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Abstract
The comparative study of authoritarianism has neglected plebiscites, and the comparative study of
referendums tends to see in them a form of direct democracy regardless of the regime. We conceptualize
dictatorial plebiscites as a genuine authoritarian tool, as part of a repressive strategy with the objective of
hindering internal regime rivals and discouraging the coordination of the external opposition. We provide
empirical evidence from dictatorships for the period 1946–2008 that is compatible with our expectations.
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Introduction
Plebiscites are government-initiated popular voting processes on government-formulated questions.
Why do autocracies celebrate plebiscites? Over one in four (27%) of the 578 individual dictators listed
by Cheibub et al. (2010) called for at least one plebiscite during their tenure and often more than one
(an average of 1.7 per plebiscitarian dictator). Most plebiscites were won by overwhelming majorities;
they were likely to bemanufactured and unlikely to be taken at face value.We argue that themajor role
of dictator-initiated popular consultations is not to feign democracy; they are best seen as an intimi-
datingmechanism aimed to discourage or to overcome opposition, both outside and inside the regime.
They do so by facilitating the coordination of supporters and hindering the coordination of opponents,
by sending the signal that almost anyone could be a supporter. A successful plebiscite also raises the
status of the dictator inside the regime and can potentially overcome whatever division of power that
may exist within the regime. In contrast to authoritarian elections, we contend that they are part of the
repressive rather than the inclusive repertoire of the dictator’s bag of tricks.

On 6 July 1947, a plebiscite was celebrated in Spain to approve General Franco as a dictator
tenured for life and proclaim the youngest heir of the monarchy as his successor. Voting was
hardly autonomous: voters without ID, the majority, had to use their ration cards, work permits,
or other specially issued documents signed for the purpose of identification. Only the official cam-
paign was allowed. News of a resounding victory was already in the press the morning after; later
and officially, 80% of electors were reported to have voted and 93% of these were reported to have
voted yes. It is difficult to believe that anyone believed in it. What did General Franco stand to gain
from this after having won a civil war (1936–1939) and survived World War II, having control
over the army and the support of the Church, and having had this law already passed by his own
legislative chamber? He was not collecting information, instead the information travelled rather
the other way; he was not fooling the Allied Powers any more than the illegal opposition, unless
they wanted to be fooled. A militant Francoist historian later pointed to a simple key to under-
standing this: ‘The referendum was convoked to show that [ : : : ] very little was possible in the way
of resistance, and that goal was achieved’ (Luis Suárez, 2001, cited in Romero-Pérez 2009, p. 145).
We believe he was right.
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Plebiscites have been used by modern dictators since Napoleon (Penadés, 2017), and contem-
porary case studies from every continent indicate that, in the hands of authoritarian leaders, pleb-
iscites may contribute to pre-empt democratization or to facilitate authoritarian involution
(Bratton and Lambright, 2001; Silitski, 2005; Kalaycıoğlu, 2012; Dominioni, 2017; Penfold,
2010). Yet the large-n comparative and analytical literature on authoritarian institutions has
not paid any attention to them.1 The comparative study of referendums has paid limited attention
to authoritarian plebiscites, with at least two important exceptions. Altman’s comprehensive book
(2010) contains a chapter on the topic with important qualitative comparative insights, but his
hypothesis (that plebiscites may serve to create the illusion of democracy, or to show strength
inside the country and abroad, or to establish emotional bonds) are not tested empirically with
his data. Instead, in his quantitative analysis, Altman combines democracies and dictatorships for
the 1985–2009 period, under the leading hypothesis that the more democratic the regime and the
more dispersed the power, the more likely that plebiscites occur. However, it seems to us that it is
an open question whether the same mechanisms that explain plebiscites in democracies should
explain them in dictatorships, and the specific qualitative analysis of dictatorships offered by the
author does not sustain an affirmative answer. We shall argue that we expect to find plebiscites
where power is more dispersed within an authoritarian regime, but not because they are a demo-
cratic reflex, but because they are a show of strength.

Again, Qvortrup et al. (2020a) specifically aim to explain the question of direct voting under
dictatorships and present useful hypotheses, but they restrain their analysis to positive cases and
attempt to sort out the most rigged voting processes among them. In their empirical analysis, their
dependent variable is not the celebration of plebiscites, but whether they reach 99% of the votes
once they are celebrated. This does not seem the most adequate test for general hypotheses about
the rationale of direct voting mechanisms, including their own.

Research on authoritarian regimes stresses the role of elections and nominally representative
institutions as power-sharing mechanisms, as instruments for policy concessions, or as attempts
to co-opt dissenters (Wintrobe, 1998; Gandhi and Przeworski, 2007; Gandhi and Lust-Okar, 2009;
Svolik, 2012; Boix and Svolik, 2013; Geddes et al., 2018). Similar explanations cannot be extended
to plebiscites. As a matter of empirical fact, we shall show that the circumstances that favour the
celebration of plebiscites are different from those that make authoritarian elections more likely or
more competitive. Plebiscites do not generally betray a willingness to accept constraints, but to
overcome them; not the willingness to give a limited voice to opponents, but to silence them.

We aim to add to the comparative research on authoritarianism by taking a stance that diverges
from the view, very influential in the study of direct democracy (Altman, 2010, p. 76) that the
celebration of plebiscites constitutes an instrument for democratization or liberalization.

We make two assumptions and derive four main empirical consequences that are consistent
with the evidence collected for dictatorships in the years 1946–2008. First, plebiscites reinforce the
dictator over other actors in the regime. This is akin to the strategic advantage of the executive in a
democracy when it controls the agenda of a referendum (Hug and Tsebelis, 2002). As a result, they
are expected to be more frequent where the potential sources of internal opposition are more
institutionalized and the power more dispersed, as is the case in relatively competitive dictator-
ships. They are an illiberal tool to counteract some of the effects of liberalization. Again, they are
also expected when personal rule is more unstable. Unlike in the case of elections (Gandhi and
Przeworski, 2007; Geddes et al., 2018), the military is more prone than civilian dictators to
convoke plebiscites.

1For example, the monographs by Geddes, Wright and Frantz (2018), Svolik (2012), Gandhi (2008), and Wintrobe (1998)
contain a grand total of six mentions, in footnotes or in passing, to plebiscites, referendums or ‘direct democracy’, in a little
over a thousand pages combined. This absence is also attested in reviews of the literature such as Lagacé and Gandhi (2015)
and Pepinsky (2014).
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Second, plebiscites help create the expectation of extensive support, giving the true supporters
the opportunity to organize, to enlist the non-committed and to silence the opponents. Unlike
liberalization measures, they are expected to be frequent at an early stage. Plebiscites, like authori-
tarian elections, are also less likely to occur in divided societies. But while the standard argument
holds that social polarization tends to decrease the tolerance to pluralism (Gandhi and Przeworski,
2007), we would like to argue differently: in divided societies, it is harder to give credence to the
illusion of universal support across groupings, hence the result of plebiscites may either be less
successful or less credible, and consequently they are less potentially useful for the dictator.

Other authors have pointed out that plebiscites may have, in some circumstances, a repressive
potential (Qvortrup et al., 2018 and Qvortrup, 2020b). We wish to argue that this is the general
case under authoritarianism: despite the unusual role that some plebiscites may have played in a
few democratization processes, their statistical occurrence is better understood by considering
their distinct value in supporting the creation and perpetuation of autocratic regimes. Our con-
tribution reinforces the view that there is nothing intrinsically ‘democratic’ or ‘direct democratic’
about popular vote processes such as plebiscites but that their qualities depend on the democratic
and representative framework in which they are embedded (Caramani 2017; Chevenal and
el-Walik, 2018a and 2018b; Trueblood, 2020).

The role of plebiscites in authoritarianism
What is the nature of authoritarian plebiscites? For the purpose of this research, we define pleb-
iscites procedurally and include all authoritarian referendums. Their defining features are that
both the timing and the question are controlled by the ruler, not their results. The word referen-
dum in political science is usually meant to cover all the diverse mechanisms of direct voting by
the electorate on all sorts of political decisions. We follow Altman (2010) in making a basic dif-
ferentiation between top-down and bottom-up mechanisms and identifying authoritarian refer-
endums as members of the former class. Not surprisingly, we do not observe bottom-up
referendums in a dictatorship, namely, those where non-government actors may initiate a process
to introduce or to veto a piece of legislation by means of the popular vote. About two-thirds (62%)
of the referendums convoked by authoritarian rulers between 1946 and 2008 are classified as top-
down plebiscites in the Centre for Research on Direct Democracy (C2D),2 while the rest – save for
a few cases – are classified as constitutional (34.4%). In a democratic context, it makes sense to
distinguish a third category of referendums, the mandatory constitutional ones. Yet, we assume
that the initiative on a constitutional process under a dictatorship lies on the hands of the dictator
and that the eventual consultation is considerably closer to a discretionary plebiscite than to a truly
mandatory referendum in a democracy. However, see the section on data and methods for an
alternative operationalization.

Few would dispute that the Franco 1947 Constitutional Referendum for perpetuating his dic-
tatorship was an authoritarian plebiscite pure and simple, although he was ostensibly meeting the
requirements of his own Fundamental Laws; but some might doubt that extreme cases like
Pinochet’s 1988 plebiscite, which he lost and obeyed, could be so considered. However, we cannot
infer from the final result that the dictator had no other option than to convoke it in the moment
and in the way he did, as a democratic leader would. Pinochet was given other choices besides
celebrating a referendum with pessimistic forecasts, which he decided to reject, overestimating
his popularity and fearing the consequences of losing face (Walker, 2003). Yet, some constitu-
tional plebiscites defy our conceptualization as genuine authoritarian tools, particularly those that
actually ushered in democracy, as a more or less willing ‘institutional suicide’, like the cases of
Spain in 1976 (Sánchez-Cuenca, 2014), Uruguay in 1980 (Rilla, 1997; Gillespie, 1985), and
Chile in 1988 (Barros, 2002). To different degrees, those dictatorships became entrapped in their

2https://c2d.ch/.
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own institutional rules, an argument forcefully made by Barros (2002), and the plebiscites signed
the transition to democracy. But we shall not adapt our procedural definition to tailor out cases
that might contradict the hypothesis we derive from our conceptualization.

How do plebiscites differ from authoritarian elections? Plebiscites are a form of popular voting
but, unlike elections, they do not constitute prima facie evidence of liberalization. Authoritarian
plebiscites have some obvious differences with authoritarian elections that invite a different appli-
cation: the control of the process is tighter and the scope for power sharing or the incorporation of
opponents is far more limited, when not irrelevant. First, plebiscites are discretionary and not
expected to be regular: the timing is in the hands of the executive without that constraint.
Second, the control of the agenda is complete, for the choices on the ballot are written by the
autocrat. This happens without any ostensible use of force: while candidates to an election must
be either allowed or banned, issuing a question is a direct executive act. Third, even if the policy
voted for may bring in some potential dissenters – as Franco did with some of the Monarchists in
the example we started with – those are not co-opted by means of a corporate representation and
their support is not measured, truthfully or otherwise. Fourth authoritarian plebiscites can be won
by the most outstanding of margins and still keep a semblance of credibility, for huge margins are
not unknown to some democratic consultations (e.g., the French Constitution was approved in
1958 by 82.6% of the voters, and the participation of 80.6% of those entitled to vote, figures not too
different from Franco’s alleged result a decade earlier).

Authoritarian elections need to leave some room to the opposition, whereas virtual unanimity
is not ruled out in plebiscites. In the 876 questions made by dictators and recorded in the Centre
for Research on Direct Democracy (C2D)3 at Aarau (Switzerland) between 1945 and 2005, the
average victory margin is an outstanding 70 percentage points, and the average participation (only
recorded for 366 questions) is 77.3%.

What do plebiscites do? Authoritarian plebiscites have at least two complementary roles. One is
to consolidate the dictator vis a vis their potential challengers inside the regime. The other is
intimidating society enough to prevent the coordination of dissenters. They may sometimes entail
concessions to opponents or constraints to the government, but we argue that their major function
is to discourage opposition rather than to bring it in.

We assume that plebiscites have a potential role in reinforcing the dictator against potential
rivals within the regime analogous to their reinforcing of the executive in the democratic case.
In the context of a democracy, plebiscites are the most common species of the category that
Hug and Tsebelis (2002) call ‘Veto Player Referendums’, that is, consultations in which the agenda
(both the timing and the wording of the question) is controlled by an institutional veto player. In
our definition of plebiscites, this player is the chief of the executive. Their theoretical expectation is
that whereas other types of referendum, like ‘Popular Vetoes’ or ‘Popular Initiatives’, may redis-
tribute power by introducing a new player in the political game, ‘Veto Player Referendums’ can
only help override existing players and reinforce the agenda setter. A rational and informed player
will only use the discretionary power to convoke a plebiscite when he can pick the timing and the
specific policy position to improve on the status quo.

We expect to observe plebiscites more often where dictators may need to override the potential
opposition of other actors within the regime. Paradoxically, in some cases, the frequency of pleb-
iscites will be associated with the relative pluralism of the regime, but for what we might call the
wrong reasons: not because plebiscites are a species of the genus, however, democratically cor-
rupted, of the authoritarian elections, but because they may help to counteract some of the effects
of internal contestation that may come with elections. We suggest that the correlation is grounded
neither in some generally expected link between democratic practices and ‘direct democracy’ nor
in the specific need to overcome stalemates in consensual decision making (Altman, 2010, p. 76).

3https://c2d.ch/.
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An almost pure example of the kind of situation we have in mind was the 1953 Iranian parlia-
mentary dissolution referendum, where the executive successfully overruled the opposition of
another institutional actor within the authoritarian regime, until the chief executive was in turn
deposed, this time by military action (Efimenco, 1955; Randjbar-Daemi, 2017).

Hypothesis 1: Plebiscites are more likely when the level of institutionalized competition within the
regime is higher.

To reinforce our hypothesis plebiscites should also be associated with other forms of vulnera-
bility that have little relation to democracy. The median tenure in power of the dictators listed by
Cheibub et al. (2010) is 4 years for the military, 6 years for civilians, and 14.5 years for kings. Since
military rulers are the most threatened kind of dictators, we expect them to be the most likely to
call for plebiscites. A typical case may be Pinochet’s 1978 so-called ‘national consultation’, aimed
in part to establish his pre-eminence over the military Junta (Barros, 2002, p. 111). Since monarchs
have the best-established rules for succession in power and have longer expected mandates, they
should be the least likely to call for plebiscites.

Hypothesis 2: Military dictators are more likely to call for plebiscites than civilian dictators, and
monarchs are the least likely to do it.

Even authoritarian rule depends on a measure of consent. We pose that a second major role of
plebiscites is to prevent the coordination of dissenters. Coordination depends on common knowl-
edge: even if opposition is substantial, collective action may be prevented by want of such knowl-
edge about the readiness to oppose the regime by others (Chwe, 2001; 1999; Thomas et al, 2014). A
plebiscite achieves that purpose by obtaining a huge, even incredible, level of support. From the
point of view of the individual actors, the overwhelming result of the plebiscite sends the message
that every other person could potentially be a regime supporter, or at least be ready to pass as one.
Hence, communication about political beliefs is risky, and as a result coordination is less likely and
so is collective action against the regime.

Simpser (2013) finds that inflated election results under authoritarianism have a similar impact
on the potential opposition, but his mechanism is not the same as ours. In short, Simpser argues
convincingly that the manipulation of elections is a costly signal of power and that it discourages
the opposition, whereas we do not consider manipulation necessary, just a large victory.
Manipulation is compatible with our mechanism, but whereas for Simpser blatant manipulation
can work as an effective signal, for us the most effective manipulation is the less blatant one. When
a dictator tinkers with the size of the ‘yes’ and ‘no’words printed on the ballot – to take a usual case
of mild manipulation – the message to dissenters is not primarily that the dictator is powerful but
that a small incentive is often enough to elicit support for the regime.

Kuran (1997) discussed the phenomenon of falsification of preferences as responsible for the
stability of some collective lies, including the consent to authoritarian regimes. Macy and his co-
authors (Centola et al, 2005; Willer et al, 2009) show that social conformity may lead non-believers
not just to comply but also to punish other non-believers for not complying. That implies that
potential dissenters may find a reason not to disclose their attitudes even if they believe others are
only fake supporters. As Chwe (1999) pointed out by commenting on the absurdly oversized net-
work of secret informants in the German Democratic Republic, that their role was not to collect
information but to block the diffusion of information, preventing coordination among dissenters.
Mutatis mutandis, an absurdly successful plebiscite, may have, even for a brief period, a similar
effect. Private communication of dissent is likely to be resumed in the form of a ‘hidden transcript’
(Scott, 1990) and no dictatorship can do without police, but such public display of support makes
its job easier.
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Plebiscites can be considered acts of legitimation, if by legitimation we understand the conspic-
uous absence of organized opposition (Przeworski, 1986). Behaviour precedes belief; legitimacy
must be unquestioned before it becomes unquestionable (if it ever does). Qvortrup et al.
(2020a) use the expression ‘concessio imperii’ to refer to this feature of plebiscites. We do not
need to assume that private beliefs change, although they may well do. As acts of legitimation,
establishing consent for the regime as the only game in town, they should happen early, when
information is scarce, and the opposition has not had the opportunity to organize.

Hypothesis 3. Plebiscites are expected to be more frequent at an early time in the dictator’s tenure.

A potentially relevant change in beliefs induced by a plebiscite may not be about the mean but the
variance of the probability that an individual may be, or behaves as, a supporter of the regime. The
information role of elections under authoritarianism has normally been considered as a means to
collect information on the level of support for the dictator (Gandhi and Lust-Okar, 2009), but others
have changed the source: Rozenas (2012) poses that the problem is about how the autocrat can
communicate a high enough level of support when there is no free speech; for Simpser (2013)
the inflated results communicate the dictator’s control over non-transparent institutions. We agree
that the receptor of the information is the public, not the autocrat, but we suggest that the infor-
mation content is not only, or primarily, the aggregate support but its spread. An observable con-
sequence of this should be that culturally divided societies are less prone to successful authoritarian
plebiscites than homogenous ones, for in divided societies the regime is likely to be more popular
among one group rather than others and this is likely to be common knowledge. Authoritarian
elections are also supposed to be less common in divided societies (Gandhi and Przeworski,
2007), but whereas it is assumed that the reason for this is a resistance to pluralism in heterogeneous
societies, we suggest that the reason for the less frequent occurrence of plebiscites is a more limited
ability to introduce uncertainty on the social distribution of the regime’s support in that context.

Hypothesis 4. Plebiscites are more likely in homogeneous societies.

In sum, we have four expectations derived from the two main roles we attribute to plebiscites
under authoritarian rule. They are expected to be relatively more frequent in more competitive
regimes, in military regimes, early in the dictator’s tenure, and in homogeneous societies. We do
not claim that they do not play other roles too, beyond discouraging the internal and external
opposition, but we show that these two leave clear marks in the structure of the evidence.
Now, we will address the empirical side of our research.

Data and variables
To test our hypotheses, we need two fundamental sources of information: one for autocracies and
another for plebiscites. First, we will refer to the catalogue of autocracies. We used Cheibub et al.
(2010) ‘Democracy and Dictatorship Revisited’ Database, which classifies the different regimes
between democratic or authoritarian, while also adding a necessary classification between differ-
ent authoritarian political configurations: monarchies, military dictatorships, and civilian dicta-
torships. In their work resides our base reference on what and when is a regime classified as an
autocracy and their different types.

The data source for plebiscites is the Centre for Research on Direct Democracy (C2D)
database.4 Their data for voting events have a day-level precision measure, so we collapsed this

4https://c2d.ch. This database has remarkable similarities to the database of Varieties of Democracy Project (Coppedge et al,
2020). Our dependant variable correlates in 0.911 with the correspondent variable of that database, Occurrence of Popular
Vote (Altman in Coppedge el al, 2020). All results and estimations for the following models show convergent results.
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information into a yearly unit of time. This allowed us to know the number of plebiscites in a given
year, but since our interest was not on how many plebiscites took place, but if a plebiscite took
place at all, this variable was subsequently transformed.

As we just mentioned, our level of analysis is the country-year, going from 1946 to 2008. Let us
remember that our focus is the use of plebiscites. As such, the dependent variable is a dichotomous
variable that holds ‘1’ for a country-year in which at least one plebiscite took place and ‘0’ for the
opposite situation.

A concern regarding mandatory referendums may arise. To err on the side of caution, in the
Appendix (A6), we statistically address this issue using the Varieties of Democracy Database in
two ways: eliminating obligatory referendums and adding an obligatory referendum threat as a
control variable to the model. Both show convergent results with the main findings of our main
model, with the exception of the civilian and LEGCOMP variables which lose significance.

Returning to Cheibub, Gandhi, and Vreeland’s Database (2010), we used their regime sixfold
classification. From these, the three democratic classes are disregarded, and the three autocratic
remainders are used. These are royal, military, and civilian dictatorships. We followed Cheibub
et al. (2010) operational definitions of these terms. Monarchies are regimes in which the dictator
rules under a monarchic title and have been preceded or succeeded by a relative, meaning self-
proclaimed monarchs are not classified likewise. Military dictatorships are those in which their
leader is a current or past member of the armed forces. Regimes that did not fit any of these two
definitions are classified as civilian. These three are dummy variables and since including every
category in a regression simultaneously would cause perfect multicollinearity, we use only the
military and civilian variables, leaving monarchies as base category.5 Nevertheless, we will study
the effect on monarchies in the final part of the empirical analysis.

Before addressing the other variables, we must mention why we used this kind of discrete clas-
sification of democracy and not gradual options like Polity IV or Freedom House’s classifications.
The main reason is that the scope and dynamics of democratization is outside our analysis. We
needed classifications of which country is autocratic, not a quantification of its autocratic measure,
redeeming us of setting a threshold between autocratic and democratic regimes. Also, plebiscites
may be considered to be pseudo democratic or transitional instruments – especially in competitive
authoritarian regimes – correlating the measures of democracy towards those countries with a
tendency to use plebiscites. In order to avoid such drawbacks, a discrete measure was chosen.

We introduced a modified variable from the Geddes et al. (2018) database to cover internal
institutionalized opposition. This variable is ‘legislative competition’ (‘legcompetn’ in original
source). This variable measures the level of parliamentary pseudo-competition a dictatorship
has in its legislative system, from value ‘0’, meaning ‘no legislature available’, to ‘8’, meaning that
at least a quarter of the parliament’s seats belong to opposition parties. We are not interested in the
intermediate or lower values not only because no real opposition takes place but also because we
are not interested in the subtleties of how a dictator organizes a rigged parliament. Therefore,
information regarding how the autocrat builds this institution is discarded. In sight of this, we
transformed the original variables into a dichotomous variable that takes value ‘1’ if at least
one competitive multi-candidate election exists (‘5’ in their scale) and onwards, and ‘0’ otherwise.
We call this variable ‘legcomp4’.

We also added independent variables from other sources. We used a religious fragmentation
variable from Alesina et al (2003) as a proxy for general fractionalization in the society. This is a
country fixed variable and therefore remains unchanged throughout the whole period of

5We leave monarchies as base category since it is the most reticent regime in the use of plebiscites. Thus, the other two
estimators are positive and seem more intuitive to interpret. In the other two possible combinations, monarchies is a signifi-
cative estimator fitting its predictable hypotheses.
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measurement. Although this is a negative aspect, we do not expect significant changes in most
countries in their religious fragmentation.6 Their alternative ethno-linguistic fragmentation index
has no significant impact in the probability of plebiscites, mirroring the problem found by Gandhi
and Przeworski (2007) while testing the two indices for predicting authoritarian elections. They
suggested that this may be due to measurement problems and we are inclined to think that this is
the case.

We also used two variables inspired by Gandhi and Przeworski (2006; 2007). These two var-
iables are the ‘world’s democracy percentage’ (WDP) and the ‘sum of past transitions to autocracy’
(STRA). Both variables are extracted from their works, which were also a part of Cheibub et al.
(2010) database. From this database, we also extracted the tenure of each individual dictator
(AGEEH), which corresponds to the ‘age of effective leader’s spell’ in office, as described by
the authors. This variable is especially meaningful since we account for an individual initiative
and reinforcement from the autocrat. We consider that this is not a regime or country measure,
but a progressive counter on the individual effective head of state.

Finally, we used a natural resources variable. The main reason we added this variable in the
model is that it acts as a control variable. There is an extensive body of literature on how abundant
natural resources (like oil or mining ore) are useful for dictators since they can obtain rents from
them and so do not need cooperation, as Cardoso and Faletto (1979) argue. Other schools of
thought, like those of Haber and Menaldo (2011), have revised the former’s conclusions and hold
the opposite. The variable we use is extracted from Haber and Menaldo (2011) and is the sum of
every natural resource. In our research, the natural resources variable yields non-significant
results. It is important to mention that this variable has a high correlation with various GDPmeas-
ures considered in previous versions of the statistical model. Since natural resources adds more
information to the model and has been studied more thoroughly by previous authors, we use nat-
ural resources, discarding GDP measures.

Table 1 contains the number of years in which a plebiscite took place in a given autocratic
regime, which totals 271 years. We also have the observations per political regime as classified
by Cheibub et al. (2010). In this preliminary examination of the data, we can already observe that
less than half of the average plebiscites take place in monarchies, while military regimes are over
30% more likely to celebrate plebiscites than the average regime.

Model specification
Having briefly described the variables, we will now describe the model. We tried to combine sta-
tistical appropriateness and comparability as does the previous literature on these issues. As men-
tioned above, our dependent variable is a dichotomous variable. This led us to use discrete choice
models. We had two alternatives: probit or logit models. We chose a probit model specification as
the prominent work from Gandhi and Przeworski (2006, 2007) did so.

We also considered using panel specifications to address the shortcomings of time-series cross-
section data, such as unobserved heterogeneity. For instance, some countries may have specific

Table 1 Authoritarian plebiscites and country year observations

Civilian Military Royal Totals

Number of plebiscites 130 125 16 271
Country-year observations 2649 1694 777 5120
Ratio 0.049 0.074 0.021 0.053

6Except for military conflicts or other concrete issues in which a significant part of the territory changes —for instance,
Yugoslavia’s disintegration—, we do not expect the values to have changed dramatically from the measurement year to those
of our whole period of analysis.
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national conditions that may make them inclined to use plebiscites, an issue that needs to be
addressed to be able to draw firm conclusions from the statistical model. To deal with this prob-
lem, we first tried a fixed effects logit model specification, which was discarded for three reasons7:
the use of a time invariant variable such as Religion which would be discarded entirely, the rejec-
tion of more than 1,600 observations of the dependent variable without variation (no plebiscite
was used) and the results of the Hausman test (A10 in the Appendix). We carried out the
Hausman test for models including and excluding the time-invariant variable ‘Religious
Fractionalization’ to see if that would solve the problem. Both led us to the random effects model
described in A2 in the Appendix.

In any case, logit or panel random effects models show convergent results with our final model
(see Appendix). The only relevant difference we can find is the ‘legislative opposition’ variable in
the panel regression, which loses significance. Except for this point, the results are practically
equivalent.

We also addressed potential time dynamics through a year polynomial (see Appendix). It
shows convergent results – with the exception of the civilian variable, which loses significance
– for all of the degrees of the time polynomial. We carried out the same exercise with the tenure
of the dictator (Ageeh) to address possible nonlinear effects of the variable, but the polynomial was
not significant. The other estimators remained convergent.

Regarding potential multicollinearity problems, we also include in A8 in the Appendix the cor-
relation table for every variable used in our models, which show no alarming correlation figures
for any crossed variable. To address potential auto-correlation problems, we have also included in
A9 a robust errors model, clustering by country, which shows convergent results with our other
models, both for the pooled and panel random effects specifications.

In the next section, we analyse the results of the model and its consequences for our expected
hypotheses.

Analysis and discussion
To recap, we expect that an authoritarian ruler may find plebiscites useful in two ways: to consoli-
date his figure against potential inside challengers and to disrupt the outside perception of his own
popularity. This leads us to expect that in autocracies in which parliaments are used, the dictator
may find it useful to use plebiscites to overrule these institutions – even if he already controls them
(H1). We would also expect that in regimes in which potential challengers are more likely to take
place –military regimes – plebiscites should be more common than in others (H2). Other regimes
with clear patterns for succession should have fewer challengers and should therefore use fewer
plebiscites, such as we think is the case for monarchies. Additionally, we expect that the passing of
time lowers the chances of using plebiscites. The initial steps of autocracy need ‘concessio imperii’
legitimacy, while common knowledge about opposition is better established as time passes –
rendering plebiscites less useful (H3). Finally, we would expect that in more religiously fragmented
regimes – and by extension, more socially fragmented regimes – plebiscites would be less effective
since the popularity of the regime would be significantly more difficult to forge (H4).

Table 2 contains the results of the probit model. Since regime is a threefold qualitative variable,
estimation is unfeasible for the three variables at the same time as it would cause perfect collin-
earity. As such, we will begin with the military and civilian variables. Both show significant results:
military shows a positive estimator sign with almost double the measure of civilian dictatorships.
We can see that these positive estimators are already in line with our expectations regarding the
regime specification. In the graphic analysis, we will deal with this issue in more depth.

We also find that the existence of parliamentary opposition stimulates the use of plebiscites,
which is in line with our expectations. In the probit model, this estimator is significant and

7In addition, the joint significance test rejected the fixed effects model.
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positive (as in the pooled model), but the finding in the panel effects model (see Appendix) that
this variable loses significance leads us to moderate our hypothesis regarding this variable.
Religious fractionalization is also a significant variable in our model. Religious fractionalization
lowers the chances of holding a plebiscite. Again, this is in line with our hypothesis that in highly
fractionalized societies, it is more difficult to block common knowledge, at least by means of pleb-
iscites. Finally, tenure also shows a significant effect. The passing of time decreases the probability
of celebrating a plebiscite, effectively following our expectations regarding time. Figure 1 contains
the confidence intervals.

For our comparison variables, we find that the ‘sum transitions to authoritarianism’, ‘world’s
democracy percentage’, and ‘natural resources’ variables are not significant. ‘Transitions to
authoritarianism’, used as a proxy of repression to opposition, does not yield significant estima-
tors. This may mean one of two things: that it is not a proper measurement for likelihood of
repression – as the original authors of the variable suggest – or that repression is not significant.
Since this is not the particular focus of our paper, we will go no further regarding repression.
‘World’s democracy percentage’ is another variable included in their models, but since the variable
shows non significance, we may conclude that democratic spill-offs do not take place regarding
plebiscites, or that we are unable to capture them. ‘Natural resources’ are also not significant.
Again, this may mean one of two things: that the substitution-with-rents explanation is not
correct for plebiscites, or – since natural resources is a variable highly correlated with GDP
for autocracies – that income levels of countries do not affect the use of plebiscites.

Figure 2 contains the results of the estimates of interaction between the regime variables and
tenure. This figure also contains the estimates for the reference variable ‘royal’ dictatorships. First,
from a static perspective, we can see the expected ranking between the regimes, with the highest
probability of convoking a plebiscite for military regimes and the least for monarchies. In an
in-between place, we find ‘civilian’ regimes. Second, from a dynamic perspective, we see that
for the three regimes, the passing of time has a negative impact on the use of plebiscites. In
the latter phases of a regime, however, we see that the difference between the three regimes is
less clear.

Figure 3 contains the results of the same exercise carried out for the existence of parliamentary
opposition. It would seem that the existence of parliamentary opposition fosters the use of pleb-
iscites. We also find the same static ranking between regimes.

Table 2. Probit regression

Variable Coefficient Standard Error z P > z 95% Confidence Interval

MILITARY 0.4790383 0.1344823 3.56 0 0.2154578 0.7426187
CIVILIAN 0.2472012 0.135216 1.83 0.068 −0.0178174 0.5122197
ROYAL – – – – – –
LEGCOMP4 0.1427797 0.0660342 2.16 0.031 0.013355 0.2722043
RELIGION −0.4245555 0.1329731 −3.19 0.001 −0.6851781 −0.163933
AGEEH −0.0101329 0.0040291 −2.51 0.012 −0.0180298 −0.002236
STRA −0.002864 0.0466772 −0.06 0.951 −0.0943496 0.0886216
WDP 0.0024815 0.0029532 0.84 0.401 −0.0033067 0.0082697
RRNNtotal −0.0000286 0.0000202 −1.41 0.157 −0.0000682 0.000011
Constant −1.82341 0.181222 −10.06 0 −2.178598 −1.468221

Observations: 4,528. Prob > chi2= 0.0000.
Notes: MILITARY and CIVILIAN extracted from Cheibub et al. (2010). They are two dummy variables that take value 1 when the autocratic
regime is military (or civilian, respectively) and 0 otherwise. RELIGION is a time invariant variable extracted from Alesina et al (2003) which
consists in a measure of how religiously fragmented a country is. AGEEH and STRA are extracted from Cheibub et al. (2010). AGEEH consists in
the spell of the effective leader. STRA is the sum of past transitions to authoritarianism. NNRR are the total sum of natural resources as
defined and extracted from Haber and Menaldo (2011). LEGCOMP4 is the transformation of the ordinal variable LEGCOMPETN extracted
from Geddes et al (2018) into a dummy variable that takes value 1 when the level of opposition is 4 or more as defined by the authors.
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Finally, we plot the interaction between the three different regimes and religious fractionaliza-
tion. The results are shown in Figure 4. As with the latter hypotheses, this is in line with our
expectations: religiously fragmented regimes tend to use these instruments less as common knowl-
edge is better established in these circumstances. We can see that for the three regimes, an increase
of fractionalization is matched with a decrease in the probability of using plebiscites.

We shall now summarize the above empirical results. We have found that regime specification
(whether military, civilian or monarchic) has an impact on the use of plebiscites by autocracies
(H2). This is related to the inner struggle of the regime between the dictator and his challengers, in
which a plebiscite helps the autocrat to establish himself above other contestants. Since military
regimes are the least institutionalized, they are the most likely to use plebiscites. On the other side
of the scale are monarchies, in which the succession mechanism is clearly established, and contest-
ants are less likely to appear. Therefore, monarchies will less likely use this instrument. In addi-
tion, we find that opposition inside a parliamentary institution – even when knowing this to be
rigged – raises the likelihood of using plebiscites (H1). Tenure (H3), and fractionalization (H4) are

Figure 1. Estimators and 90% confidence intervals.

Figure 2. Predictive margins of regime variable through regime tenures with 95% confidence intervals.
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two variables we expected to lower the chances of convoking plebiscites, and we found empirical
evidence to support these expectations. For the first variable, we expected that in initial stages both
the need for legitimation and the uncertainty of common knowledge would drive the regime to use
plebiscitarian methods, which is what we found. For the second variable, religiously fragmented
societies have a better established common knowledge, rendering plebiscites less useful.

We have found empirical evidence to support our expectations on authoritarian plebiscites:
consolidation of the political figure of the autocrat versus internal opposition of whatever mani-
festation and introducing key uncertainty to hinder the collective action of the opposition.

Conclusion
We have argued that plebiscites can be regarded as an illiberal tool in the hands of authoritarian
rulers, to overcome internal opposition and to help discourage external opposition. We have

Figure 4. Predictive margins of regime variable through religious fractionalization with 95% confidence intervals.

Figure 3. Predictive margins of regime variable through parliamentary opposition with 95% confidence intervals.
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empirically shown that plebiscites are more likely in the case of military dictators, as well as in
relatively competitive regimes, in religiously homogeneous societies, and early on in the dictator’s
tenure. We have argued that the first two features derive from the strategic advantage of the chief
executive, rather than from pluralism. We have also argued that the latter two derive from their
function of silencing the opposition: we consider plebiscites neither as a form of legitimisation
through voting nor as an information-gathering exercise, but as a means of disarming the oppo-
sition by preventing coordination.

We expect both to begin closing the gap in previous literature on the institutionalization of
autocratic regimes – shedding some light on the strategic schemes that a dictator may be seeking
when using these tools – and to open up the field for further research. There is still an open ques-
tion as to why some specific regimes are particularly prone to using plebiscites. Particular dynam-
ics out with the scope of our general model may be taking place in some regimes. For instance,
Egypt has used at least 26 plebiscites since Nasser took power, while its neighbour Libya has only
used plebiscites once. Another subsequent question to be posed is the effect of plebiscites on the
survival options of a dictator. This is of the utmost interest if plebiscites may extend his tenure or
make it more stable. They may also be of interest if they affect other variables like economic devel-
opment, social turmoil or posterior democratization.
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APPENDIX A

A1 Descriptive statistics for the variables used

PLEBISCITE MILITARY CIVILIAN RELIGION AGEEH STRA WDP NNRR LEGCOMP4

Mean 0.0529297 0.3308594 0.5173828 0.4247053 10.51113 0.2806641 41.36701 970.1904 0.4128906
Maximum 1 1 1 0.8602599 61 5 61.45833 81161.85 1
Minimum 0 0 0 0.0022857 1 0 27.09677 0 0
Standard Dev. 0.223915 0.4705685 0.4997466 0.2458022 9.51789 0.6380042 11.13316 4508.674 0.4924016
Quantile 25 0 0 0 0.19788 3 0 32.09877 0.3196 0
Quantile 50 0 0 1 0.4718516 8 0 39.15663 34.5284 0
Quantile 75 0 1 1 0.6542991 15 0 54.21053 280.0271 1

A2 Probit panel random-effects model

Variable Coefficient Std. Err. z P > z

CIVILIAN 0.439961 0.2149635 2.05 0.041
MILITARY 0.5982527 0.2164734 2.76 0.006
RELIGION −0.4498102 0.2479314 −1.81 0.07
AGEEH −0.008748 0.0048496 −1.8 0.071
STRA 0.0575327 0.0734521 0.78 0.433
WDP 0.0029569 0.0033309 0.89 0.375
NNRR −0.0000198 0.0000231 −0.85 0.393
LEGCOMP4 0.0302714 0.0834518 0.36 0.717
Constant −2.128503 0.2607969 −8.16 0

A3 Logit regression model

Variable Coefficient Std. Err. Z P > z 95% Conf. Interval

CIVILIAN 0.5588403 0.3094529 1.81 0.071 −0.0476762 1.165357
MILITARY 1.034537 0.3060504 3.38 0.001 0.4346896 1.634385
RELIGION −0.8657629 0.2824222 −3.07 0.002 −1.4193 −0.3122256
AGEEH −0.0211411 0.0087647 −2.41 0.016 −0.0383195 −0.0039626
STRA −0.0122193 0.0959322 −0.13 0.899 −0.2002429 0.1758043
WDP 0.0046603 0.006328 0.74 0.461 −0.0077423 0.0170629
NNRR −0.0000726 0.0000524 −1.39 0.166 −0.0001753 0.0000301
LEGCOMP4 0.2786276 0.1397369 1.99 0.046 0.0047483 0.5525069
Constant −3.33401 0.404566 −8.24 0 −4.126945 −2.541076

Note: Logit pooled regression. Variables are the same as the probit regression of Table 1.
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A4 Time polynomials for the probit model

(1) (2) (3) (4)

CIVILIAN .247* .207 .207 .204
(.135) (.137) (.137) (.137)

MILITARY .479*** .426*** .426*** .426***
(.134) (.136) (.136) (.137)

LEGCOMP4 .143** .139** .139** .143**
(.066) (.066) (.066) (.067)

RELIGION −.425*** −.467*** −.467*** −.468***
(.133) (.133) (.133) (.133)

AGEEH −.01** −.012*** −.012*** −.012***
(.004) (.004) (.004) (.004)

STRA −.003 −.012 −.012 −.008
(.047) (.047) (.047) (.047)

WDP .002 −.004 −.004 .009
(.003) (.004) (.004) (.008)

NNRR 0 0* 0* 0
(0) (0) (0) (0)

YEAR .008*** .008*** 1.031*
(.003) (.003) (.558)

YEAR2
— —

YEAR3 0*
(0)

CONSTANT −1.823*** −17.781*** −17.781*** −1363.917*
(.181) (5.253) (5.253) (734.642)

Standard errors are in parentheses. Year2 omitted because of collinearity.***p < .01, **p < .05, *p < .1.

A5 Polynomials for age of effective leader duration

(1) (2) (3)

CIVILIAN .247* .234* .231*
(.135) (.135) (.136)

MILITARY .479*** .466*** .464***
(.134) (.135) (.135)

LEGCOMP4 .143** .137** .137**
(.066) (.066) (.066)

RELIGION −.425*** −.423*** −.42***
(.133) (.133) (.133)

AGEEH −.01** .001 −.014
(.004) (.011) (.025)

STRA −.003 −.001 −.001
(.047) (.047) (.047)

WDP .002 .003 .003
(.003) (.003) (.003)

NNRR 0 0 0
(0) (0) (0)

AGEEH2 0 .001
(0) (.002)

AGEEH3 0
(0)

CONS −1.823*** −1.863*** −1.824***
(.181) (.185) (.193)

Standard errors are in parentheses.***p < .01, **p < .05, *p < .1.
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A6 Addressing compulsory referendums

(1) (2) (3) (4)

BASE
MODEL

BASE MODEL WITH
VDEM DATA

ALT1: BASE WITHOUT
OBLIGATORY REFS.

ALT2: BASE WITH CONTROL
FOR OBL. REF.

CIVILIAN .247* .231* .068 .061
(.135) (.136) (.14) (.139)

MILITARY .479*** .482*** .361*** .296**
(.134) (.135) (.138) (.138)

LEGCOMP4 .143** .127* .05 −.01
(.066) (.067) (.075) (.071)

RELIGION −.425*** −.425*** −.423*** −.367***
(.133) (.134) (.149) (.14)

AGEEH −.01** −.009** −.01** −.008*
(.004) (.004) (.005) (.004)

STRA −.003 .024 −.047 −.029
(.047) (.046) (.055) (.049)

WDP .002 .004 .005 .002
(.003) (.003) (.003) (.003)

NNRR 0 0 0 0
(0) (0) (0) (0)

OBLIGATORY REF.
CREDIBLE THREAT

1.154***

(.095)
CONSTANT −1.823*** −1.886*** −1.89*** −1.798***

(.181) (.182) (.193) (.187)
Observations 4528 4482 4418 4482

Standard errors are in parentheses.***p < .01, **p < .05, *p < .1.

A7 Plebiscites by country and year

Country Year Country Year Country Year Country Year Country Year Country Year

Algeria 1962 Chad 1996 Eq. Guinea 1968 Liberia 1972 Philippines 1967 Syria 1953
Algeria 1963 Chad 2005 Eq. Guinea 1973 Liberia 1975 Philippines 1973 Syria 1958
Algeria 1976 Chile 1978 Eq. Guinea 1982 Liberia 1984 Philippines 1975 Syria 1961
Algeria 1986 Chile 1980 Eq. Guinea 1991 Libya 1971 Philippines 1976 Syria 1971
Algeria 1988 Chile 1988 Eritrea 1993 Madagascar 1972 Philippines 1977 Syria 1973
Algeria 1989 Chile 1989 Ethiopia 1987 Madagascar 1975 Philippines 1980 Syria 1978
Algeria 1996 Colombia 1957 Gabon 1995 Madagascar 1992 Philippines 1981 Syria 1985
Algeria 1999 Comoros 1977 Gambia 1965 Malawi 1993 Philippines 1984 Syria 1991
Algeria 2005 Comoros 1978 Gambia 1970 Maldives 1968 Poland 1946 Syria 1999
Azerbaijan 1991 Comoros 1989 Gambia 1996 Maldives 1973 Poland 1984 Syria 2000
Azerbaijan 1993 Comoros 1996 Georgia 1991 Maldives 1978 Qatar 2003 Syria 2007
Azerbaijan 1995 Comoros 2001 Georgia 2003 Maldives 1983 Romania 1986 Tajikistan 1994
Azerbaijan 2002 Congo

(Rep.)
1963 Germany

(D.R.)
1951 Maldives 1988 Russian

Fed.
1991 Tajikistan 1999

Bahrain 2001 Congo
(Rep.)

1973 Germany
(D.R.)

1954 Maldives 1993 Russian
Fed.

1993 Tajikistan 2003

Bangladesh 1977 Congo
(Rep.)

1979 Ghana 1960 Maldives 1998 Rwanda 1978 Tanzania 1965

Bangladesh 1985 Congo
(Rep.)

2002 Ghana 1974 Maldives 2003 Rwanda 2003 Tanzania 1970

Belarus 1995 Cote
d’Ivoire

2000 Ghana 1978 Maldives 2007 Samoa 1990 Tanzania 1975

Belarus 1996 Cuba 1976 Ghana 1992 Mali 1974 Sao Tomé
& Pr.

1990 Tanzania 1980

Belarus 2004 1964 Greece 1968 Mauritania 1991 Senegal 1963 Tanzania 1985

(Continued)
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A7 (Continued )

Country Year Country Year Country Year Country Year Country Year Country Year

Congo
(D.Rep)

Benin 1964 Congo
(D.Rep)

1967 Greece 1973 Mauritania 2006 Senegal 1970 Tanzania 1990

Benin 1968 Congo
(D.Rep)

1970 Guatemala 1954 Mexico 1995 Serbia &
Mo.

1992 Thailand 2007

Benin 1990 Congo
(D.Rep)

1977 Guinea 1958 Mexico 1998 Serbia &
Mo.

1998 Togo 1961

Bosnia &
Herz.

1992 Congo
(D.Rep)

1984 Guinea 1990 Mexico 1999 Seychelles 1992 Togo 1963

Botswana 1987 Congo
(D.Rep)

2005 Guinea 2001 Montenegro 2006 Seychelles 1993 Togo 1972

Botswana 1997 Djibouti 1977 Guyana 1978 Morocco 1962 Sierra
Leone

1978 Togo 1979

Botswana 2001 Djibouti 1992 Haiti 1964 Morocco 1970 Sierra
Leone

1991 Togo 1992

Bulgaria 1946 Ecuador 1978 Haiti 1971 Morocco 1972 Somalia 1979 Tunisia 2002
Bulgaria 1971 Egypt 1956 Haiti 1985 Morocco 1980 South Africa 1960 Turkey 1982
Burkina

Faso
1970 Egypt 1958 Haiti 1987 Morocco 1984 South Africa 1983 Turkmenistan 1991

Burkina
Faso

1977 Egypt 1965 Hungary 1989 Morocco 1989 South Africa 1992 Turkmenistan 1994

Burkina
Faso

1991 Egypt 1968 Iran 1953 Morocco 1992 South
Korea

1962 Uganda 2000

Burundi 1981 Egypt 1970 Iran 1963 Morocco 1995 South
Korea

1969 Uganda 2005

Burundi 1991 Egypt 1971 Iran 1979 Morocco 1996 South
Korea

1972 Uruguay 1980

Burundi 1992 Egypt 1974 Iran 1989 Myanmar 1973 South
Korea

1975 Uzbekistan 1991

Cambodia 1955 Egypt 1976 Iraq 1995 Myanmar 2008 South
Korea

1980 Uzbekistan 1995

Cambodia 1958 Egypt 1977 Iraq 2002 Nepal 1980 South
Korea

1987 Uzbekistan 2002

Cambodia 1959 Egypt 1978 Iraq 2005 Niger 1987 Spain 1947 Venezuela 1957
Cambodia 1960 Egypt 1979 Kazakhstan 1995 Niger 1989 Spain 1966 Yemen A.

Rep.
1950

Cambodia 1961 Egypt 1980 Kyrgysztan 1991 Niger 1992 Spain 1976 Yemen A.
Rep.

1972

Cambodia 1972 Egypt 1981 Kyrgysztan 1994 Niger 1996 Sri Lanka 1981 Yemen A.
Rep.

1982

Cameroon 1960 Egypt 1987 Kyrgysztan 1996 Niger 1999 Sudan 1971 Zimbabwe 1969
Cameroon 1972 Egypt 1990 Kyrgysztan 1998 Pakistan 1984 Sudan 1977
Central Afr.

Rep
1981 Egypt 1993 Kyrgysztan 2003 Pakistan 2002 Sudan 1983

Central Afr.
Rep

1986 Egypt 1999 Liberia 1946 Panama 1977 Sudan 1998

Central Afr.
Rep

2004 Egypt 2005 Liberia 1949 Panama 1983 Suriname 1987

Chad 1989 Egypt 2007 Liberia 1955 Peru 1993 Syria 1949
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A8 Correlation matrix

REGIME LEGCOMP4 RELIGION AGEEH STRA WDP RRNN

REGIME 1
LEGCOMP4 −0.139 1
RELIGION −0.285 0.0477 1
AGEEH 0.191 0.106 −0.0136 1
STRA 0.0199 −0.148 −0.0299 −0.127 1
WDP −0.0317 0.165 0.0116 0.0554 −0.0551 1
RRNN 0.294 −0.0894 −0.0603 0.0219 −0.0803 −0.0398 1

A10 Hausman tests

FIXED RANDOM DIFFERENCE S.E.

Models including Religion
CIVILIAN .9816329 .9713097 .0103232 .5712304
MILITARY 1.241156 1.279146 −.0379893 .5777771
LEGCOMP4 −.0639385 .0757553 −.1396938 .0761133
AGEEH −.0102582 −.0172426 .0069844 .0046747
STRA .4434208 .1161749 .3272459 .2600103
WDP −.0008355 .0042552 −.0050907 .0032045
RRNN −.0000539 −.0000527 −1.13e−06 .0000603

Test: Ho: difference in coefficients not systematic.
chi2(6)= 6.38.
Prob > chi2= 0.3818.

A9 Clustered errors models

Probit XTProbit, RE

CIVILIAN 0.247 0.440**
(0.254) (0.220)

MILITARY 0.479* 0.598***

(0.264) (0.217)
LEGCOMP4 0.143 0.0303

(0.0982) (0.0932)
RELIGION −0.425** −0.450*

(0.207) (0.244)
AGEEH −0.0101** −0.00875

(0.00499) (0.00584)
STRA −0.00286 0.0575

(0.0638) (0.0671)
WDP 0.00248 0.00296

(0.00400) (0.00424)
NNRR −2.86e−05 −1.98e−05

(2.33e−05) (1.72e−05)
CONSTANT −1.823*** −2.129***

(0.304) (0.294)

Robust country-clustered standard errors are in parentheses.***p < .01, **p < .05, *p < .1.
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FIXED RANDOM DIFFERENCE S.E.

Models without Religion
CIVILIAN .9809769 .835495 .1454819 .5738101
MILITARY 1.24054 1.172293 .0682462 .5783464
LEGCOMP4 −.0629663 .0900408 −.1530071 .0755034
AGEEH −.0103548 −.0181101 .0077553 .0046603
STRA .4445945 .1316893 .3129052 .258482
WDP −.0009565 .0047053 −.0056618 .0032187
RRNN −.0000535 −.0000518 −1.67e−06 .0000596

Test: Ho: difference in coefficients not systematic.
chi2(6)= 8.29.
Prob > chi2= 0.2178.
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