections is rather
insignificanf®. The only exception to this trend is the researatried out by
Schedler, who claims this variable to be important,in the opposite direction
to what the theoretical premises assume. Schedlessarch shows that
economic growth rates seem to embolden the oppoSitiThe second
significant factor seems to be the concurrencer@$igential and parliamentary
elections, which— conversely— decreases the rate of margins of victory.
However, we know little about what the causal Ibeékween this variable and
the dependent variable looks like, which is whyg tissue could prove to be an
interesting aim of another qualitative research.

Strategic decisions of governments and the oppositvhich previous
researches mark as having a notable impact on l[datioms, seem to be
important also in the context of Latin America, bs#gveral geographical
specifics need to be taken into account. First,espapressive measures adopted
by governments have a statistically significant acipon the scope of electoral
competitiveness. This conclusion is in contrasthwile results of an older
research by Schedf8r in which these measures appear to be statisticall
significant only in the case of hegemonic electoragimes. A second
conclusion regarding these strategies is that mai#ic forms of repression,
such as intimidation of opposition representativage counter-productive,
which is why, at least in Latin America, choosingsd visible forms of
restrictions of electoral competitiveness is a mmoeaningful approach for the
government. The only aspect whietcontrary to the theoretical assumptiens
doesn't affect the scope of electoral competitigsnia a significant way, is the
degree of freedom of civil society organizationgisTfinding confirms- on a

8  Marc M. Howard, Philip G. Roessler, “Liberaliziriflectoral Outcomes...cit.”, p. 375;

Daniela Donno, “Elections and Democratization.cipp. 39; Leah Gilbert,State
Mobilization Strategiescit., p. 121.

Andreas SchedleThe Politics of Uncertainty.cit.,p. 244.

% |bidem
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larger sample size from Latin Amerieahe prior findings of authors who came
to the conclusion that a high degree of freedongiwf society organizations
doesn’t necessarily by itself have to be an issu¢hfe government, since some
organizations can actually help mobilize the public support the
representatives of the regithe

As laid out by the theoretical premises, the maspdrtant factor
regarding the opposition is its unity. Howeverisiimportant to point out that
while the inability of the opposition to form a lab electoral coalition can be
seen as the key cause of low electoral competigisgnit doesn’'t necessarily
mean that the existence of such broad coalitioommaatically leads to high
electoral competitiveness. In cases of high elatt@ompetitiveness, the
situation tends to be more complex: this study eatgthat in addition to the
existence of a broad electoral coalition, otheraldes play an important role as
well: the above mentioned institutional factors lswas short-term economic
indicators and- above all- the aforementioned concurrence of elections. The
concurrence of parliamentary and presidential mlactcan, by itself or
combined with other factors, lead to a high degreelectoral competitiveness
even in situations in which the opposition is dedd However, one very
positive outcome is the fact that the presentearsels can often explain as
much as twice the variance, compared to previoudetsp which means that
this study significantly expands our ability to wnstand electoral
competitiveness in competitive authoritarianisnatin America.

The fact that these findings are, to a big exteased on so far unused
data from %arieties of Democractyas well as some more recent cases of
competitive authoritarianism raises the questiortivr the observed patterns
are specific for elections in these particular megg and only valid for Latin
America, or whether these are trends that set abartcurrent cases of
competitive authoritarianism from the ones in thstpAnother question linked
to the conclusions of the study is, understandabhgt the development could
be in the future. If the public and violent fornfspoe-election repressions of the
opposition turn out to be ineffective, does it mélaat in the future, we will be
able to witness the expansion of more sophisticatags of influencing the
public, such as censorship or other more elabdoates of propaganda? How is
the growing accessibility of the internet (and timdependent media) going to
affect these strategies? Is it more effective motwtrite about the political
opponents at all or to spread deliberate falsehabdst them? Can good timing
affect the resulting success rate of these stegs® finding about how
concurrent elections affect electoral competitignéhe fact that it is much

%1 Leah Gilbert, State Mobilization Strategiesit., p. 76; Samuel Handlin, “Mass
Organization and the Durability of Competitive Autibarian Regimes: Evidence from
Venezuela”Comparative Political Studiesol. 49, no. 9, 2016, pp. 1238-1269.
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harder for the opposition to win elections that a@ concurrent) is an

important one for the opposition’s effort to impeothe chances of defeating the
incumbents in competitive authoritarianism. At teme time, it should shift

our attention towards a more in-depth analysishef pre-election strategies
used by these regimes.
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