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OPPOSITION PARTIES AND ANTI-GOVERNMENT PROTESTS IN
COMPARATIVE PERSPECTIVE
Yen-Pin Su, PhD

University of Pittsburgh, 2014

My dissertation adopts an interdisciplinary approach to examine the relationship between
political parties and social movements in democratic countries. This work touches on the debates
about why protest movements emerge and the literature on the consequences of party politics. It
draws on rational choice and political process theories to explain the variation in anti-
government protests in the context of democracies. | argue that the mobilization capacity of
opposition parties matters for understanding the differing levels of protests. Specifically,
focusing on the size and unity of the opposition camp as two unique dimensions of mobilization
capacity, | contend that a larger opposition camp should encourage more anti-government
protests only if the camp is more united. Moreover, | argue that, because of the differences in
socio-economic backgrounds, political development trajectories, and the role of parties as
mobilization agents, the effects of opposition mobilization capacity should work differently in
developed countries and developing countries.

My research methodology includes work with both quantitative and qualitative data
sources. | test my arguments empirically using statistical analyses of an original dataset
incorporating protest event data and electoral data in 107 democratic countries. The analyses
demonstrate that when opposition parties are strong and united, they are more able to mobilize
large-scale collective protest actions. Moreover, | find that a higher level of mobilization
capacity of opposition parties matters more to encourage anti-government protests in developing
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countries than in developed countries. Drawing on the interviews that | conducted during field
trips in Peru and Taiwan, the qualitative case studies further illustrate why opposition
mobilization capacity matters for the developing countries.

Overall, my research contributes to the literature on political behavior and enriches
institutional theories by providing an innovative theoretical perspective and rigorous empirical
analyses. More importantly, my research is relevant to more than political scientists and
sociologists: the quantitative and qualitative data will help researchers understand the extent to
which the dynamics of party/movement interactions vary across different regions, a necessary

advance in a literature that has been dominated by single case studies.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

This chapter provides an overview of the dissertation. First, | discuss a research puzzle that this
dissertation addresses: if the opening of the political process has reduced mobilization costs such
as state repression and thus encourages more social mobilization, why do some democracies
experience more social protests than other democracies? Next, | discuss why this research is
important for the literature and for policy-makers. Third, | revisit traditional explanations for the
frequency of protests, such as economic performance, democratization, and political institutions.
| provide a critical review of the existing literature and introduce an innovative theoretical
perspective for this study. Specifically, focusing on opposition parties as a camp, | argue that it is
important to consider the interaction effect of opposition size and opposition unity for

understanding the differing patterns of anti-government protests in democratic countries.

11 PUZZLE

Social protests have played an important role in the political development of many democratic
countries (Collier and Collier 1991; Collier and Mahoney 1997; Ekiert 1999; Herrera and
Markoff 2011; Tilly 2004; Wood 2000). For instance, the rise of the Tea Party Movement has
changed the electoral dynamics in American politics (Skocpol and Williamson 2012). In 2011,

labor union members, students and citizen groups organized a series of demonstrations in
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Wisconsin, which garnered widespread support from workers across the United States (Oppel
and Willams 2011). Recent economic crises in Europe triggered large-scale protest mobilization
in Greece (Psimitis 2011) and Spain (Castafieda 2012), which greatly influenced the stability of
governments. Since the 1990s, popular protests in Latin America have been a crucial force for
the removal of an elected president from office before the end of a term (Hochstetler 2006;
Pérez-Lifan 2007).

Waves of protests that have swept the world since the Third Wave of democratization
have opened up an important question that is difficult to ignore: Why do some countries
experience more protests than others? One important explanation pertains to the calculation of
cost and benefits that is associated with protest action, and studies have argued that the level of
democratization matters for explaining why protest movements are encouraged or discouraged
(e.g., Goldstone 2004). However, if the opening of the political process has reduced mobilization
costs such as state repression and thus encourages more social mobilization, why do some
democracies experience more social protests while others have fewer?

Several recent studies have argued that political parties matter for explaining social
protests. At the country level, Arce (2010b) finds that the level of protests tends to be higher
when a country has a poorly institutionalized party system. At the party level, given that
party/movement interactions tend to be prevalent when parties are in opposition because there
may exist mutual benefits for both actors (Almeida 2010b; Goldstone 2003), it is expected that
opposition parties should play an important role in shaping the patterns of protest movements.
Under what conditions are opposition parties more likely to use protests for pursuing political
goals? Almeida (2012) demonstrates that size matters, specifically finding that the number of

protests increases with a larger size of opposition camp.



But does a large opposition camp always guarantee more protests? After the fall of
Fujimori, Peruvian opposition parties together captured 74% of the vote in the 2001 legislative
election and 79% in the 2006 legislative election. The aggregated data suggest that the
opposition camp in Peru had a considerably strong presence. Based on Almeida’s (2012) finding
that a larger opposition camp will mobilize more protests, it may be expected that Peru was
likely to experience a high level of mass protest mobilization against the Alejandro Toledo
administration (2001-2006) and the Alan Garcia administration (2006-2011). However, as Arce
(2008, 40-1; 20104, 278) describes, many Peruvian protests took place spontaneously without a
coordinating body, and most of them were geographically segmented in peripheral regions.

The case of Peru clearly poses a puzzle for the effects of opposition size on protests. One
possible explanation for the limited scale of Peruvian protests is the lack of strong political actors
for building movement coalitions. According to Cotler (1995), contemporary Peruvian parties
have several common features. First, the leadership tends to be personalized and authoritarian.
Second, parties’ connections with the society tend to be clientelistic. Third, parties tend to adopt
exclusionary approaches in the political process, making it difficult to create institutionalized
channels for social demands. Given that parties in Peru generally lack organizational roots in
society (Tanaka 2005), the high level of party system fragmentation further undermines parties’
capacity for collective action (Levitsky and Cameron 2003, 15-6). Hence, the absence of strong
parties suggests that social movements lack important allies for coordinating large-scale protest
mobilization. Although it is possible that citizens could still mobilize protests without
coordinating with other political actors such as political parties, the scale and duration of such

uncoordinated protests would be limited (LeBas 2011, 113; Tanaka and Vera 2010). Overall, the



case of Peru implies that a large opposition camp does not necessarily guarantee a higher
mobilization capacity if it is disunited.

This dissertation examines patterns of anti-government protests (or government-targeted
protests)® in democracies by focusing on the role of opposition parties. Incorporating the insight
of neo-institutional theory from political science and that of resource mobilization theory from
sociology, | build a theory of opposition mobilization to explain variation in the frequency of
anti-government protests and how patterns of protests differ in different socio-economic
contexts. Specifically, I focus on how opposition size and opposition unity, the two important
dimensions of opposition mobilization capacity, affect patterns of anti-government protests.

In general, most scholarly work on social protests has either adopted a micro-level
approach or a macro-level approach. Studies based on the micro-level approach have used survey
data to examine why some individuals tend to participate in protest activities while others do not
(Anderson and Mendes 2005; Caren et al. 2011b; Finkel et al. 1989; Finkel and Opp 1991,
Norris et al. 2005; Schussman and Soule 2005; Walgrave and Rucht 2010). Although these
studies help identify the elements that make individuals more or less likely to engage in protest
activities,? they fail to account for the conditions under which social movement organizations are

more likely to ask people to participate in protests.

! Clearly, the target of social protests varies. The target can be government, a private company, a foreign country, a
public policy or law, etc. Moreover, a protest can have multiple targets. This dissertation focuses on government-
targeted protests because such collective political actions often greatly (and sometimes quickly) influence a
country’s political development. However, in order to build my theory, | not only review the literature on anti-
government protests, but also the literature on protests with different features in claims, targets, tactics, etc. The
advantage of reviewing different protest studies is that it will be more useful to capture a general pattern about why
protests take place. However, the disadvantage of doing this is that it is difficult to tell whether some factors that
influence the occurrence a certain type of protest can be theoretically justified as also influencing the occurrence of
anti-government protests. Thus, one purpose of the literature review in this study is to discuss what factors might
potentially affect anti-government protests and should be controlled for when estimating statistical models.

* The classic “baseline” model (Verba and Nie 1972; Verba et al. 1978) argues that individuals with higher socio-
economic status (SES) are better able to offset the costs associated with participation and thus are more likely to
participate in collective political behavior. In addition, rational choice theory suggests that individuals’ decision to

4



Regarding the macro-level approach, studies have used research designs of small-N or
large-N analyses. Case studies of social movements provide more detailed analyses on the
emergence and decline of a movement. McAdam et al. (1996) have suggested an emerging
research agenda that stresses the importance of political opportunities, mobilizing structures,
framing processes, and repertoires of contention in understanding protest movements, and social
movement case studies have increasingly adopted this analytical framework (Armstrong and
Bernstein 2008; Brysk 2000; Friedman and Hochstetler 2002; Hawkins and Hansen 2006).
However, as Bruhn (2008, 4) argues, the challenge of the case study approach lies in its lack of
theoretical generalizability and its inability to determine the respective weight of the identified
explanatory factors.

Finally, cross-national quantitative analyses of social protests have found that large-scale
collective protests were often driven by macro-level factors such as poor national economic
performance (Caren et al. 2011a; Gurr 1968; Walton and Ragin 1990), neoliberal economic
reforms (Arce and Bellinger 2007; Bellinger and Arce 2011; Roberts 2008), the level of overall
economic development (Arce 2010b, 676; Bellinger and Arce 2011), and the level of political
democratization (Goldstone 2004; Markoff 1996, 2011; Meyer 2004; Yashar 2005). Yet, with a
few exceptions, most studies that underline the importance of macro-level factors in explaining
protests fail to uncover how meso-level factors, such as political parties, link democratic regimes

with protests (Arce 2010b, 671).

participate in protest activities depends on whether the benefits of such participation outweigh the costs (Downs
1957; Finkel et al. 1989; Lichbach 1990; Popkin 1979; Riker and Ordeshook 1968). Third, the theory of civic
voluntarism (Verba et al. 1995) suggests that people are more likely to participate in protests and other forms of
political activism if they have higher education, higher income and greater civic skills, and/ or if they are more
politically interested and feel more political efficacy, and/or if they are located in recruitment social networks such
as voluntary associations, churches, and the workplace. Last, scholars of political culture suggest that the level of
social capital helps explain political activism (Benson and Rochon 2004; Putnam 1993, 1995, 2000).
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This dissertation does not attempt to explain individual propensities to participate in
collective protest actions. | adopt a cross-national time-series quantitative approach. The core of
this dissertation is the analysis of an extensive dataset of protest events and elections in 107
advanced and new democracies. | retrieve anti-government protest data from a large event
database based on Reuters News Service and collect data on legislative elections and political
parties. The large-N analyses not only use the entire sample of democratic countries, but also test
whether certain explanations work differently in advanced democracies and new democracies. In
addition to the large-N quantitative analyses, | conduct a comparative case study of Peru and
Taiwan that draws on historical documents, news reports, and elite interviews. The main purpose
of the large-N study is to test how generalizable my theory is while the main purpose of the
small-N study is to offer a detailed account of the interacting mechanism between political
institutions, parties, and anti-government protests.

Based on the empirical analyses, this dissertation makes three major claims. First, the
mobilization capacity of opposition parties exhibits important explanatory power on my
worldwide sample of democracies. Specifically, focusing on the size and unity of opposition
parties as elements of opposition mobilization capacity, a larger opposition camp is more likely
to encourage more anti-government protests only if the camp is more united. Second, the
dynamics of opposition parties and protests differ in developed countries and developing
countries. While a large and united opposition camp helps mobilize more protests in developing
countries, a large and united opposition camp does not have a significant effect in mobilizing
protests in developed countries. Third, some macro-level variables identified in previous studies
help explain the frequency of anti-government protests in democratic countries, but other factors

do not fare well in my tests. | find that a higher level of democratization and a higher level of



economic development have positive effects on increasing protests. Moreover, | find that a
country that adopts a proportional representation electoral system tends to experience fewer
protests. However, my analyses show that factors such as the adoption of a parliamentary
system, electoral cycles, and government partisanship do not make a significant difference in

explaining the patterns of protests.

1.2 WHY STUDY PROTESTS?

Social movements involve “continuous interaction between challengers and power holders”
(Tilly 2003, 247). Tarrow (2011, 9) describes social movements as “collective challenges, based
on common purposes and social solidarities, in sustained interaction with elites, opponents, and
authorities.” According to Goodwin and Jasper (2009, 4), “[a] social movement is a collective,
organized, sustained, and noninstitutional challenge to authorities, powerholders, or cultural
beliefs and practices.” Protest, with various forms of repertoires such as street marches, sit-ins,
road blockades, building occupations, and so on, is an important mode of action adopted by
social movement activists (Della Porta and Diani 2006, 163-92). This dissertation focuses on
anti-government protests, which can be defined as collective activities that adopt disruptive
tactics (e.g., strike, street demonstration) for the purpose of influencing the actors and/or policy-
making process of the government. Therefore, according to this definition, anti-government
protests do not necessarily indicate the collective activities that aim to bring down the
government.

In the political science literature, social protests are often considered an “unconventional”

form of collective action (Dalton 2008, 67; Finkel et al. 1989). However, this does not



necessarily imply that the research on protests is less important than the research on conventional
political participation such as voting and lobbying. Rather, there are important normative and
theoretical reasons for understanding why social protests take place and intensify in particular
contexts.

First, although many researchers have emphasized the negative impact of social protests
on political stability (Blanco and Grier 2009; Huntington 1968; Posner 1997), protests are not
necessarily normatively undesirable. Instead, the occurrence of social protests often helps to
uncover facts about who suffers from political stability. In addition, a strong civil society where
collective protest is routinized as a “normal part of politics” (Goldstone 2004, 348; Meyer and
Tarrow 1998b) helps improve the quality of democracy by enhancing the democratic values of
participants (Pateman 1970; Putnam 1993; Thompson 1970), providing a space for public
deliberation (Parry et al. 1992), and even offering resources for political development (Warren
2001). In a country where the government and political parties lack responsiveness, “societal
accountability” (Smulovitz and Peruzzotti 2000) in the form of social protest may be an effective
vehicle forcing politicians to be responsive to societal demands and to be accountable for certain
political outcomes (Mainwaring 2003, 10).

The theoretical importance of studying protest lies in protest’s role in affecting national
politics (Adler and Webster 1995; Collier and Collier 1991; Eckstein 2001; Escobar and Alvarez
1992; Giugni et al. 1998; Goodwin 2001). Peasant movements in Southern Mexico were
considered the main actor in the Mexican Revolution (Knight 1986; Tutino 1986; Womack
1969). Labor movements have had great influences in public policy-making in Argentina and
Venezuela since the 1930s (Murillo 2001). Popular movements played a critical role in

promoting democratization in Brazil (Collier and Mahoney 1997; Mainwaring 1987). In Asia,



the “People Power Revolution” initiated by various societal sectors in the Philippines ended the
Ferdinand Marcos dictatorship in 1986 (Hedman 2005).

Social movements matter for theories of political institutions because social movements
provide a breeding ground for new parties. For instance, the Partido dos Trabalhadores (PT)
emerged from strong labor movements in Brazil (Hunter 2007; Keck 1992; Mainwaring 1999);
moreover, strong indigenous movements in the Andes countries have transformed themselves
after great institutional change, with notable examples of the Movimiento Revolucionario Tupaq
Katari de Liberacion (MRTKL) in Bolivia and the Movimiento Unidad Plurinacional
Pachakutik (MUPP) in Ecuador (Birnir 2004; Van Cott 2003, 2005); also, in South Africa, the
democratically elected African National Congress originated from the struggles of the anti-
apartheid movement (Zunes 1999).

Given that studying protests matters for both normative and theoretical reasons, social
protest should be a very important subject of political behavior studies. However, it is surprising
that social movement research has never been a top priority for the political scientists (van Deth
2010). The “Political Science: The State of the Discipline” book (Katznelson and Milner 2002)
published by the American Political Science Association (APSA) contains contributions about
various subfields such as institutional theories and experimental theories, but the book
unfortunately overlooks social movement studies. Among the more than forty “organized
sections” within APSA, research on social movements belongs to the section of “New Political
Science,” which suggests that political science has not yet developed a dominant paradigm for
studying movements as a distinct set of political phenomena (Meyer and Lupo 2007, 112).

My dissertation provides a nuanced understanding of the interaction between political

parties and social protests. This dissertation makes a number of contributions across different



social science disciplines. First, | adopt a novel interdisciplinary approach to examine patterns of
protests. Second, the dissertation contributes to the literature on political behavior by showing
the importance of party politics in understanding social movements. Third, the dissertation
enriches theories of party politics by providing rigorous empirical analyses on the consequences
of party development. Fourth, the dissertation is relevant to more than political scientists and
sociologists; the quantitative and qualitative data will help researchers understand the extent to
which the dynamics of party/movement interactions vary across different cultures and different
levels of context, a necessary advance in a literature that has been dominated by single case
studies.

Last, this study provides important implications for social movements, opposition parties,
and the government. On one hand, the empirical results suggest that if social movements and
opposition parties choose to use protests to pressure the government, a unified opposition with
strong support is a key to producing a larger number of protests. On the other hand, in order to
reduce the frequency of anti-government protests and maintain political stability, it is important
for the governing party or parties to secure a large and stable support base. Moreover, this
research also provides crucial implications for democracy. In general, groups with effective
partisan representation tend to work through the legislative process, while those who do not see
an ability to win through that process turn to the streets. Thus, it is important that policy makers

design institutions that can better connect political parties to social movements.
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13 EXISTING EXPLANATIONS RECONSIDERED

1.3.1 Opportunity, Threat, and Protests

Why do protests occur? While some early studies describe protests as simply irrational behavior
(Hoffer 1951; Le Bon 1896), other later studies have adopted a social psychological approach to
argue that protests are caused by people’s grievance, discontent, frustration, and emotions
(Berkowitz 1972; Goodwin et al. 2001; Klandermans 1997; Kornhauser 1959). Gurr (1970)
contends that protest participation (often in a violent form) can be explained by people’s
frustrated feelings of “relative deprivation” (see also Davies 1962). As Gurr describes: “[t]he
primary causal sequence in political violence is first the development of discontent, second the
politicization of discontent, and finally its actualization in violent political action against political
objects and actors” (Gurr 1970, 12-3).

One important implication that Gurr’s study of political violence can provide for protest
studies is that certain protests, even protests that are peaceful in nature, would be simply driven
by high level of popular grievance. However, Gurr’s approach has been widely criticized by
many scholars. For instance, Tilly (1971, 416) criticized that Gurr’s approach is nothing more
than a “sponge” that aims to “make every other argument, hypothesis, and finding support his
scheme, and to contradict none of them.” Moreover, both resource mobilization theory and
political process theory (see below) suggest that “grievances are ubiquitous and that the key
guestion in movement participation research is not so much why people are aggrieved, but why
aggrieved people participate” (Klandermans 2004, 362).

Recent sociologists have gone beyond Gurr’s social psychological approach by stressing
the importance of political opportunities, mobilizing structures, and framing process in analyzing
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social movements (McAdam et al. 1996). First, the political opportunity approach has its roots in
structuralism and contends that the emergence, strategies, and outcomes of social movements are
influenced by a broad set of political constraints and opportunities, such as economic
determinants, social structures and political institutions (Kriesi 2004; Meyer 2004; Skocpol
1979). Second, the approach of mobilizing structures is based on rational choice assumptions of
Olsonian collective action theory (McAdam et al. 1996, 155; Olson 1965). It focuses on
analyzing the resources that can help social movements overcome the free rider problem, such as
structured social movement organizations, informal social networks, or material support from
other actors (Jenkins 1983; McCarthy and Zald 1977; Oberschall 1973). Third, the framing
approach has its roots in culturalist tradition and aims to explore the sources and functions of
cultural values, collective identity, and socially constructed ideas within movements (McAdam
et al. 1996, 5; Melucci 1980; Offe 1985).

Based on the political opportunity approach, Tilly (1978, 133-8) and Goldstone and Tilly
(2001) distinguish two general paths that drive collective action: opportunity and threat. Almeida
(2003, 347) defines “opportunity” as “the likelihood that challengers will enhance their interests
or extend existing benefits if they act collectively,” while “threat” is “the probability that existing
benefits will be taken away or new harms inflicted if challenging groups fail to act collectively.”
Considering opportunity and threat as ideal types, it is expected that popular mobilization may
either be driven by positive incentives to pursue certain policy goals (opportunity) and/or be
driven by fear of losing benefits (threat) (Almeida 2003; Tilly 1978).

Many quantitative studies of social mobilization have examined the roles of

democratization and economic development in mobilization. Studies have shown that

® As Goldstone and Tilly (2001, 181) argue, it may be mistaken to view threat as a negative measure of opportunity,
but opportunity and threat can be combined to shape contentious action.
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democratization encourages protest mobilization because democratization provides a “favorable”
opportunity for popular mobilization by expanding political access for citizens, relaxing state
repression and facilitating coalition formation between important political actors and social
actors (Goldstone 2004; Meyer 2004; Tilly and Tarrow 2007; Tilly 2007; Yashar 1998, 2005).*
However, other studies argue that democratization might lead to a decline of social protest
activities because a more democratized political system provides more institutionalized channels
for political participation and grievance resolution (Hipsher 1996, 1998; Pickvance 1999). In
addition to a high level of democratization, a society with greater economic development might
provide more mobilization resources for social actors to transform their grievance into collective
protest action (Arce 2010b, 676; Bellinger and Arce 2011).

Another important political opportunity factor that can help explain protest incidence is
the presence and absence of influential political elite allies in the government (McAdam 1996,
27; Stearns and Almeida 2004; Tarrow 1996). Based on the evidence from Western democracies,
some studies have demonstrated that social movement organizations tend to increase protest
activities when the legislature has more members that share similar ideological position with the
movements (Jenkins et al. 2003; Minkoff 1997, 794; Van Dyke 2003, 240-1). However, other
studies show that with more elite allies in the legislature, the incentives for protest might be
reduced because there is a higher probability that the movement’s demands can be channeled
through institutionalized means (Kriesi et al. 1995; Larson and Soule 2009). Unlike the studies
discussed above, Lee (2011) shows that the share of legislative seats of the opposition parties

does not have a significant impact on encouraging protests.

* However, it is noteworthy that the concept of “favorable opportunity” may not be straightforward. For instance,
Herrera and Markoff (2011) argue that the presence of partial democratization in rural Spain can be opportunities
but also obstacles for social movements.
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Using data about new social movements in Western European countries, Jung (2010)
shows that social protests tend to occur less often when leftist governments are in power because
such governments tend to provide more routine institutionalized political access to various social
actors. However, Meyer and Minkoff (2004) find that, in the United States, Democratic
presidential administrations have helped promote more civil rights protest movements because
such an institutional environment represents a favorable opportunity for activism. The mixed
findings about the hypothesis of elite allies in the context of Western democracies suggest that
the relationship between parties and movements is complicated and deserves more scrutiny.

On the other hand, a certain macro-level context might pose a threat to citizens’ lives and
result in “threat-induced” defensive collective action. For instance, ordinary citizens tend to
protest in response to macroeconomic problems such as economic depression and high inflation
rates (Gurr 1968; Midlarsky 1988; Walton and Ragin 1990). The implementation of neoliberal
structural adjustment reform could also triggered large-scale protest movements since such
policies often result in severe social inequalities, reductions in public services and subsidies, and
higher unemployment rates (Almeida 2007; Babb 2005; Eckstein 2002; Roberts 2008; Shefner
2002; Weyland 2004). However, some studies argue that neoliberal reforms would pose a threat
that prevents collective protests. In this sense, neoliberal reforms demobilize civil society
organizations by eroding the organizational bases of the society and thus citizens would like
necessary resources for mobilizing (Kurtz 2004).

Political process theory synthesizes insights of the political opportunity approach and
resource mobilization theory (Klandermans 1991; McAdam 1982; Tarrow 1998). It considers
social movements as strategic, rational actors whose actions are affected by a broad set of

structural constraints and opportunities. In addition, it examines how movements use resources to
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facilitate mobilization and how the state alters opportunities available to the movements. Thus,
some political process theorists analyze social movements as sustained challenges to the
government that flourish and decline in cycles (Meyer 1993; Meyer and Whittier 1994). In this
sense, a social movement is a sustained challenge to the state that has periods of mobilization,
diffusion, peaks, declines, and realignments in activity, and uses conventional and
unconventional repertoires to achieve goals (Markoff 1996, 1999).

Although some scholars state that the political process theory “has become the
hegemonic paradigm among social movement analysts” (Goodwin and Jasper 1999, 28), it also
has received numerous critiques. For instance, the core concept of the political process
approach—political opportunity—may “suffer from its definitional sloppiness...which tends to
reduce its heuristic and theoretical value” (Kriesi 2004, 68-9; see also Gamson and Meyer 2006).
Goodwin and Jasper (1999) argue that political opportunity theory is tautological and that the
structural bias embedded in the political process approach may result in less attention to the role
of cultural identity, activists’ agency, and creative strategies in the making of social movements.
Meyer and Minkoff (2004) find that the empirical effects of political opportunity structure
depend on how researchers conceptualize, theorize, and measure political opportunity. Last,
Goldstone (2004, 346) contends that the political opportunity approach lacks clarity about
“whether the main contribution of favorable opportunities was to movement emergence or

success.”

1.3.2 Institutional Approaches

As discussed above, previous empirical work based on the political opportunity approach has
underlined the importance of structural factors such as democratization and economy in
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explaining protest behavior. However, a macro-level explanation of protests that relies on
institutional theories has been increasingly tested recently. Here institutions are conceptualized
“as collections of rules and incentives...that establish a “political space’ within which many
independent political actors can function” (Peters 2012, 48). One important institutional
approach is rational choice institutionalism (Shepsle 1989, 2006; Tsebelis 1990), ° which
suggests that political actors’ behavior is driven mainly by a strategic calculus about the
limitation and opportunities that particular institutional or organizational settings offer.

How do institutions matter for explaining protest activities? In general, stronger
representative institutions are more able to effectively channel popular demands and discourage
citizens to resort to non-institutional means to affect policy processes. Some empirical studies
have shown that strong and well-functioning legislatures reduce the likelihood of social protest at
the macro level (Nam 2007) and micro level (Machado et al. 2011). Other studies suggest that
certain institutions can provide opportunities or constraints that shape the decision of actors
mobilizing protests. Below | will discuss the effects of constitutional design, electoral
institutions, and election timing on protests.

Assuming that political elites will choose either institutional or non-institutional ways to
engage in the political process under certain institutional environments, studies have found that a
country adopting institutions that encourage the formation of new parties, such as the
parliamentary system and proportional electoral system, should experience fewer protests
(Bhasin 2008; Krain 1998; Ozler 2013). One important theoretical reasoning for these empirical
analyses is that such political institutions provide more incentives for the elites to form new

political parties to access seats in the legislature and provide more opportunity for elites from

> See Green and Shapiro (1994) for criticisms of rational choice theory.
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different groups to hold posts in the government (Bhasin 2008, 58). As a result, the institutions
that are better able to encompass political minorities in the political process thus should
discourage political elites from mobilizing protest activities to pursue political goals.®

The timing of electoral cycles might be an important structural factor that shapes protest
activities. Bruhn (2008) argues that the election year and the first year under a new government
(i.e., the “honeymoon” year) are two important timing variables that can help explain the
frequency of protests. Specifically, it is expected that more protests tend to occur during a
presidential election year because protest groups expect that their voice might be more likely to
be heard during the period of electoral campaign. In addition, it is possible that movements
might reduce the protest activity in the first year of a new government because these movements
might be willing to give the new government more time to respond to their demands during the
“honeymoon” year.

The empirical findings about the effects of electoral cycle factors are mixed, however.
Bruhn (2008) and Meyer and Minkoff (2004) find that protest incidence is not particularly higher
or lower during an election year as opposed to a non-election year. However, Martin and Dixon
(2010) find that labor strike activities in the United States are reduced during a presidential
election year, while Alvarez Rivadulla’s (2011) study of Uruguayan social movements
demonstrates that the frequency of protest events in the form of land occupation is higher during
an election year. Moreover, empirical studies have shown that the “honeymoon year” effect on
protest might be in an opposite direction from the theoretical expectation: Bruhn (2008) and
Alvarez Rivadulla (2011) find that there are more anti-local-government protests during the year

after an election. One possible explanation for this result is that “[i]n the first year of a new

® Studies on ethnic conflicts have also demonstrated that proportional institutions outperform majoritarian
institutions in reducing political violence related to ethnic issues (Cohen 1997; Saideman et al. 2002).
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government, organizations have strong incentives to protest in order to establish their priority in

the policy agenda” (Bruhn 2008, 6-7).

1.4  PLAN OF THE DISSERTATION

The next chapter reviews the literature on social protest that discusses the relationship between
opposition parties and protests. As a brief review of the previous research has demonstrated,
macro-level theories of protests have not considered the organizational basis of protest
mobilization. Thus, in Chapter 2 | attempt to fill the theoretical gap by building a theory of
opposition mobilization capacity. Two testable hypotheses are derived from this theory. The first
hypothesis is that a large opposition camp will encourage more anti-government protests only if
the camp is more united. The second hypothesis is that a higher level of mobilization capacity of
opposition parties matters more for encouraging anti-government protests in developing
countries than developed countries.

Chapter 3 presents the research design of the dissertation, including data, testable
hypotheses, operationalization of variables, and methods. Specifically, there are quantitative and
qualitative analyses in this dissertation. The quantitative analyses rely on protest event count data
and legislative electoral data from 107 democracies for testing the empirical implications of the
theory, while the qualitative analyses rely on interviews and histories in Peru and Taiwan.
Chapter 4 presents the empirical results for the quantitative data. The results provide strong
support for my two theoretical hypotheses. The findings are robust across different data, different

measures of variables, and different estimation methods.
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Chapter 5 and 6 present case studies of opposition parties and anti-government protests in
Peru (Chapter 5) and Taiwan (Chapter 6). | trace the process in which social movements
emerged, were strengthened, and declined in different historical periods. | also discuss the impact
of opposition parties on different protest movements. For the case study of Peru, | find that the
large opposition camp in this country has not been able to mobilize more large-scale protests
because of the high level of fragmentation within the camp. However, this does not imply that
protests never occur when the opposition camp is fragmented. In fact, | find that protests indeed
take place in Peru, but most of them are weak and localized because the opposition lacks strong
mobilization capacity.

In contrast, the case study of Taiwan shows that from the late 1980s to the 1990s, the
opposition camp was able to mobilize large-scale anti-government protests because the camp
was relatively strong and unified. However, after 2008 an interesting pattern has emerged in
which the role of opposition parties in mobilizing protests has become less important. | argue
that this pattern might be explained by the fact that Taiwan is transforming itself from a
developing country to a developed country. During the process, protests have become more
routinized, and citizens are becoming more resourceful. Thus, more large-scale protests have
been organized without the support of the opposition parties. Last, Chapter 7 concludes and

establishes a research agenda for the future.

19



20 THEORY

This chapter builds a theory of opposition mobilization capacity drawing on the insights of
resource mobilization theory and neoinstitutionalism. | first discuss how political parties matter
for democratic representation. Second, | focus on the role of opposition parties as mobilization
agents of social protests and build my theory accordingly. The core intuition of this theory
suggests that when the camp of opposition parties is large and united, the camp is more able to
mobilize large constituencies for large-scale collective action. The third section of this chapter
further discusses how patterns of parties and movements differ in different socio-economic
contexts. | argue that opposition mobilization capacity matters more for anti-government protests

in developing countries than developed countries.

2.1 THE THESIS OF REPRESENTATION CRISIS

Many political scientists view democratic representation as unthinkable without parties
(Rosenblum 2008; Schattschneider 1942). An essential function of parties is to obtain “popular
consent to the course of public policy” (Key 1964, 12). Parties perform numerous crucial
democratic functions, such as articulating political interests, recruiting political elites, allocating
government offices, framing ideological and programmatic alternatives, fielding candidates for

elections, socializing citizens in democratic values, and creating grassroots channels for popular
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participation (Dix 1992, 489; Roberts 2002, 29-30; Ware 1996). Therefore, parties are so
important in the political arena that Sartori even states that “citizens in modern democracies are
represented through and by parties” (Sartori 1968, 471, italics in the original).

Given that parties perform essential functions for democratic representation, a poorly-
functioning party system is likely to result in partisan representation crisis. In a country that
suffers representation crisis, politicians’ interests and citizens’ interests are not congruent
(Dalton 1985; Luna and Zechmeister 2005), and the government is not responsive to citizens’
demands (Pitkin 1967; Eulau and Karps 1977). One indicator is whether politicians are able to
keep their commitment in the electoral campaigns credible. When the credibility of the
commitment is low, citizens are left unrepresented, and democratic representation is in crisis.” In
the spring 2010, the Socialist Government in Greece announced a series of austerity and
stabilization plans created by the International Monetary Fund (IMF) and the European Union
(EU) to tackle the worst economic crisis in the history of the country. The government was
accused of “having forgotten its pre-election promises to impose taxation on the rich” (Psimitis
2011, 193). Later, labor unions in both the private and public sectors cooperated with leftist
political parties launching waves of general strikes and street protests against the government’s
policies from March to May 2010.

Before the Peruvian 2001 general elections, candidate Alejandro Toledo’s written
declaration to the Departmental Federation of Workers of Arequipa (FDTA) promising not to

privatize the electricity in Arequipa helped him win over 70% of the vote in this region in the

" Stokes (2001) challenges this perspective by showing that in some Latin American countries people might
appreciate the unexpected policy change if such a shift results in good policy outcomes in the long run. Moreover,
Stokes argues that the policy shift that results in worse outcomes does not necessarily end up in the incumbent
party’s electoral defeat if attention can be diverted to other policies that lead to better outcome. However, Stokes
also argues that abrupt policy changes might erode the quality of democracy if the elites fail to provide candid
explanation for the policy shift.
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2001 elections (Escarzaga 2009, 168). However, in 2002 President Toledo broke the promise by
announcing the plans to privatize the two state-owned electric companies, Egasa and Egasur. The
resistance to the sale resulted in the Arequipazo, with weeks of mass uprising in June 2002 (Arce
2008).°

Consequences of party representation crisis vary, but it is expected that under such an
environment, people will lack effective institutional access for channeling their demands, and
thus it is more likely that people turn to use non-institutional means to affect the policy-making
process (Huntington 1968, 412; Morlino 2005, 758). At the elite level, such crisis may result in a
military coup d’état and presidents’ autogolpe “against the congress, courts, parties, and all
vehicles that help civil society seek advocacy and representation for its interests” (Dominguez
1997, 109). In contrast, at the mass public level, when partisan representation is in crisis citizens
may be more likely to shift from traditional forms of representation such as political parties to
“newer” modes such as social movements (Arce 2010b; Chandhoke 2005, 308; Luna and
Zechmeister 2005).

Mainwaring (2006, 15) argues that politically underrepresented citizens not only are more
likely to resort to unconventional forms of participation such as antisystem popular mobilization,
but also become less likely to engage in electoral participation, thus withdrawing support from

9

the regime. In his study on the “partyarchy”” of Venezuela, Coppedge (1994) finds that over-

® The protests successfully forced the Interior Minister to resign (The Economist 2002) and in late 2002 a judicial
ruling declared that the electric companies are owned by the province of Arequipa and thus halted the government’s
privatization plans (Paredes 2002, 46; cited in Arce 2008, 52).

° With the definition of polyarchy as freedom of expression, universal suffrage, free election, etc (Dahl 1971),
Coppedge (1994, 19) defines “partyarchy” as “the degree to which political parties interfere with the fulfillment of
the requirements for polyarchy.” While all democracies are assumed to possess some characteristics of partyarchy to
some degree, Coppedge (1994, 19-20) argues that Venezuela comes close to the extreme form of partyarchy because
parties dominate all nominations for public office and practically decide who is elected, parties penetrate citizens’
organization life thoroughly, party discipline is so strong that the legislature has no autonomy, and mass media are
highly politicized along party lines.
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institutionalized traditional political parties such as Accién Democratica (AD) and Comité de
Organizacion Politica Electoral Independiente (COPEI) are so hierarchically controlled by rigid
bureaucratic bodies that they have monopolized the state and suffocated civil society by
dominating electoral campaigns, keeping new issues off the agenda in legislative proceedings
and blocking channels of participation (Crisp 2000). As Coppedge (1994, 43-4) shows, under the
domination of partyarchy, Venezuelan citizens’ party identification dramatically declined and the
abstention rate in the elections increasingly climbed. Although the 1989 Caracazo was largely
triggered by the implementation of the AD government’s neoliberal reforms such as privatization
of state enterprises and taxation reforms (Lépez-Maya 2003), the repudiation of the traditional
parties in the 1993 elections help explain why rioters chose to not express their frustration within
the system (Coppedge 1994, 44; Morgan 2007, 82).

Venezuela’s case implies that for some citizens voting participation and protest
engagement may be alternatives. Norris’ (2002, 202-7) cross-national analysis also supports such
a perspective, showing that citizens with strong environmentalist attitudes are less likely to turn
out to vote but more likely to join protest movements. Inglehart’s (1997) research on Western
democracies shows that, while voter turnout has stagnated due to citizens’ declining support for
parties, citizens have actually become much more engaged and active in protest politics.
However, other studies have shown that voting and protest activity can be complements rather
than alternatives (Kubik 1998). For instance, Rudig’s (2010, 149-55) study shows that there is no
evidence that people participating in anti-war protests are alienated from electoral participation.
As Goldstone (2004, 340) contends, protests can be complementary to conventional political
participation for many social movement actors, because “it may be the ability of groups to

combine both protest and conventional tactics for influencing government actors that best
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conduces to movement success” (see also Andrews 2001). In short, although it is not clear
whether voting participation and protest participation are alternatives or complements, it is
plausible that partisan representation crisis is likely to lead to more popular protests.

As discussed before, the thesis of representation crisis suggests that a poorly-functioned
party system is likely to result in more protests. One specific indicator of partisan representation
quality in a country pertains to the level of party system institutionalization (Mainwaring and
Scully 1995; Mainwaring and Zoco 2007), which implies “the stabilization and social
embeddedness of the major party alternatives and their relative policy positions” (Toka 1997,
96). According to Mainwaring and Scully (1995, 5), an institutionalized party system denotes 1)
higher stability in the rules of the nature of inter-party competition; 2) strong party/society
linkages that structure political preference over time; 3) major political actors’ acceptance of the
parties and elections as legitimate institutions in determining who governs; and 4) party
organizations generally having stable rules and structures.

As Mainwaring and Scully (1995, 23) contend, an institutionalized party system can
“help groups express their interests...channel political demands and can dampen political
conflicts.” In contrast, an under-institutionalized party system implies poor quality of partisan
representation, where parties are not well connected to society and governments are less
responsive and accountable (Arce 2010b, 672). As a result, it is expected that a poorly
institutionalized party system “creates a political vacuum, producing a more conducive
environment for greater levels of mobilization” (Arce 2010b, 671-2; see also Levitsky 2001;
Luna and Zechmeister 2005).

Using electoral volatility and party system fragmentation as indicators of the level of

party system institutionalization, Arce (2010b) finds that the level of protests tends to be higher
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when a country has a high level of electoral volatility and a higher degree of party system
fragmentation. As Arce (2010b, 672) argues, parties in a poorly institutionalized party system are
not connected to society and do not provide consistent polices that articulate societal demands.
Moreover, a high level of party fragmentation is known to imperil the ability of executives to
pass their agenda, thus hampering the capacity of states to respond effectively to popular sector
demand.”

However, contrary to Arce’s findings, Rice (2003) shows that party system
institutionalization has no effect on social protests. Other studies find that a fragmented party
system might help reduce the incidence of protests. Wilkinson (2004) and Arce and Rice (2009)
demonstrate that protests tend to decrease with the level of party system fragmentation because
such a party system suggests greater electoral competition, which encourages the governing
party to make policies to prevent mass protests. Unlike the studies mentioned above, Jung’s
(2010) study of Western Europe’s New Social Movements demonstrates mixed results about the
effect of party system fragmentation on different phases of a protest cycle.

If lower party system institutionalization suggests that citizens generally have weaker
partisanship, Arce’s (2010b) finding may suggest that citizens with a low level of partisanship
(who are more likely to shift votes between parties) tend to engage in protest activities. However,
other studies have shown that citizens with stronger partisanship may be more likely to engage in
protest activities under particular conditions. Finkel and Opp’s (1991) analysis demonstrates that,
when political parties provide behavioral cues to promote protest, individuals with strong
loyalties to the party are likely to be motivated to comply. In addition, Crozat (1998, 78) in his
study on advanced democracies demonstrates that partisanship had a stronger effect in increasing

a typical individual’s probability to accept protests as a form of collective action. Other studies
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also show that protesters tend have much stronger partisanship than the general public (Dalton
2008, 68; Rudig 2010, 149).

In addition, it is theoretically unclear whether a higher level of party system
institutionalization necessarily helps to demobilize popular protests. In fact, the concept of party
system institutionalization indicates only how institutionalized the parties are in a very general
sense. It offers no information about which party is more institutionalized than the other within
the system.'® This is a serious problem because parties in a democracy are different in size,
ideology, age, and, most importantly, in status as a governing party or an opposition party.
Without taking into account substantive differences among parties, the thesis of representation
crisis simply suggests that the level of social protest tends to be lower in countries where both
the governing party and the opposition parties are institutionalized. It may be plausible that a
strong and institutionalized governing party may try to demobilize anti-government protests.
However, if the opposition parties are also strong and institutionalized, it is not necessarily the
case that these parties also tend to demobilize anti-government protests, as a strong governing

party would do.

0 See Randall and Svésand (2002) for the discussion about the relationships between party system
institutionalization and party institutionalization.
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2.2 INSTITUTIONS AS AGENTS OF MOBILIZATION: OPPOSITION PARTIES

AND PROTESTS

In the political science literature, a neo-institutional perspective suggests that certain institutions
can be viewed as a rational agents with strategic goals (Peters 2012, 155).** In contrast, the neo-
institutional theory in the sociology literature argues that “the interconnectedness of
organizations as well as shared meanings among them enforce specific, similar organizational
behaviors” (Saruya 2012, 21; see also DiMaggio and Powell 1983; Meyer and Rowan 1977,
Powell and DiMaggio 1991). According to Schneiberg and Lounsbury (2008, 651), neo-
institutional analyses of social movements emphasize agency and systematically examine the
relations between collective organizations and the embedded institutional contexts.

Institutional/ organizational actors abound, including the state (e.g., Skocpol 1985) and
political parties (e.g., Aldrich 1995; Cox and McCubbins 1993; Strem 1990). This section
focuses on opposition parties as agents that can help mobilize collective protests to pursue
certain political goals. I will first discuss how parties link and ally with social movements. Next,
I will use several episodes to discuss the relationships between opposition parties and social
movements. Third, and more importantly, | will propose an opposition mobilization theory of

protests, generating testable hypotheses about how opposition parties mobilize protests.

1In general, there are at least three different types of new institutionalism in the political science literature:
historical institutionalism, rational-choice institutionalism, and sociological institutionalism (Hall and Taylor 1996).
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2.2.1 Party/Movement Coalitions and Linkages

Many protest mobilization efforts involve collaboration efforts between different political and
social actors. Such coalitions can be formal or informal (Caniglia 2001; Jones et al. 2001; Zald
and McCarthy 1980), within the national territories or across borders (Bandy and Smith 2005;
Keck and Sikkink 1998; Walgrave and Rucht 2010). As Staggenborg (2010, 316) points out, the
importance of a movement coalition is that “by combining resources and coordinating strategies,
movements and their allies are bound to be more effective in achieving goals and creating social
changes in culture, institutions, and public policy.” Social movements take various forms in
terms of planning and execution of protest events. According to Jones et al. (2001), a protest
event might involve several different kinds of organizational forms: 1) a single social movement
organization (SMO); 2) an alliance comprised of two or more SMOs with relatively equal
responsibility; 3) a network invocation in which a key SMO takes major responsibility for
making decisions and drawing other organizations in mobilization; and 4) a network assistance
in which an institutionalized professional SMO pays other SMOs for mobilization.

As important political actors in democratic systems, political parties and social
movements often build certain connections with each other. In general, political parties might
take advantage of the party/movement linkages to build a stable popular base of electoral support
(Luna 2011; Resnick 2012; Rosenstone and Hansen 1993), to recruit candidates and campaign
activists for elections (Hamayotsu 2011; Thachil 2011; Wuhs 2008), and to mobilize protest
campaigns for pressuring the incumbent government (Almeida 2010b, 2012; Arce and
Mangonnet 2013; Auyero 2007; LeBas 2011). From the perspective of social movements,
McAdam and Tarrow (2010, 533-7) argue that movements are able to introduce innovative forms

of collective actions to support a particular party in the elections (Carty 2011), proactively
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engage in electoral campaigns (Muira and Peetz 2010), and polarize political parties internally
(Skocpol and Williamson 2012).

Based on an organization-centered view, Schwartz (2010) identifies different interaction
strategies between parties and social movements. The overarching assumption for Schwartz’
typology is that the interactions between organizations involve a tradeoff between preserving
autonomy and pursuing stability (Scott and Davis 2007). If the leaders of organizations seek
stability, parties and movements might adopt bridging interaction strategies, including mergers
or alliances (Schwartz 2010, 590-2).%* To ensure autonomy, parties and movements might adopt
hostile interaction strategies to distance each other through disruption, discrediting, or purging
(Schwartz 2010, 597-600). In between the extremes of bridging strategies and distancing
strategies are invasive strategies, in which parties seek to control movements through cooptation
and movements seek to control parties through insurgency or displacement (Schwartz 2010, 592-
7).

Focusing on the bridging strategies, Lawson (1980, 13-9) argues that a party may build a
particular linkage with the society ** by making programmatic policies (policy-responsive
linkage), setting channels for citizens to directly participate in the party’s decision-making
process (participatory linkage), providing particularized benefits through patron-client networks
(linkage by reward), and/or simply maintaining coercive or educative control over the

constituents (directive linkage). Kitschelt (2000) focuses on three types of linkages. First, the

2In his study of party development in Mexico, Wuhs (2008) argues that while the historically dominant Partido
Revolucionario Institucional (PRI) uses corporatist linkage parties to maintain formal and enduring organizational
ties with civic organizations, Partido de la Revolucion Democratica (PRD) and Partido Accion Nacional (PAN), the
two major opposition parties, have tried to link civic organizations through a type of non-corporatist linkage, such as
overlapping membership affiliation, through short-term strategic alliances, or through party support of the formation
of civic organizations with partisan sympathies.

3 Linkage analysis has been adopted in the areas of international politics (Rosenau 1969) and local politics (Eulau
and Prewitt 1973).
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programmatic linkage is similar to Lawson’s policy-responsive linkage, which assumes that the
citizen-elite linkage work through politicians’ programmatic appeals and policy achievements.
Moreover, the clientelist linkage is similar to Lawson’s linkage by reward, concerning the
exchange of material benefits and voting support.** While the programmatic linkage results in
greater depersonalization of politics and more collective goods provision, the clientelist linkage
“often yield a bias toward high income inequality skewed toward resource-rich rent-seeking
clients and legislative immobilism” (Kitschelt 2000, 852).

Kitschelt (2000) contends that in order to make programmatic and clientelist linkages
work better, a certain level of bureaucratic-organizational infrastructure for the party is required;
when politicians make no such investment, the linkage between politicians and citizens is the
charismatic authority. The main feature of the charismatic linkage is that politicians would use
unique personal skills of persuasion to build and maintain the relationship between leaders and
their rank and file. Building on Kitschelt’s and Lawson’s discussions, Roberts (2002) proposes
another type of linkage: marketing linkage. The party that uses marketing linkage to develop its
relationship with supporters is similar to Panebianco’s (1988) concept of the electoral-
professional party.™ As Roberts (2002, 19-20) notes, such linkages are generally formed in
specific electoral conjunctures as parties appeal to uncommitted voters via mass media and

public opinion polls rather than processing strong grassroots branches or affiliated mass

Y Kitschelt (2000, 849) analyzes two different circuits of exchange. First, resource-rich but vote-poor constituencies
(e.g., big enterprises) can provide politicians with money in exchange for material favors such as public work
contracts or regulatory legislations. Second, resource-poor but vote-rich constituencies would receive selective
material incentives such as gifts before and after elections in exchange for surrendering their votes.

15 panebianco (1988, 265-7) argues that a common shift from “mass bureaucratic parties” to “electoral-professional
parties” in many democratic countries is a product of (1) the social structural transformation that gives rise to multi-
dimensional political cleavages and (2) the increasing use of television for political communication. In this sense,
parties have increasingly become a more candidate-centered and issue-oriented vehicle for electoral contests and
less attached to the society. As a result, “television and interest groups become far more important links...between
parties and electorates...Bureaucrats and activists [of a party] are still necessary, but their roles are now less
important” (Panebianco 1988, 266).
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organizations. Thus, the marketing linkages “generate conditional support rather than political
loyalty, as citizens do not forge lasting organizational bonds or identities” (Roberts 2002, 19).

Other literature discusses the factors that facilitate social movement coalitions. Although
not exclusively focusing on party/movement alliances, the authors in Van Dyke and
McCammon’s (2010) edited volume have emphasized the importance of individuals’ social ties
in the past, shared ideological orientations among social movement organizations, and political
contexts in understanding movements’ coalition building. Specifically, Corrigall-Brown and
Meyer (2010, 17) find that some activists are more likely to be recruited by other activists to
participate in a coalition because of high levels of trust because the activists have worked with
each other in the past. Moreover, research shows that while shared ideologies or identities
facilitate movement collaboration, ideological differences inhibit coalition formation (e.g.,
Gerhards and Rucht 1996; Roth 2010).

Third, studies demonstrate that an antagonistic socio-political environment (Okamoto
2010; Staggenborg 1986) or a protest-oriented local political culture (Diani et al. 2010) are
important contextual factors that encourage the formation of movement coalitions. McCammon
and Van Dyke’s (2010) qualitative meta-analysis of various existing movement coalition
research shows that outside political threats and common ideological stances may be sufficient
conditions for coalition formation in many cases.

In this section, I have discussed the reasons for parties and movements to build coalitions,
different ways that they build the coalitions, different types of party/movement coalitions or
linkages, and various factors that facilitate party/movement coalition building. This discussion
will lay out an analytical framework for the qualitative analyses of this dissertation. Table 2.1

summarizes this framework:
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Table 2.1 Analytical Framework for Party/Movement Relations

Purposes of party/movement coalition

1. For parties: electoral mobilization, candidate
recruitment
2. For movements: resources, polarizing the party

Organizational forms of a protest event

. A single SMO

. Alliance

. Network invocation
. Network assistance

Party/movement interaction strategies

. Bridging
. Hostile
. Invasive

Linkages between the party and society

. Programmatic linkage
. Clientelist linkage

. Charismatic linkage

. Participatory linkage
. Marketing linkage

Factors that facilitate party/movement
coalitions

. Past social ties

. Shared ideologies or identities

. Protest-oriented local political culture
. Outside political threats

A OWONRPORRWONRERPONRERAROWONDPRE

Sources: Jones et al. (2001); Kitschelt (2000); Lawson (1990; 2005); Roberts (2002); Schwartz

(2010).

2.2.2 Opposition Parties and Social Movements

As discussed above, parties can use and combine different bridging strategies to ally with social

movements for collective actions (Lawson 2005), but it is not clear which type of party/society

linkage is most effective for political mobilization. In fact, protest activities may be mobilized by

any party/movement coalition regardless of the types of linkages that the party builds with

society. However, we do see some parties are more likely to mobilize protests than others. Here |

argue that it is necessary to consider the division of governing party and opposition party as a
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salient political cleavage.’® In general, since the government tends to maintain political and
social stability, the party or parties that control the government would try to demobilize political
activities that would threaten stability.*” Opposition parties might also pursue political stability,
but these parties might use both institutional and non-institutional means to influence the policy-
making process (Almeida 2010a). For instance, in mid-nineteenth-century France, the members
of Republican Party contested electoral office and at the same time adopted disruptive protest
actions to pursue political goals (Aminzade 1995).

Assuming that opposition parties and social movement organizations are rational actors
seeking to survive and thrive, there may exist mutual benefits in forming a coalition between
opposition parties and social movements. Strong interaction between parties and movements
tends to be prevalent “when parties are in opposition and are building social coalitions for
electoral purposes” (Maguire 1995, 199). Almeida (2010b; 2006) proposes the term “social
movement partyism” to denote the strategic coalition between social movements and
oppositional parties in new democracies. Specifically, this term is defined as: “(1) an electoral
opposition political party taking up a social movement cause as its own by coalescing with a
movement, and (2) the use of social movement-type strategies...to mobilize party members and
other groups to achieve social movement goals” (Almeida 2010b, 174). Therefore, the concept of

social movement partyism implies that opposition parties seek to enhance their electoral

16 Recent studies have focused on the role of opposition parties in explaining political outcomes (e.g., Almeida 2012;
Maeda 2010a; Morgenstern et al. 2008).

17 Although less commonly seen, protest mobilization led by the governing party might also take place. In Argentina,
Auyero (2001; 2007) reveals that the presence of local Peronist Party organizations played a crucial role in
brokering protesters and the police in the food riots and piquetero movement during the 2001 financial crisis.
Alvarez-Rivadulla’s (2009) study on Uruguay also shows that the governing Frente Amplio often actively facilitated
protest actions in the form of land squatting initiated by the urban poor after it won the presidential election in 2004.
Since my dissertation focuses on anti-government protests, the pro-government collective actions and government-
led protests are excluded from the analyses.
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competitiveness and social movements seek to gain more leverage to affect the policy-making
process through forming a party/movement coalition.

Maguire (1995, 203-4) argues that opposition parties and movements may ally with each
other in order to exchange organizational, cultural, constituency, and policy resources. In such
party/movement coalitions, the opposition parties may develop their social movement partners as
their constituency (Almeida 2003, 350; Kriesi 1995). In addition, opposition parties can be more
able to exert more influence on policy agenda-setting when the movements help to increase the
salience of the related issues (Almeida 2006, 64; Burstein 1999; Goldstone 2004, 343). In turn,
such a coalition helps movements to obtain more resources from the parties such as financial
support, media visibility, supporters recruiting networks, and the parties’ insider advocates in the
legislature to push the movement’s agenda (Ho 2003; Klandermans 1997; Rochon 1988).
Moreover, the coalition can help the movements to “increase the likelihood that their investments
in organizing result in new advantages and organizational survival” (Almeida 2003, 350).

Cases of coalitions of opposition parties and movements abound. The Green Party of
Germany has made tremendous efforts to cooperate with environmental groups in the elections
(Frankland 1995, 2008; Frankland and Schoonmaker 1992). Diani (2010, 203) finds that the
Groen Links and SP in Netherlands, the Rifondazione Comunista in Italy and the socialist PSOE
in Spain played a prominent role in promoting massive anti-war marches. In El Salvador, the
Frente Farabundo Marti para la Liberacion Nacional (FMLN) has coordinated with several
social movements to protest against neoliberal economic reforms adopted by the ARENA
government since late 1990s (Almeida 2006).

In Bolivia, the crackdown of coca production during the Accion Democratica

Nacionalista (ADN) government (1997-2002) coupled with various neoliberal structural reforms
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adopted by both the ADN government and later the Movimiento Nacionalista Revolucionario
(MNR) government provided an opportunity for Evo Morales’ Movimiento al Socialismo (MAS)
to launch popular protest mobilization to exert influence on Bolivia’s politics. The notable
protest movements include the coordination of the MAS with the Coordinadora de Defensa del
Agua y de la Vida protesting against privatization of water in Cochabamba in 2000 and the
protest coalition of the MAS with Central Obrera Boliviana against privatization of natural gas
in El Alto in 2003 (Spronk and Webber 2007). Such protest mobilizations not only further
weakened the traditional parties but also helped the MAS to gain tremendous support in the 2005

elections (Giulino 2009).

2.2.3 A Theory of Opposition Mobilization Capacity

An opposition party may mobilize protest by itself. An opposition party may also coordinate
with certain social movements to mobilize protests for pursuing mutual benefits (Goldstone
2003). However, in multi-party systems, large-scale protest mobilization often requires coalitions
of multiple actors. Under what conditions is a large-scale coordinated protest campaign more
likely to occur? This study argues that the mobilization capacity of opposition parties is a key
factor.

As D’Anieri (2006, 334-5) suggests, the concept of mobilization capacity for a social
movement involves “the organizational ability of a movement to persuade people to protest, to
coordinate their protest activity, and to offer material support to it.” This concept can be also
used for describing the potential of opposition parties for protest mobilization, as | consider
opposition parties as rational agents that can strategically coordinate with social movements to
mobilize protests for pushing certain political agendas. Opposition mobilization capacity can be
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measured in multiple ways. At the individual party level, a party might be more able to mobilize
supporters if it has strong and prevalent local party organizations (Ames 1994; Clark 2004;
Holbrook and McClurg 2005; Scarrow 1996; Whiteley and Seyd 2003). Arce and Mangonnet
(2013) show that the Argentine provinces in which the Peronist Party is in the opposition tend to
experience more protests because of the Peronist party’s widespread organizational networks
rooted in society. Moreover, Lebas (2011, 27) argues that opposition parties are more capable of
mobilizing mass constituencies when they are able to stably secure a certain level of electoral
support over time.

Recent empirical studies have shown that the size of opposition parties matter for
explaining social protests. In general, a larger opposition camp indicates that the opposition
parties received relatively large popular support, and thus this camp should be more able to
mobilize their supporters for collective action. Focusing on the anti-privatization protest
campaign in Costa Rica and El Salvador, Almeida (2012) shows that a community where the
opposition parties receive higher levels of electoral support tends to have a higher level of
collective protest. As Almeida contends, these opposition parties might be more able to provide
stronger mobilizing capacity for coordinating protests with local social movement organizations.

However, it is possible that when the opposition parties are strong, they might be less
likely to mobilize protests. For instance, Boulding (2010) demonstrates that the frequency of
protests in Bolivia tends to be lower in the municipalities where the opposition party (in her
study, Movimiento al Socialismo, MAS) has greater popular support. Boulding (2010, 464)
explains that this reducing effect of opposition party on protests suggests that “participation will

be channeled into electoral routes if those routes are promising.” Contrary to Almeida’s and
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Boulding’s studies, Manukyan (2011) finds that the size of opposition parties (measured as the
relative size of seats in the parliament) does not significantly affect post-election protests.

The empirical inconsistencies about the effects of opposition parties’ size suggest that the
measure of opposition mobilization capacity might be multi-dimensional. One particularly
important dimension of opposition mobilization capacity is opposition unity. Scholars have
pointed out that a more united political opposition is an important prerequisite for successful
democratic transitions in competitive authoritarian regimes (Baturo 2007; Bunce and Wolchik
2011; Howard and Roessler 2006; Oxhorn 1995; Solt 2001; van de Walle 2006). Moreover, in
the context of democratic countries, a higher level of opposition unity might affect the electoral
fortunes of incumbent parties (Maeda 2010a), raise social expenditures (Le Maux et al. 2011),
and delay the passage of bills (Hiroi and Renno 2012). Studies have also shown that the
fragmentation of opposition parties contributes to the persistence of the Peronist Party in
Argentina (Calvo and Murillo 2012, 155-6) and the Liberal Democratic Party’s dominance in
Japan (Maeda 2010b).

Does opposition unity matter for larger and successful protest mobilization? Kuzio
(2006) argues that the organization efforts made by the youth movements such as Otpor in
Serbia (2000), Kmara in Georgia (2003), and Pora in Ukraine (2004) were crucial to push for
democratic revolutions. These movements assisted in the creation of unified opposition blocs
that consisted of opposition parties and various NGOs, which had long been divided and ruled by
the authorities (Kuzio 2006, 372). Bieber (2003) and Nikolayenko (2013) also indicate that the
Serbian democratic movement Otpor has successfully pushed for the unity of the opposition
parties and fostered strong ties with different allies to mobilize massive protests against the

Milosevic government from 1999 to 2000. Bieber (2003, 86) argues that one important feature
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for the civil society organizations that promoted Serbian regime change in 2000 is that they were
able to unite the opposition actors that suffered from consecutive internal splits, and the
unification of the opposition was “largely the result of intensive pressure by Otpor.” As

Nikolayenko (2013, 148) describes:

Acting as an independent force, Otpor members contrived and frequently chanted a provocative
slogan (‘Traitors Are Scum!’) to shame the opposition for its internal factionalism. In the long
run, the opposition political parties succumbed to popular demands, agreeing upon a viable

presidential candidate from the united opposition.

In contrast, the lack of opposition unity against the government led to the failure of protest
mobilization. In November 1996, large-scale protests broke out immediately against the electoral
fraud in the municipal elections in Serbia; the protest lasted three months, but it ended because of
a split in the movement. As D’Anieri (2006, 340) argues, Milosevic successfully broke the
protest movement by co-opting certain opposition elites by “exchanging positions of power for
defection from the protest movement.” Moreover, the limited magnitude of the anti-Kuchma
protests in 2001 Ukraine was also the result of a divided opposition camp (D’Anieri 2006, 342-
3). In late 2000, President Kuchma’s alleged involvement in the death of the opposition
journalist Georgi Gongadze had led to large-scale street demonstrations in 2001. However, the
protests never grew to the extent that could threaten the Kuchma government. As Kuzio
(2005,120) points out, among various fractions of the anti-Kuchma camp, only Yuliya
Tymoshenko’s Fatherland Party and Moroz’s SPU supported the street protests led by the

grassroots “Ukraine Without Kuchma” movement.
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The above literature review suggests that the size and unity of opposition parties are two
important dimensions of opposition mobilization capacity. To my knowledge, Manukyan’s
(2011) research is by far the only empirical study that uses both dimensions of opposition
mobilization capacity—opposition support and opposition unity—to explain social protests.
Manukyan finds that while a more united opposition has a statistically significant effect in
increasing the odds of protest after fraudulent elections, the effects of opposition size is
statistically insignificant. While Manukyan’s study provides important insights about the
relationships between opposition parties and protests, it has several limitations. First, it only
focuses on post-electoral protests, and thus her findings might not be generalizable to protest
activities with broader objectives such as anti-government protests. Second, Manukyan’s
statistical model only considers the additive specification of the two opposition mobilization
capacity variables. In fact, it is possible that the frequency of collective protests might be a
multiplicative function rather than an additive function of opposition size and opposition unity.

Unlike Manukyan’s (2011) research, | build a theory that seeks to explain the frequency
of anti-government protests by considering the interaction effects of opposition support and
opposition unity. How do the opposition size and opposition unity affect the level of protests?
First, I argue that the size of opposition captures the amount of resources that opposition parties
are potentially able to mobilize for protests. Second, | argue that the unity of opposition
captures the degree to which opposition parties are able to coordinate as a collective actor. My
core theoretical intuition suggests that when opposition parties are strong and united, they are
more able to mobilize large-scale and well-coordinated collective protest action. In other words,
I argue that a large opposition camp helps encourage more large-scale protests only if it is more

united.
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LeBas (2011, 26) argues that opposition parties with a larger size either indicates that
these parties are effective in mobilizing supporters, or indicates high levels of discontent against
the incumbent party and has little to do with the strength of opposition parties. Although these
two scenarios may be equally possible, both scenarios suggest that when the opposition camp is
large, there are more potential resources that opposition parties can mobilize. Such resources
may include financial support, staffing, and social networks that can facilitate the opposition
camp to organize political campaigns. Moreover, the larger the opposition camp, the more likely
that the leaders of opposition parties are able to seek social movement partners with similar goals
for cooperation. Therefore, a larger opposition camp suggests a higher probability that opposition
parties and social movements will build coalitions for protest mobilization.

However, a large opposition camp does not always guarantee the mobilization of large-
scale anti-government protests. What factors help increase the size of protests? The literature of
“threshold models” (Granovetter 1978; Lichbach 1995; Schelling 1978) provides some insights.
There are two basic assumptions of the threshold model of protests. First, individuals have
different thresholds of benefits and costs for joining a protest. Second, as more people join a
protest, the likelihood that any protester will be repressed decreases (Karklins and Petersen 1993,
595), and thus it encourages additional people to join the protests, including those with a higher
threshold of participating in a protest. Based on these two assumptions, the threshold model
suggests that once there are enough people joining the protest, its chance of success would
increase and the protest will reach the “tipping point” at which the protest grows continuously
and become self-reinforcing (D’ Anieri 2006, 334).

Factors that facilitate protest to reach the tipping point vary. For instance, D’Anieri’s

(2006) study shows that elites’ defection from the incumbent government is a key factor that
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catalyzes more mass protests to reach a tipping point. Moreover, government’s miscalculation of
repressing a protest might also trigger further protests. Karklins and Petersen (1993) argue that
because the East German communist regime misbelieved that using repression should be as
effective as it was in the past, the intense repression on protests in early October 1989 served as
focal events that encouraged more people to rally around the issue of police brutality and
accelerated the reach of a tipping point.

While there are various factors that can facilitate protests to reach the tipping point, |
argue that the unity of the opposition camp is also a crucial factor. A higher level of opposition
unity suggests that the opposition parties are more able to coordinate as a collective actor. A
united opposition camp might or might not imply that this camp is homogeneous. It is possible
that there exist remarkable differences in the constituent parties of an opposition camp. But if
these opposition parties are able to establish a relatively unified coalition, these parties are more
able to make consistent decisions for organizing political campaigns. Moreover, the opposition
unity is expected to “diffuse” to other actors. Specifically, social movement leaders or citizens
who are affiliated with each of the constituent parties are more likely to join actions organized by
the united opposition camp. In short, a united opposition camp helps accelerate the reaching of a
tipping point for large-scale protest mobilizations.

Taking both opposition size and unity into account, my theory suggests that the frequency
of protests is a multiplicative function of opposition size and opposition unity instead of the
additive specification of these two variables. In other words, whether a large opposition camp is
able to mobilize more large-scale anti-government protests depends on how united the opposition
camp is. In this sense, a large opposition camp does not necessarily lead to larger protests if the

camp is highly fragmented. Protest activities might still occur when the opposition camp is
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fragmented, but a high level of fragmentation makes it more difficult for the various groups to
coordinate for mobilizing larger collective protests. This coordination problem also makes
people skeptical about the possibility of protest success and thus may discourage them from
joining the protests. In contrast, a large and united opposition camp indicates that the camp has
both sufficient resources and the capacity to coordinate large protests. In this case, the expected
probability of a successful mobilization will be higher, and large-scale protests are therefore
more likely. In short, based on my theory, the main testable hypothesis for the empirical analyses
is that a large opposition camp will encourage more anti-government protests only if the camp is
more united.

It is important to note that my theory does not claim that all protests must have something
to do with opposition mobilization capacity. In fact, opposition parties might have strong or
weak linkages with social movements. When opposition parties and social movements have
weak linkages, social protests would still occur, but it is very likely that such protests will tend to
be small and localized. When opposition parties and social movements have strong linkages, my
theory suggests that a large and united opposition camp can escalate protests. However, it is
possible that strong opposition parties might actually help reduce the number of protests. If a
camp of opposition parties is large and united, this camp may be more able to make certain
policies that reflect their supporters’ demands in a more effective way. In other words, if the
opposition camp is large and united, the camp might also focus on the institutional means to
channel people’s demands because the camp is more able to achieve political goals by
institutional means. Therefore, my theory of opposition mobilization capacity does not totally
rule out the possibility that a large and united opposition camp might constrain their supporters

from protests by providing institutional channels with better representation quality.
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Moreover, my theory does not claim that opposition mobilization capacity is the single
most important factor that shapes the patterns of protests in a country. In the quantitative
analyses, | test the effects of the opposition mobilization capacity variables against other
variables such as the level of democratization, political institutions, and economic performance.
In the qualitative analyses, | not only discuss how protests have been shaped by the
abovementioned variables, but also discuss how protests are influenced by other variables that
are not included in the large-N analyses, such as particular presidents, labor unionization, and
state policies (e.g., corporatism and labor laws). These variables are not tested in the large-N
analyses due to the unavailability of the cross-national data for these variables. Overall, the
major goal of these empirical analyses is to show that, while factors such as economic
performance, democratization, and political institutions might influence the frequency of anti-
government protests, it is possible that countries in which the opposition camp has strong

mobilization capacity are more likely to experience anti-government protests.

2.3  OPPOSITION MOBILIZATION AND PROTESTS IN DIFFERENT CONTEXTS

In the first section of this chapter, | have discussed the role of parties as agents of political
representation and argued that strong parties might be more likely to help citizens to channel
their demands through institutional means (e.g., lobbying) rather than extra-institutional means
(e.g., street protests). Many previous studies have found that at the aggregate level, a country
with strong political parties tends to discourage protest activities, and a country where parties are
generally weak tends to experience political representation crises and thus more protest

incidence. However, in the second section, | argue that it is necessary to consider whether a party
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controls the government as an important political cleavage. Specifically, | contend that, while a
strong governing party tends to constrain citizens from anti-government protests, a strong
opposition party should have the opposite tendency. Focusing on the size and unity of the
opposition camp as two dimensions of mobilization capacity, my theory suggests that a large
opposition camp will encourage more anti-government protests only if the camp is more united.
However, it is possible that the effect of opposition mobilization capacity on increasing
the number of protests might depend on different socio-economic contexts. In other words, it is
possible that a higher opposition mobilization capacity helps to encourage more protests in some
countries but not in others. Here | argue that the level of modernization is an important factor

that influences the role of opposition parties in mobilizing anti-government protests.

2.3.1 Opposition Mobilization and Protests in Developed Countries

Studies have shown that there is a distinct trend for certain democratic countries becoming
“movement societies” (Meyer and Tarrow 1998b) or having “normalization of contention”
(Tarrow 2011, 267), in which protest activities are expanding (Dalton 2008, 52; Inglehart and
Welzel 2005, 122-3; Norris 2002, 211) and becoming a conventional form of political
participation along with lobbying and voting (Meyer and Tarrow 1998a; Rucht and Neidhardt
2002; Tarrow 2011, 111-7). More importantly, several studies have shown that movement
societies are particularly common in postindustrial societies (Dalton 2008, 48-52; Soule and Earl
2005).

Why do countries with a higher level of modernization experience more protests? Here |
begin with discussion of the description of a movement society. According to Soule and Earl
(2005, 346-8), the concept of a movement society suggests four characteristics: (1) the frequency
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of protest activities is increasing over time; (2) more different groups are using protest activities
as a form of political expression, and more different claims are made; (3) protest activities have
become less disruptive over time; (4) the police’s response to protests has become more
institutionalized, routinized, and predictable. Focusing on the first two aspects, Rucht and
Neidhardt (2002) draw on the insights of differentiation theory to explain why a movement
society emerges. The authors argue that, as a society modernizes, it further differentiates certain
sectors and structures. Because differentiation processes promote certain interests at the expense
of others, social conflicts are more likely to occur (Rucht and Neidhardt 2002, 14). For instance,
the impact of labor market differentiation on family relationship has resulted in the feminist
movement, and the impact of the globalization of the world economy on nation states has led to
immigrant-related movements (Rucht and Neidhardt 2002, 15-6). In short, the social functional
differentiation processes in modern societies not only expand social protests but also complicate
them.

Rucht and Neidhardt (2002, 20-1) further argue that, because the functional
differentiation processes have brought about more new issue areas that go beyond what political
parties are able to deal with, the role of parties becomes less influential in citizens’ political life.
Instead, more flexible forms of organization such as new social movements (Dalton and
Kuechler 1990) and transnational advocacy networks (Keck and Sikkink 1998), take up parties’
role in mobilization (see also Dalton 2008, 52; Norris 2002, 189-90).

Inglehart (1990; 1997) proposes a cultural explanation, arguing that a deeper
modernization process will result in a cultural change from materialism to postmaterialism. The
core of postmaterialism is the emphasis on self-expression values, such as social tolerance and

life satisfaction, which “involves an inherently antidiscriminatory orientation” and “provides
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people with a strong motivation to engage in social movements” (Inglehart and Welzel 2005,
293). Inglehart and Welzel (2005, 123-5) find that a country with stronger self-expression values
tends to experience more protest activities, and one consequence is that “the bureaucratic
organizations that once controlled the masses, such as political machines, labor unions, and
churches, are losing their grip, but more spontaneous, expressive, and issue-oriented forms of
participation, such as joining in petitions and demonstrations, are becoming more widespread”
(Inglehart and Welzel 2005, 294).

Another possible reason for the declining importance of parties as mobilizing agents in
highly modernized societies is that the people have more access to gadgets (e.g., mobile phones
and laptops) and communication networks (e.g., social media) that help to recruit participants
(Carty 2011; Earl et al. 2013; Earl and Kimport 2011; Walgrave et al. 2011). Moreover, people
with better-off economic conditions generally have more free time and resources to protest.
These factors can help people free themselves of party structures that provide transportation,
patronage, coordination, and so on. Hence, since the role of parties and other mobilizing agents
becomes less influential in highly modernized societies, it is expected that many citizens tend to
actively use protest to affect the policy-making process without being mobilized by traditional
mobilizing agents such as political parties.

However, the institutionalization of social protests and the diminishing role of parties in
social mobilization do not necessarily mean that parties will no longer engage in protests. In
some cases, opposition mobilization capacity does matter for protests, as Cooper (2002) shows
that in 1999 the strong opposition party CDU/CSU had successfully launched an influential
protest campaign in Germany. In other cases, the role of parties in protests has increasingly

shifted from a mobilizer to a bystander. In the 2011 Wisconsin anti-state-government protest
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movements, while many protesters were Democrats, the Democratic Party did not actively
mobilize in this protest campaign, which was described as “a mix of spontaneity and
organizing...led not by a single organization or coalition but rather by a variety of different
groups, organizations, and coalitions, not all of which were in contact with one another” (Barrett
2011, 67). It is also possible that large-scale protests could occur without coordination with
political parties in some developed countries. One example is the Indignado protest movement in
2011 Spain, which “did not have any affiliation with a given political party and included many
young individuals who were inexperienced in public affairs, party politics, labor and social
movements” (Castafieda 2012, 310). In sum, in a highly modernized society, the effect of

opposition mobilization capacity on protests is not clear.

2.3.2 Opposition Mobilization and Protests in Developing Countries

There is a trend that advanced industrial democracies become movement societies in which
protests are expanding and institutionalizing, but is there a similar trend for developing countries
to become movement societies? The answer for Goldstone (2004) is not only yes, but there is
even a trend that we are moving toward a “movement world.” Norris’ (2002, 194-200) analyses
using individual survey data have shown that there is a rise in street demonstration activism for
both new and old democracies, and the patterns for citizens to join protest activities are not very
different for advanced democracies and new democracies; that said, citizens in new democracies
(as well as semi-democracies in Norris’ study) are as likely as citizens in advanced democracies
to engage in protests.

However, in terms of the relationship between opposition parties and social movements, |
argue that the level of opposition mobilization capacity matters more for collective protest
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activities in the context of developing countries than developed countries. First, in many
developing countries that are also new democracies, protests are less institutionalized as a
conventional form of political participation. Due to the political legacies from the former
authoritarian regime and the lack of democratic learning experiences, citizens in new
democracies are generally less prone to engage in activities that have generally been considered
“unconventional,” such as street demonstrations. For instance, Dalton (2008, 50) observes that:
“Protest lags behind in the former East Germany, where people are still learning their roles as
democratic citizens.” Similarly, Kiel (2012) finds that citizens protest less often in Latin
American countries that have experienced bureaucratic authoritarianism. Moreover, the
responses of the police are less institutionalized, and thus violent repression is often used in post-
authoritarian countries. Jenkins et al. (2008, 15) state that post-communist new democracies
provide limited opportunities for protests because of the prevalent “conservative authoritarian
attitudes among police who are responsible for keeping public order” (see also Reiter 1998).

This implies that the role of mobilizing agents, such as unions and parties, is much more
crucial for protest mobilization in developing countries. In other words, without being mobilized
by these agents, citizens in developing countries might not participate in protests as actively as
citizens in developed countries. This makes more sense if we consider the role of traditional
mobilizing agents in developing countries using the perspective of modernization theories. As
modernization theories suggest, certain social trends such as individualism, secularization, and
suburbanization brought by the modernization process have weakened citizens’ links with
traditional institutions such as political parties, churches, and unions in Western postindustrial
societies (Norris 2002, 23). Thus, it is expected that in a society that is not as modernized as

Western postindustrial societies, citizens’ loyalties to these traditional institutions have not
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eroded to a greater extent. More importantly, these traditional institutions still play an important
role in providing necessary resources for the economically less-well-off people to solve
collective action problems.

In addition, because political parties and social movements in new democracies are not as
strong as those in advanced democracies (Kuenzi and Lambright 2001; Roberts and Wibbels
1999; Tavits 2005), a strong and united opposition camp is a key for large-scale collective
protests. Lebas (2011) shows that many opposition parties and popular movements of some sub-
Saharan countries have a greater propensity to coordinate with each other to use more disruptive
tactics for protest mobilization in order to sustain their organizational strength. As Almeida
(2010b) has shown in his case studies on Bolivia, Ecuador, ElI Salvador, Nicaragua, and
Uruguay, a stronger opposition camp is more capable of mobilizing larger protests to influence
the policy-making process.

My argument does not imply that, without being mobilized by political parties, citizens in
developing countries will never go to the streets to protest. However, | do contend that in
developing countries, without a strong and united opposition camp, it is expected that the scale,
scope, and political impact of the anti-government protests will be limited. In short, |
hypothesize that a higher level of mobilization capacity of opposition parties matters more for

encouraging anti-government protests in developing countries than developed countries.

24  SUMMARY

This chapter has discussed why and how political parties matter for explaining anti-government

protests. Previous studies have focused on the importance of political parties for the quality of
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democratic representation. However, the empirical analyses that use party system fragmentation
as an indicator of representation crisis suggest inconsistent findings. Specifically, studies show
that a higher level of party system fragmentation might have a positive or negative effect on
protests. In short, party system fragmentation might not have clear effects on protests.

However, such inconsistent findings do not necessarily reject the importance of parties
for understanding protests. Rather, it is possible that we might focus on the wrong level of the
analyses. Thus, | propose an opposition mobilization capacity theory of protests. Assuming that
opposition parties can provide resources for encouraging protest mobilization, | emphasize size
and unity as important elements for the mobilization capacity of the opposition camp. | contend
that in all democratic countries, a larger opposition camp tends to increase the number of anti-
government protests only if this camp is more united. In addition, | also argue that the effects of
opposition mobilization capacity on protests might depend on different socio-economic contexts
among democracies. Specifically, my discussion suggests that a higher level of mobilization
capacity of opposition parties matters more for anti-government protests in developing countries
than developed countries.

In general, my theory aims to explain how the level of opposition mobilization capacity
affects anti-government protests. Clearly, there are many features of anti-government protests,
such as frequency, duration, size, geographical coverage, and so on. While it is interesting and
important to examine all of these aspects, my large-N quantitative analyses focus exclusively on
how opposition mobilization capacity affects the number of anti-government protests, due to the
limitation of data availability. However, this does not mean that other features of protests are not
important. In fact, | analyze these other protest features in my qualitative case studies. The next

chapter discusses the research design for my quantitative and qualitative analyses.
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3.0 RESEARCH DESIGN

This chapter describes the research design of my large-N tests and small-N comparative case
studies. In the large-N analyses, | select 107 democratic countries and construct two unique
datasets: one is a dataset of anti-government protest events, and the other is a dataset of
opposition parties’ electoral performance. | use negative binomial regression to test my
hypotheses. The purpose of the large-N studies is to test the generalizability of my theory. In the
small-N analyses, | use qualitative methods to compare Peru and Taiwan to examine how the
mobilization capacity of opposition parties affects anti-government protest campaigns in the
context of new democracies. The purpose of the qualitative comparative case studies is to use a
cross-regional perspective to provide a better understanding of party/movement dynamics that

goes beyond the large-N analyses.

3.1 LARGE-N TESTS

3.1.1 Case Selection: Democratic Countries around the World

This dissertation focuses on large-scale anti-government protest in democratic countries. There
are three aspects of this focus: 1) the scale of protest activities; 2) the anti-government nature of
protests; and 3) the context in which the protests take place: democratic countries. For the first
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aspect, | focus on large-scale protests for two reasons. First, the data source that | rely on is
Reuters, an international mass media organization. As | will discuss later, such media would
mostly be interested in reporting large-scale protest events instead of every single protest event.
The second reason is that, although small-scale protests can be important, large-scale protests
would receive more attention from the government and society, and thus they should be more
influential on the political dynamics of a country.

In addition, my focus on anti-government protests does not suggest that protests targeting
objects other than the government are unimportant. In fact, social movements such as the anti-
pollution movements in 1980°s Taiwan have had a strong impact on political liberalization in the
country (Ho 2011). Nevertheless, anti-government protests are perhaps the type of protest that
can have more direct and stronger influence on domestic political dynamics in a country. An
anti-government protest does not necessarily target the executive. Rather, in my study, anti-
government protests are defined as protests that target government agents with different
concerns. For instance, an anti-government protest might demand that the government change or
maintain a certain policy, request that the president step down, or call for institutional reform.

Last, my focus on anti-government protests in the context of democratic countries does
not suggest that anti-government protests in non-democratic countries are unimportant. In fact,
the protest waves of the “Arab Spring” in many authoritarian Middle Eastern countries since the
end of 2010 have opened a great opportunity for democratic transition in this region (Bellin
2012; Puddington 2012). However, one goal of this study is to examine how opposition parties
affect anti-government protests in a systematic way. It will be extremely difficult to gauge the
strength of opposition parties in countries without elections or in countries that suffer serious

electoral fraud. More importantly, focusing on protests and opposition parties in democracies
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facilitates a better understanding of how political parties ally with social movements to affect the
political dynamics in a democratic institutional setting.

In the large-N tests, | use quantitative data for anti-government protests and opposition
parties in 107 democratic countries from 1990 to 2004 (see Appendix A for the cases included in
the empirical analyses). The unit of analysis in the empirical test is the country-year. To ensure
that electoral results are relatively reliable for measuring the level of opposition mobilization
capacity, a country-year observation is included in the analysis when its Polity IV (Marshall et
al. 2011) score is greater than or equal to 5 during the period under study.'® The national lower
house elections in bicameral countries and the elections of the national assembly / congress in
unicameral countries are considered. The sample of 107 countries is selected to include a
diversity of democratic countries in terms of their levels of development, size, and geographical
locations.™® More importantly, the large-N design facilitates the test of how well my theory can

be generalized to different national contexts.

'8 The polity score in the POLITY IV project ranges from -10 to 10 based on the autocracy-democracy scale (see
http://www.systemicpeace.org/polity/polity4d.htm). The cutoff point of 5 follows Quackenbush and Rudy (2009) and
Reich (1999). The Polity IV database lacks entries for the Bahamas, Barbados, Belize, Cape Verde, Grenada,
Iceland, Luxembourg, Malta, Saint Lucia, St. Vincent and Grenadines, Samoa, Sao Tome and Principe, Suriname
(2000-2004), and Vanuatu. However, | include these cases in the analyses because they are categorized as “free”
countries by Freedom House (http://www.freedomhouse.org/). | use different cutoff points (Polity IV score of 4 and
Polity IV score of 6, respectively) to re-select observations. When setting the Polity IV to 4 as the cut-off point,
additional observations of Malaysia (1990-1994), Nigeria (2000-2004), and Papua New Guinea (1990-2004) are
included. When setting Polity 1V of 6 as the cut-off point, the total number of observations drops to 1,241. The re-
estimated results in either sample remain substantively unchanged.

91 exclude countries that have fewer than one hundred thousand population (e.g., Saint Kitts and Nevis) because
these countries receive scant attention from international mass media such as Reuters, the news source that my
protest event data rely on.
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3.1.2 Data for Anti-Government Protests

For the statistical analyses, | constructed two unique datasets. The first dataset that | constructed
is about the frequency of Anti-Government Protests, operationalized as the annual number of
protest events that were initiated by domestic actors against the domestic government in a
country. First, I acknowledge that protest events vary in frequency, timing and duration, location,
claims, repertoires, targets, sizes, and consequences (Koopmans and Rucht 2002). These
properties of protests may be quantified for particular research goals. Due to my research design
and theoretical concerns, the statistical tests will exclusively focus on the frequency of anti-
government protests in a country in a particular year. This does not mean that other properties of
protests are unimportant. Instead, | will discuss these other features in my qualitative case
studies.

To code the anti-government protest variable, | use King and Lowe’s (2003) 10 Million
International Dyadic Events database, which was constructed based on Reuters Global News
Service from 1990 to 2004. King and Lowe’s dataset has several important features.? First, it
uses the Integrated Data for Event Analysis (IDEA) framework (Bond et al. 2003) to code an
event in a “who did what to whom, when and where” manner. Second, it covers about 300
countries/territories/regions and about 250 different types of the events. Third, each event in

King and Lowe’s dataset was coded using automated information extraction software developed

% King and Lowe’s (2003) database has been increasingly used in recent research on social protests (e.g., Caren et al.
2011a; Jenkins et al. 2012; Meier 2009; Murdie and Bhasin 2011; Ritter and Conrad 2012). The research team led
by J. Craig Jenkins at the Ohio State University has relied on this database for their NSF-funded project, The World
Handbook of Political Indicators IV. (It must be noted that Jenkins’ data look somewhat similar to my data, but in
fact they are very different. It is because they have coding procedures that are different to my procedures). A recent
article of Ozler (2013) published in Representation uses Jenkins’ data.
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by the Virtual Research Associates, Inc. (VRA).?! The software extracted the first two sentences
in a news report, identified the elements of the IDEA framework, and coded an event
accordingly. King and Lowe (2003, 619) argue that this practice is reasonable because it “takes
advantage of a common practice in journalism, in which reporters learn to write lead sentences
that summarize the key points in their article.” Moreover, to evaluate the performance of the
automated information extraction, King and Lowe’s (2003, 627) research team coded a sample
of 711 news pieces using the IDEA framework and compared their coding with the work done by
the software. King and Lowe (2003, 636) conclude that the performance of the machine and that
of human coders are “virtually identical.”

King and Lowe’s data code an event in a “who did what to whom” manner, which
permits me to select protest events that are anti-government in nature. An anti-government
protest event is retrieved from the 10,252,938 events in King and Lowe’s database if (1)
government-related agents are the “whom” and (2) protest activities are the “what.” I do not
specify the actors for each protest event count, so that the analysis encompasses as many
observations as possible for the empirical analyses and tests the generalizability of my theory. In
this sense, my dissertation aims to examine under what conditions large-scale anti-government
protests tend to occur, rather than examining under what conditions the opposition parties tend to
initiate more large-scale anti-government protests.

The goal of my theory is to explain protests regardless of actors, like many previous
studies have attempted to do. For instance, many existing protests studies have observed that
protests tend to occur when the national economy deteriorates (e.g., Walton and Ragin 1990) and

when party systems are under-institutionalized (e.g., Arce 2010). These studies use event count

2! See http://vranet.com.
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protest data that do not take into account who initiated the protests and even do not take into
account the protests’ targets. In other words, the data that they use contain protest events that are
directly related to economic performance or party systems as well as those that are not
necessarily related to economic performance or party systems. Based on their empirical analyses,
they claim that the economy matters and/or party system matters for explaining protests
regardless of who organized the protests. It is because the aim of these studies is to test theories
that capture a general tendency about how economic performance and party system
institutionalization affect protests.

It is noteworthy that King and Lowe’s database lacks information for the claims made by
the protesters. Clearly, the use of a broader definition of “anti-government protests” in this study
does not suggest that such protests aim only to bring down the executive. In other words, such
protests may have very different claims and goals, given that they generally target government
actors or public policies. The limitation of King and Lowe’s database will inevitably prompt me
to amalgamate government-targeted protest events with different claims in my empirical
analyses. While conflating anti-government protests with different claims in my statistical
analyses might impede a better understanding of how different protest actions were mobilized by
specific concerns, it can further understanding of how different factors might influence protests
in a general sense. Moreover, | will provide more discussion on the claims and grievances of
certain anti-government protests in the cases studies.

Besides King and Lowe’s data, another protest database with worldwide coverage is

Banks’ (2005) Cross-National Time-Series Data Archive (CNTS), which relies on the New York
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Times as source of information. ? Banks’ database has been widely used by numerous
quantitative protest studies (e.g., Arce and Bellinger 2007; Kurtz 2004; Schatzman 2005), but it
has also been criticized for its lack of information completeness.? For the same sample of
countries in my dataset, the total count of anti-government protest events based on King and
Lowe’s database (N=5,057) is almost four times the number of collective protests based on
Banks’ data archive (N=1,339, the total count of anti-government protests, strikes, and riot
events). The correlation coefficient for the protest variables in each database is only 0.37.

There are two possible reasons for the lack of information completeness of Banks’
database. First, unlike Reuters, which has 200 news bureaus worldwide,?* the New York Times
has only 26 foreign news bureaus worldwide.”> Second, Banks’ database imposes certain criteria
for coding protest events, while King and Lowe’s database does not.?® Given the problematic
issues of Banks’ database, | will use the data only for a robustness check of my theories.

Both King and Lowe’s data and Banks’ data must be used with due caution, however.
First, scholars have noted problems surrounding the use of newspapers as a source of data on
contentious events, particularly the issue about media bias toward disproportionate reporting of
certain kinds of events. For instance, studies have shown that factors that determine the

newsworthiness of a protest event include the size of the event (Franzosi 1987; Koopmans 1998;

%2 There are other protest databases that have global coverage, such as the widely-used Minorities at Risk (MAR)
dataset. However, since my research aims to study anti-government protests in a broader sense, the MAR database
will not be helpful since it covers only data on ethnic-political protest events. Another cross-national time-series
protest event dataset that | can use is the Social, Political and Economic Event Database Project (SPEED,
http://www.clinecenter.illinois.edu/research/speed.html). This database contains protest event data for every country
from 1945 to 2009 reported by the New York Times, the Wall Street Journal, Summary of World Broadcasts, and the
Foreign Broadcast Information Service. However, at the time of writing this manuscript, this database is still under
construction. According to my email communication with SPEED’s principal investigator, the released data were
generated based on only 12.4% of collected news sources. Moreover, the data for the United States have not been
released. Thus, it is problematic to use the preliminary version of the SPEED database for the dissertation.

2% See Nam (2006) for a detailed critical examination of Banks’ database.

% See http://thomsonreuters.com/content/media/pdf/news_agency_overview.pdf.

% See http://www.nytco.com/company/business_units/new_york_times_media_group.html.

% See Murdie and Bhasin (2011, 174-5) for more comparison of Banks’ database and King and Lowe’s database.
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McCarthy et al. 1996; Oliver and Maney 2000) and the level of violence of the event (Barranco
and Wisler 1999; Myers and Caniglia 2004). Such biases may be particularly serious for
international mass media (Mueller 1997), as many studies have shown that international media
tend to report lower protest event frequencies than national and local media (e.g., Hug and
Wisler 1998; McCarthy et al. 1996). Therefore, it is expected that King and Lowe’s data mostly
capture large-scale protests or protests that occurred at the subnational level that were nationally
relevant. Moreover, compared to national or local media, King and Lowe’s data might have less
information.

Another potential problem in relying on information from news media is that the media
might show a significant “regional bias” in coverage of protest events that 1) occurred in close
geographical proximity to the source compiling networks and the targeted information-
consuming areas of the media company (McCarthy et al. 1996; Snyder and Kelly 1977), or/and
2) occurred in a location with higher political importance (e.g., the capital city of a
state/province) (Oliver and Myers 1999). The regional bias is also commonly seen in
international media (Silver 2003),% but in a slightly different sense. Specifically, international
media often pay more attention to news events that occurred in larger and more strategically
important countries (Fenby 1986). The geopolitical bias in protest event reporting suggests that
“[international] media sensitivity is directly influenced by the practice of giving news coverage
to geographic areas in direct proportion to their positions in the international political economy”

(Mueller 1997, 824).

" To reduce the selection bias due to location proximity, Franzosi (1987) recommends collecting the parallel
“control” data. Based on this idea, Silver’s (2003, 191) study uses two data sources (New York Times and London
Times) in order to “counterbalance the regional biases of each source taken separately.” Unfortunately, such practice
is not feasible for my research.

58



It is clear that King and Lowe’s data do not contain information on all protest incidences
that have taken place in a country, but do include protest events that are important enough to
capture international media attention. Although King and Lowe’s database might underestimate
the amount of small-scale protest events, it is sensitive to the anti-government protests that are
likely to have greater political impacts. Thus, while the database does not allow me to explore
how opposition parties affect the frequency of all protests, it facilitates the analyses about how
parties affect the frequency of larger and more important protests.

Ideally, researchers should use as many news sources as possible to construct the
database. However, as Silver (2003, 36) points out, this is not only unfeasible but also may have
problems of comparability of news sources when “attempting to combine information retrieved
from different national sources into a single world indicator.” Moreover, datasets relying on local
news source are not necessarily guaranteed to be better than the datasets using international news
source (Oliver and Myers 1999). For instance, Sherman’s (2011) study shows that all things
equal, local newspapers are less likely to report news about local environmental movements if
the county is considered politically conservative.

Another concern with using event count databases is that the analyses assume each event
has equal weight without considering the differences in properties such as size, the level of
violence, duration, and so on. These properties certainly deserve analytical attention. For
instance, a protest event involving 100,000 participants can be very different than a protest event
involving 100 participants. However, since King and Lowe’s database and Banks’ database rely
on international media, it can be assumed that only the protest events that are important and large
enough were coded. Still, there might be protest events that were very influential in a country but

did not capture the international media’s attention, but after all, “no data source is without error,
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including officially collected statistics” (Franzosi 1987, 7). Moreover, as Franzosi (1987, 7)
states, the problem of using event count data may be less severe than expected because

researchers risk mostly collecting insufficient rather than faulty information.

3.1.3 Operationalization of Anti-Government Protests

The detailed coding procedure for the number of anti-government protests is discussed as
follows. First, unlike many existing quantitative protest event datasets that use a country-year as
the unit of analysis, King and Lowe’s database is unique because it comprised of various events,
including international and domestic events. The unit of observation, an event, is comprised of

the following information in King and Lowe’s database:

(a) the type of the event;

(b) the location where the event occurred;

(c) the date when the event occurred;

(d) the actor who initiated the actions of the event;
(e) the place where the actor belongs to;

() the target of the event;

(9) the place where the target belongs to.

To generate the anti-government protest variable using King and Lowe’s databases, | selected the
events that | needed for this study and then calculated the number of these events for each
country-year observation. First, | kept observations whose (b), (e), and (g) have the same country
name and dropped those otherwise. This procedure ensured that the event was done by a
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domestic actor to a domestic target in the country that both the actor and the target belonged to.
Second, | kept observations if their (a) is a protest event and dropped those otherwise. |
considered seven types of events as protest activities defined in King and Lowe’s codebook: sit-
ins, hunger strikes, protest demonstrations, picketing, defacing properties for protest, labor
strikes, and riots.?® There are certainly other forms of protest, particularly those that are less
observable. For example, Scott (1987) argues that, in some contexts, people use “everyday forms
of resistance” (e.g., foot-dragging, dissimulation, desertion, false-compliance, pilfering, etc.) as
“the weapons of the weak.” Protests can be in a form of collusion with political rivals of a
particular government official. Unfortunately, the dataset cannot be used for a detailed study of
these hidden forms of protest resistance.

So far the implementation of the first and the second procedures transforms the database
into a domestic protest event dataset, regardless of the targets. To ensure that government actors
are the object of the protest, | retained observations if their (f) is a domestic governmental target,
and dropped observations otherwise. | considered nine types of domestic governmental targets
defined in King and Lowe’s codebook: the national executive, the judiciary, legislators, laws,
government agents, national government officials, subnational government officials, the military,
and the police. After implementing the procedures above, | counted the number of anti-

government protest events for each country and coded the dependent variable for my dataset.

% There is a form of protest called “rally support” in King and Lowe’s dataset. Apparently, it is possible to create a
pro-government protest variable from the data by combining “rally support” as the protest type and government-
related objects as the protest’s target. However, this variable is excluded from my analyses because this study
focuses on anti-government protests.
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3.1.4 Patterns of Anti-Government Protests

Based on King and Lowe’s database, the sample statistics of anti-government protest events

suggests some interesting characteristics. First, the sample variance (56.2) is much larger than its

mean (3.8). Second, the values of Skewness and Kurtosis are 3.69 and 21.58, respectively. While

Skewness reveals the direction of the dispersion, Kurtosis measures peakedness in relation to

tails. In my case, these measures suggest that the anti-government protest distribution is over-

dispersed, positively skewed, and leptokurtic with a long right tail. Table 3.1 summarizes the

number and percentage of different categories of anti-government protest events in my dataset.

Among the all 5,057 anti-government protest events, protest demonstration is the most common

form of protest (31.58%), followed by labor strikes and boycotts (23.43%), picketing (19.44%),

and riots (14.42%). Hunger strikes (0.71%), property-defacing protests (4.43%), and sit-ins

(5.99%) are less common forms of reported protest.

Table 3.1 Summary of Different Forms of Anti-Government Protest Events

Forms of Protests Observed Percentage of
Frequency Freqguency

Sit-ins and other non-military occupation protests 303 5.99
Protest demonstrations that place the protestors at risk for 36 0.71
the sake of unity with the target (e.g., hunger strikes)
All protest demonstrations not otherwise specified 1,597 31.58
Picketing and other parading protests 983 19.44
Damage, sabotage and the use of graffiti to desecrate for 224 4.43
protesting
Labor and professional sanctions reported as strikes or 1,185 23.43
boycotts
Civil or political unrest explicitly characterized as riots 729 14.42
Total Protest Events 5,057 100

Note: The total number of anti-government protest events is 5,057.
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Figure 3.1 provides a graphical distribution of the count data across time and countries. It shows
a distinct feature of the sample, namely a large number of zero counts, which is approximately
46% of the total number of country-year observations. In addition, there is also a high frequency
of low anti-government protest activity (values ranging from 1 up to 4), which is approximately
31% of the total number of country-year observations. Figure 3.2 illustrates the annual
distribution of anti-government protest events from 1990 to 2004. As can be seen, the data show

a clear peak in anti-government protests in 1999 and a declining trend from 1999 to 2004.
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Note: A: 0, B: 1-10, C: 11-20, D: 21-30; E: 31-40; F: 41-50; G: 61-60; H: 61-70.
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Table 3.2 shows the number of anti-government protest incidents on a country basis. For the
distribution of countries across various anti-government protest ranges, 14% of the democratic
countries have no anti-government protest events reported by Reuters in this dataset. Moreover,

31% of the countries have 1 to 10 anti-government protest events reported.
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Table 3.2 Counts of Anti-Government Protest Events across Countries (1990-2004)

Number of

. Countries
Incidents

0 Barbados, Cape Verde, Croatia, Estonia, Gambia, Grenada, Guinea-Bissau,
Iceland, Luxembourg, Mauritius, Saint Vincent, Samoa, Solomon Islands,
Suriname, and Vanuatu

1-10 Armenia, Bahamas, Belize, Benin, Botswana, Central African Republic, Costa
Rica, Dominican Republic, El Salvador, Fiji, Ghana, Guatemala, Guyana,
Jamaica, Latvia, Lesotho, Lithuania, Malawi, Mali, Malta, Mongolia,
Mozambique, Namibia, Nicaragua, Niger, Paraguay, Sao Tome & Principe,
Slovakia, Slovenia, St. Lucia, Sweden, Trinidad & Tobago, Uruguay

11-20 Denmark, Finland, Georgia, Haiti, Honduras, Hungary, Macedonia, Madagascar,
Moldova, Nepal, New Zealand, Norway, Panama, Ukraine, Zambia

21-30 Austria, Bolivia, Cyprus, Czech Republic, Ireland, Peru, Russia, Switzerland

31-40 Albania, Netherlands, Sri Lanka, Thailand

41-50 Bulgaria, Chile, Ecuador, Indonesia, Portugal, Taiwan

51-60 Mexico, Poland

61-70 Argentina, Canada, Colombia, Venezuela

71-80 Belgium, Pakistan, the Philippines, South Africa

81-90 Australia, Spain

91-100 Brazil, Japan, Romania

101-200 Greece, Israel, Italy, Turkey

201-300 Bangladesh, Germany, South Korea, United Kingdom

301-400 India

401-500 France

501-600 United States

Figure 3.4 compares the annual average number of anti-government protests in different socio-

economic contexts. The following 23 OECD countries are included in the sample of developed

countries: Australia, Austria, Belgium, Canada, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Greece,

Iceland, Ireland, Italy, Japan, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Portugal,

Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, the United Kingdom, and the United States of America.?® The

remaining 84 countries are categorized as developing countries.

# This study considers developed countries to be the high-income OECD countries, defined by the World Bank

(http://data.worldbank.org/about/country-classifications/country-and-lending-groups#OECD_members).

the Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Israel, South Korea, Poland, Slovakia, and Slovenia from the group of
developed countries because these eight countries joined the OECD more recently.
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Figure 3.3 Comparing Patterns of Anti-Government Protests in Different Contexts

Figure 3.3 shows that the developed countries have a higher rate of annual reported anti-
government protests (7.2) than the developing countries (2.6).% Specifically, the top 6 countries
that have the largest reported annual average number of anti-government protests are the United
States (37.6), France (28.3), India (20.1), Bangladesh (19.3), the United Kingdom (18.7), and
Germany (18.5).

For a robustness check, | also constructed an anti-government protest variable using
Banks” CNTS database, which relies on the information from the New York Times. Following
Arce (2010b, 675), I constructed this variable by summing the annual count of the following
three types of protest activities for a country-year observation: anti-government demonstrations,

general strikes and riots. According to Banks’ codebook, the definitions for each of the protest

% Without considering the countries that have no annual reported anti-government protests, the average number of
anti-government protests for developing countries rises from 2.6 to 3.0.
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activity are: a) Anti-government demonstration: “Any peaceful public gathering of at least 100
people for the primary purpose of displaying or voicing their opposition to government policies
or authority, excluding demonstrations of a distinctly anti-foreign nature”; b) General strike:
“Any strike of 1,000 or more industrial or service workers that involves more than one employer
and that is aimed at national government policies or authority”; and c) Riot: “Any violent
demonstration or clash of more than 100 citizens involving the use of physical force.”

As | have mentioned before, Banks’ (2005) CNTS database has a serious problem of
information incompleteness. Similar to King and Lowe’s database, the CNTS database also has a
large number of zero counts, but the number is much larger, which is approximately 68% of the
total country-year observations. In addition, 17 out of the 107 countries have no anti-government
protest events reported by the New York Times in this dataset (approximately 14% of total
country-year observations).** However, there are many cases in which protest events have been
reported by Reuters but not by the New York Times. For instance, the New York Times reported
no anti-government protest events for Portugal (1990-2004) and Russia (2000-2004), while the
number reported by Reuters for Portugal is 42 and the number for Russia is 23. Other cases show
that the New York Times has a serious under-reporting problem. While Reuters’ annual average
numbers of anti-government protests for the United States and France are 37.6 and 28.3,
respectively, the New York Times’ numbers for these two countries are only 1.9 and 3.4,
respectively. However, both datasets show a similar pattern in which the developed countries

have a higher frequency of anti-government protests than developing countries.

* These countries include Bahamas, Benin, Cape Verde, Czech Republic, Estonia, Gambia, Ghana, Iceland, Latvia,
Lithuania, Luxembourg, Malta, Portugal, Russia, Slovenia, Suriname, and Sweden.

67



3.2 CASE STUDIES

3.2.1 Case Selection: Peru and Taiwan

In addition to the quantitative analyses, | conduct a comparative case study of Peru and Taiwan.
There are three reasons for such a case selection. First, both countries have experienced arguably
the most radical political change among the new democracies in Latin America and East Asia in
recent years. It is interesting that both cases underwent some process of democratization during
the time frame of my study (1990-2004), with incumbent turnover around 2000. In Peru, the
cycles of democratic breakdowns and returns occurred several times since the end of World War
I1. The under-institutionalized party system and the rise of populist leaders in the 1990s not only
attracted scholarly attention but also provided important lessons for new democracies (Crabtree
2011b; Seawright 2012). Before it had the first party turnover in 2000, Taiwan was ruled by the
authoritarian party-state regime led by the Chinese Nationalist Party (Kuomintang, KMT) for
over half a century. Taiwan’s political change from an authoritarian regime to a multi-party
democracy since early 1990s serves an important case for democratization scholars and may
even augur a possible path of future democratization for China, the second largest economy in
the world (Chu 2012; Tsang and Tien 1999).

Second, | select Peru and Taiwan to examine how opposition parties matter for protest
mobilization in developing countries with very different backgrounds. Seawright and Gerring
(2008) call such a case selection strategy a “diverse case method,” which requires selection of at
least two very different cases for exploring or confirming particular theoretical reasoning. As
Falleti and Lynch (2009, 1145) argue, it is important that “[causal] mechanisms must be general
enough to be portable across different contexts.” Thus, selecting Peru and Taiwan, two very
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different cases, can help examine the “portability” of the causal mechanism of my theory.
Moreover, one important advantage of the diverse case selection strategy is that “it has stronger
claims to representativeness than any other small-N sample” (Seawright and Gerring 2008, 301).
Peru and Taiwan are very different in terms of political parties’ organization strength,
party/movement relationships, and scale of anti-government protests. Specifically, Peruvian
parties have been generally weaker than Taiwanese parties. Moreover, the party/movement
relationship in Peru has been much weaker than that in Taiwan. Also, Peru’s anti-government
protests have been generally small in scale and localized in scope, while Taiwan has experienced
more large-scale anti-government protests.

Third, these two countries are selected not only because | would like to test whether the
same causal mechanism operates in very different contexts, but also because | would like to
control for the level of democratization and the size of opposition and to vary the marginal
treatment—opposition unity. Both Peru and Taiwan are new democracies. Moreover, the overall
opposition size in both countries is large, but the opposition camp in Peru is very fragmented,
while the opposition camp in Taiwan is relatively more united. If the causal mechanism of my
theory is correct, my qualitative analyses should show that Peru has experienced fewer large-
scale anti-government protests than Taiwan.

In short, Peru and Taiwan are two different instances of my theory. Taiwan is an instance
that directly supports my theoretical hypothesis that a strong and united opposition camp tends to
mobilize more anti-government protests. In contrast, Peru is an instance that shows a large
opposition camp that failed to mobilize more anti-government protests because the camp was

disunited. While the case of Peru shows a more complicated story about the causal mechanism of
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my theory, both cases suggest the importance of considering both opposition size and unity in

explaining the frequency of large-scale protests.

3.2.2 Data for Case Studies

For conducting case studies on Peru and Taiwan for this dissertation, | gathered three types of
qualitative data: historical documents, news materials from online electronic archives, and elite
interviews. To collect the interview data, 1 conducted two field trips in 2012. The field work
plans were under the approval for human subjects review from the Institutional Review Board
(IRB) of the University of Pittsburgh on September 23, 2011 (ID: PRO11070466). | conducted
18 confidential interviews in Taipei, Taiwan, from February 27 to March 15, 2012. Moreover, |
conducted 21 confidential interviews in Lima, Peru, from March 19 to April 10, 2012 (see
Appendix B for information about the elite interviews).

In general, there are two approaches for selecting respondents for elite interviews:
random sampling (Beamer 2002) and non-probability sampling (Tansey 2007). While random
sampling aims to obtain a representative sample and make generalizations from the findings of
that sample to the full population, non-probability sampling involves subjective judgment in
drawing a specific sample to ensure that the important actors are included in the analyses. Many
scholars have argued that random sampling is superior to non-probability sampling, but as
Tansey (2007, 769) argues, “that position may only hold if the aim is to extrapolate broader
generalizations from the sample to a wider range of respondents.” The goal of my qualitative
analysis is to uncover the causal mechanism of my quantitative findings about opposition parties
and protests, rather than making generalization from a sample to the full population of political
elites. Given the goal of the process-tracing method, | conduct elite interviews to “obtain the
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testimony of individuals who were most closely involved in the process of interest” (Tansey
2007, 769). Hence, the use of non-probability sampling is preferable for my qualitative analyses.

For elite interviews that | conducted in Taiwan and Peru, | have interviewed three groups
of elites: social movement activists, politicians (including legislators, government officials, and
party elites), and intellectuals. In Taiwan, | used the purposive sampling method (Babbie 2013,
190-1) to select interviewees. | first identified important anti-government protest mobilizations
that took place from 2000 to 2011. I also searched newspapers and online source for whether
there would be any upcoming protest campaign to be organized, and identified at least two key
organizations that would take charge of mobilization. I also identified important DPP legislators
and intellectuals with social movement activist backgrounds. Since most social movements in
Taiwan have, or used to have, strong ties with DPP, conducting interviews with the activists of
these movements might result in very similar answers. Thus, | also conducted interviews with
some important organizers of the Red-Shirt Army protests against the DPP administration in
2006, which were comprised of mostly pro-KMT activists and participants. Overall, |
confidentially interviewed thirteen social movement activists, three intellectuals, and three DPP
politicians in Taiwan.

In Peru, | used both purposive sampling and snowball sampling methods (Babbie 2013,
190-2) to select my interviewees. | contacted a political analyst who used to be a student
movement activist and socialist party worker in Peru. After discussing with him, we came up
with a reference list for my interview schedule that contained names of important social
movement activists, politicians, and intellectuals. Since he had a background as a leftist
movement activist, it was possible that these potential interviewees shared similar beliefs and

thoughts with him. To avoid such a bias, | asked him to suggest names of elites from right-wing
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parties. Finally, I set up a schedule for interviewing 25 elites, but in the end | conducted 21
interviews overall because four of them were unavailable. The confidential interviewees include
eight social movement activists, six intellectuals, and seven politicians.

According to the norms of confidentiality approved by the IRB, the elite interview
information was initially recorded confidentially but later made anonymously. | first kept the
names of my interviewees confidential using a name-to-number system, with the key locked
away in a safe place. Then only the assigned number was used in the transcripts that I made of
the interviews. When the interviews were complete, | destroyed the key to make the data
anonymous. Therefore, in any article or report that | write based on the interview data, | will not
be able to quote them using their proper names but with the interview numbers in order to
preserve confidentiality.

In addition to qualitative data, | also use some quantitative data to analyze whether
opposition mobilization capacity has a positive impact on increasing the number of protests in
different historical periods for my case studies. Because King and Lowe’s data cover only protest
events from 1990 to 2004, | use additional data from different sources that cover other periods.
Because the data sources and the operationalization of protest variables are different, one
limitation for the inferences is that it is impossible to compare patterns of protests across
different datasets in different periods of time. In other words, the comparison of protests makes
sense only within the same dataset.

For the case of Peru 1957 to 1968, | use Sulmont’s (1982, 202-4) labor strike data to
measure the number of protests. To my knowledge, Sulmont’s (1982) study is the only one that

records data for social protests during this period (although the data are exclusively about labor
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strikes). From 1981 to 1990, | use the protest data from Lodola et al. (2009),% which
operationalizes social protests as the level of protests instead of counts.** Moreover, | compiled
data based on 71 issues of the Peruvian Ombudsman (Defensoria del Pueblo) monthly report on
social conflicts and calculated the average monthly number of collective actions of protests for
two periods: one is the period between April 2008 and July 2011 under the Garcia government,
and the other is the period between May 2011 and February 2014 under the Humala
government.3*

For the case study of Taiwan, | rely on the data for Assembly and Parade Handled by
Police Organizations, compiled by the National Police Agency,* Ministry of the Interior of
Taiwan. | use the data to construct a variable of the monthly median*® number of assemblies and
parades for three periods: the first is the period between February 2005 and January 2008 under

Chen’s second administration, the second is the period between February 2008 and January 2012

% The reporting source of Lodola et al. (2009) is based on Latin American Weekly Report
(http://www.latinnews.com/lwr/archive.asp). In this dataset, the unit of analysis is administration-year, and protest
mobilizations are categorized for eight social sectors: pubic employees, non-public employees, peasants/indigenous
people, urban popular sector, middle class, upper class, students/NGOs, and local rebels. Each protest variable is
coded as “1” if the social sector launched protest mobilizations in a given administration-year and as “0” otherwise.
I constructed an overall protest variable, which sums the values of each protest category in a given administration-
year. The value of this variable ranges from 0 (no protest incidence reported) to 8 (all social sectors are reported
engaging in protests).

% The protest data are certainly not perfect because they capture all kinds of protests without differentiating the
targets of protests. Still, they are useful given that no other reliable protest data exist in the same period.

* The Peruvian Ombudsman monthly reports (http://www.defensoria.gob.pe/) began to record information about
various social conflicts in Peru from April 2004. However, the reports have undergone changes in how a social
conflict is defined and how protest data are coded. | complied the data for my purpose from issue no. 50 (April 2008)
because it is the first issue of the monthly reports that clearly codes a collective protest event based on various
specific features of an event (e.g., locations, actors, and claims), which allows me to specify whether a protest
occurred at the national level or subnational level. At the time of my writing, the latest issue for the Peruvian
Ombudsman monthly report was issue no. 70 (February 2014).

% The data were retrieved from http://www.stat.gov.tw/. According to the data instruction, assemblies and parades
coded by the National Police Agency may include four types of protests: protests with political claims (e.g.,
discontent with particular public policies), protests with economic claims (e.g., fraud in banking services), protests
with societal claims (e.g., industrial disputes), and protests with claims about foreign affairs. Due to the data
limitation, it is impossible to differentiate these protest activities by different claims.

% | do not use average number because there were months with extreme values under Chen’s second administration
and Ma’s first administration.
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under Ma’s first administration, and the third is the period between February 2012 and February

2014 under Ma’s second administration.*’

3.2.3 Research Design for Case Studies

The comparative case studies in this dissertation include two within-case analysis chapters for
Peru and Taiwan and a comparative case analysis in a section in the conclusion chapter. The
comparative case studies not only help illustrate how opposition parties with certain
organizational features influence protests, but also provide a cross-regional perspective on the
patterns of party/movement dynamics in new democracies. In terms of the research methods for
the within-case study, I utilized the method of process tracing (Tansey 2007; Vennesson 2008).
The purpose of process tracing is to draw descriptive and causal inferences from the sequential
historical process by critically examining qualitative materials to validate the causal mechanism
that a theory hypothesizes (Collier 2011).

In each within-case analysis, | use process tracing to discuss party/movement dynamics
based on different historical periods of the country. Through process tracing, I not only illustrate
my theory’s causal mechanism, but also provide a better understanding of party/movement
dynamics that goes beyond the large-N analyses. Specifically, |1 examine the mechanism by
which opposition parties and social movements coordinate protests and the coordination
strategies that facilitate large-scale protest mobilization. In addition to the discussion about the
effect of opposition parties on protests, | also analyze how protests are influenced by other

factors, such as democratization, economic performance, executive-legislative relations, political

37 At the time of my writing, the latest report for the data was for February 2014.
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institutions (e.g., corporatist framework), state policies (e.g., corporatist structure and labor
laws), political leaders (in both cases, presidents), and labor unionization. These variables are
considered contextual factors in which opposition parties work for mobilizing protests.

Some of the variables discussed in the case studies, such as economic performance, do
not have a statistically significant effect on protests in the large-N studies. This does not mean
that economy is never an important factor for any protest, but that economy might be an
important factor for some protests but not for others. Therefore, the purpose of discussing the
role of economy for some cases of protests in the case studies is not to reject the finding of the
large-N analyses, but to provide a more complete discussion about the conditions under which
protests are mobilized. Moreover, some variables, such as political leaders and certain state
policies, are not included in the large-N analyses mainly because of data unavailability.
Discussing the effects of these variables on protests in the case studies does not mean to
challenge the finding of large-N studies. Instead, such discussions help illustrate how popular
grievances are processed by movements and parties.

In addition to qualitative narratives, | also use quantitative data to demonstrate the
correlation between opposition mobilization capacity and protests in different historical periods.
The unit of analysis in such quantitative analyses is an inter-election period. For each
observation, | demonstrate data for opposition size, opposition unity, combined opposition
mobilization capacity (the product of opposition size and opposition unity), and the annual
average or monthly average number of protests. Take the observation of Taiwan (1993-1995) for
example. The opposition size and opposition unity were calculated based on the 1992 legislative

election in Taiwan. The data for the protest variable were calculated based on the annual average

% Given that these variables play an important role in shaping certain party/movement dynamics, the discussion also
implies that it is important that future studies should construct these variables for large-N analyses.
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number of protests for 1993, 1994, and 1995. I will make inferences by focusing on two
variables: the interaction of opposition size and unity, and the average number of protests. Using
the interaction variable as a proxy for opposition mobilization capacity is intuitive and
convenient for my purpose in the small-N analyses. However, it is noteworthy that the
interpretation of the effect of this variable in my large-N studies is different. In statistical models,
the interaction term is not a true variable, but an artifact that forces relevant linear estimators (in
my case, opposition size and opposition unity) to correct the size of their coefficients, conditional
on other predictors.

Regarding the within-case analysis for Peru, the first section discusses the emergence of
organized social movements and the evolution of the APRA and its changing interactions with
social movements. The second section discusses how party/movement relations were shaped by
the military regimes (1968-1980). The third section analyzes party/movement relations under the
multiparty system in the 1980s. The fourth section focuses on examining the relationship of
opposition parties to anti-government protests under Fujimori’s rule in the 1990s. The fifth
section discusses how opposition parties are still unable to mobilize large-scale protests due to
Fujimori’s legacies and the high level of party system fragmentation. My interview data indicate
that, after Peru returned to democracy for the second time since the 1980s, social movements in
the 2000s seemed to rise again to some extent, particularly for anti-mining protests, but the lack
of a strong and united opposition camp has made the movements fragmented and less influential.

Regarding the within-case analysis for Taiwan, the first section discusses the social and
political circumstances under the authoritarian KMT regime, analyzing the evolution of the
political opposition from the birth of the Dangwai movement to the building of the Democratic

Progressive Party (DPP) in 1986. The second section discusses the interactions between the DPP
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and social movements from late 1980s to 2000, in which Taiwanese politics had become more
open due to Chiang Ching-kuo’s political liberalization and Lee Teng-hui’s democratic reforms.
The third section discusses the changing relationships between the DPP and social movements
from 2000 to 2014. Taiwan experienced its first party turnover in 2000, when the DPP defeated
the KMT and won reelection in 2004. From 2000 to 2008, the social movements that used to
have close relationships with the DPP became weakened, as many important activists were
incorporated into Chen Shui-bian’s government. The KMT returned to power in 2008, and there
has been a surprising resurgence of social movements since then. Although there was a
correlation between opposition mobilization capacity and protests, most protests were not
mobilized by the DPP because the substantive linkage between the DPP and social movements
had been greatly undermined during Chen’s two administrations.

In addition to the two within-case analyses, | utilized the method of structured, focused
comparison (George and Bennett 2005; Gerring 2004) for the comparative case analysis. This
method requires researchers to 1) ask a set of standardized, general questions that reflect the
research objective, and 2) deal with certain aspects of historical cases based on well-defined
theoretical interests (George and Bennett 2005, 68-72). This method is suitable for my project
because | specifically deal with particular aspects of the party/movement cases and ask specific
and structured questions that reflect my theoretical focus in elite interviews. In the last chapter of
this dissertation, | utilized this method to compare the types of party/movement linkages, the
level of anti-government protests, the level of opposition size, the level of opposition unity, and
how opposition mobilization capacity affects the level of protests in both countries from 1990 to

2004.
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3.3 CONCLUSION

This chapter provided a discussion of case selection, data, and research design for the empirical
analyses. The large-N quantitative study adopts quantitative methods (see the next chapter) to
test the generalizability of the theory of opposition mobilization capacity on 107 democratic
countries. While the quantitative analyses provide evidence about how well my theory can
“travel” to different contexts, it cannot provide evidence for the causal mechanism of my theory.
Therefore, | conduct qualitative case studies of Peru and Taiwan by adopting process-tracing and
structured, focused comparison methods. It is noted that while the qualitative analysis helps
uncover the causal mechanisms of opposition parties and anti-government protests, it is not used

for testing the generalizability of my theory.
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4.0 THE EFFECTS OF OPPOSITION MOBILIZATION CAPACITY ON ANTI-

GOVERNMENT PROTESTS IN 107 DEMOCRACIES

This chapter presents a statistical test of my theory using a global sample. | first discuss the
operationalization of the explanatory variables and control variables for the empirical tests. Next,
I discuss the estimation techniques and statistical procedures that | employ on the data. Third, |
statistically examine the effects of opposition mobilization capacity on anti-government protests
in different political settings. | estimate models on data for all democratic countries, then |
estimate models on data for developed countries and developing countries, respectively. The
statistical results suggest that opposition mobilization capacity matters but depends on certain
contexts. For the global sample, | demonstrate that a large opposition camp tends to encourage
more anti-government protests only if the camp is more united. However, the effects of
opposition mobilization capacity work differently in developed countries and developing
countries: | find that a large and united opposition matters for encouraging more protests in
developing countries rather than developed countries. Overall, the large-N analyses provide

strong support for my theory.
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41  OPERATIONALIZATION OF VARIABLES

4.1.1 Variables of Opposition Mobilization Capacity

The major explanatory variables of this study pertain to the mobilization capacity of opposition
parties. For the purpose of the analyses, an opposition party is defined as a party that does not
control or share the executive power. In parliamentary systems, an opposition party is a party
that was not included in the cabinet. In presidential systems an opposition party is a non-
presidential party, or a non-presidential party that was excluded from a coalition government
formed by the president. In semi-presidential systems, opposition parties are those that are not
the presidential party or the parties in the cabinet.

Opposition mobilization capacity is measured using three variables. The first explanatory
variable is Opposition Size, measured as the vote share of opposition parties. The second
explanatory variable is Opposition Unity, measured as the inverse value of the effective number

of opposition parties (Maeda 2010a), which is calculated as:

U =X (Ov/ ZOvV)*

where U is the degree of opposition unity, Ov; is the vote share of the i opposition party, and
>Ov is the sum of all opposition parties’ vote share in the election. The upper bound of U is 1,
indicating that the opposition camp is fully unified as a single opposition party. The more that U
approaches 1, the more united the opposition is. In this sense, a very fragmented party system
should have a small value of U. For instance, U is 0.1 for a country with 10 effective opposition
parties, U is 0.2 for a country with 5 effective opposition parties ,and U is 0.5 for a country with

80



2 effective opposition parties. The third explanatory variable is a multiplicative term of the first
two variables: Opposition Size*Opposition Unity. Based on my discussion, this variable should
have a positive and statistically significant effect, indicating that the size of the opposition will
have a greater influence on anti-government protests as the opposition is more united.

As | have discussed in the theoretical section, however, | contend that the role of
opposition parties in mobilizing protests should be more important in developing countries than
in developed countries.* For the sample of developing countries, | expect that the conditional
effect of Opposition Size on anti-government protests should be positive and statistically
significant as the level of Opposition Unity increases. In contrast, for the sample of developed
countries, | expect that the conditional effect of Opposition Size on anti-government protests
should be statistically insignificant at different levels of Opposition Unity.

In general, the values of the three opposition mobilization capacity variables for a country
vary by election cycle instead of by year. For two kinds of cases, the values of the mobilization
variables might change within an electoral cycle: 1) when a presidential democracy has a non-
concurrent schedule for legislative and presidential elections; and 2) when a parliamentary
democracy experiences a change in the partisan composition of the coalition government within
an electoral cycle. Last, since opposition mobilization capacity and protests might affect one
another in an election year, | use lagged electoral data to construct the independent variables to
account for possible endogeneity with the dependent variable. For instance, the values of the
opposition mobilization capacity variables calculated using Mexican legislative election in 2000

are assigned for the observations of Mexico-2001, Mexico-2002, and Mexico-2003. This

¥ The following 23 countries are included in the sample of developed countries: Australia, Austria, Belgium,
Canada, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Iceland, Ireland, Italy, Japan, Luxembourg, the Netherlands,
New Zealand, Norway, Portugal, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, the United Kingdom, and the United States of
America. The remaining 84 countries are categorized as developing countries.
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procedure ensures the avoidance of reciprocal causality between opposition mobilization
capacity and anti-government protests and thus helps to address the issue of endogeneity.*°

The data that I use for constructing opposition mobilization capacity variables are about
the electoral performance of opposition parties in democracies. The electoral data are from the
Inter-Parliamentary Union’s PARLINE Database on National Parliaments
(http://www.ipu.org/parline/parlinesearch.asp), Adam Carr's Election Archive
(http://psephos.adam-carr.net/), the data archive of the Electoral Institute for the Sustainability of
Democracy in Africa (http://www.eisa.org.za/WEP/ea.htm), the African Election Database
(http://africanelections.tripod.com/cf.html), the European Election Database
(http://www.nsd.uib.no/european_election_database/), Bochsler (2010), Doring and Manow
(2012), Nohlen (2005), Nohlen et al. (1999), and Nohlen et al. (2001).*

Clearly, the measures of opposition size and opposition unity have limitations and cannot
be considered perfect measures of opposition mobilization capacity. For instance, it is preferable
to consider all parties appearing on the ballot in a country to measure opposition size. However,
because most available election results cluster parties/independents that received very few votes
under a residual “other parties” category, | restrict the measure of opposition mobilization
capacity to only the parties that received at least 0.5% of the vote. | do not consider independent
candidates because this study mainly focuses on examining how opposition parties affect anti-
government protests. However, it is possible that in certain countries the independent politicians

are also able to mobilize anti-government protests. Moreover, it is common that certain political

“0 There are other possibilities of endogeneity in the empirical analyses, such as spurious causation. | will discuss
these issues in the following sections.

1| use data on legislative seats for countries where vote data are unavailable; these countries include Benin (1999
election), Central African Republic, Guinea-Bissau (1999 election), Haiti, Madagascar, Niger (1995, 1996, and 1999
elections), and Solomon Islands.
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parties have organized factions (Morgenstern 2001). However, the measure of opposition unity
in this dissertation considers only the number of opposition parties in the election and does not
consider factions within parties. Thus, for certain countries, the measure of opposition unity

might be overestimated.

4.1.2 Control Variables

To jointly test my theory, I include several variables based on existing explanations. First, I
include Party System Fragmentation.; in the model, measured as the index of the effective
number of parties (ENP) based on vote data for national legislative elections (Laakso and
Taagepera 1979). The data are mainly from Gallapher and Mitchell (2008), coupled with my
own calculation for several missing observations in Gallapher and Mitchell’s dataset. In addition,
I include three dummy variables for Parliamentary System, Proportional Representation System,
and Leftist Government,** relying on the data from Beck et al (2003). PR system is coded 1 if the
majority of legislative seats are elected using a PR system, and O otherwise. To take into account
the possible effects of temporal dimensions on protests, I include two dummy variables: General
Election Year and Honeymoon Year (the year after the general election year).

Previous studies have argued that the national economy and democratization matter for
explaining protest occurrence. The effects of short-term economic impacts on protests are
captured by GDP Growth.; and Inflation.;. Inflation.; is operationalized as the logged value of

the inflation rate for the year prior to the election year. The logged inflation rate is used for

%2 Another relevant variable about elite allies is the seat share of opposition party members in the legislature. | do not
include this variable in the model because of its high collinearity with opposition size, which is measured using vote
share. However, including the seat share variable in the model does not significantly alter the results.
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preventing hyperinflation cases from skewing the results. Following Kurtz and Brooks (2008), |
assign 1 to observations with deflation or with an inflation rate lower than 1. To control for the
possibility that a higher level of economic development helps provide more resources for protest
mobilization, | include GDP per capita;.;. The data for these three economic indicators are from
the World Economic Outlook Database of the International Monetary Fund
(http://www.imf.org/external/data.htm).

Freedom House Index..; is included to control for the possibility that a higher level of
democratization would encourage more protests. Freedom House rates the degree of political
rights and civil liberties in most countries in the world. Scores for the two dimensions range from
1 to 7, with 7 representing the least freedom. | use Freedom House Index data from Finkel et al.
(2007), in which the Index is constructed by subtracting the sum of the two scores from 15. Thus,
the value of this variable ranges from 1 to 13, with higher values indicating a higher level of
democratization.*® Table 4.1 presents summary statistics for variables used in the empirical

analyses.

** Some countries have a very low value on the Freedom House Index.; (not free) but a high value of Freedom
House Index; (free). There are only four observations with the value of Freedom House Index,; lower than 5: Haiti-
1994, Panama-1990, Niger-1999, and Romania-1991. Excluding these observations from the statistical tests does not
substantively alter the results.
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Table 4.1 Descriptive Statistics for Variables in the Empirical Analyses

Variables Mean Star'lda}rd Minimum | Maximum
Deviation

Anti-Government Protests 3.8 7.5 0 70
Opposition Size 45.6 13.2 1.2 81.2
Opposition Unity 0.5 0.3 0.1 1
Party System Fragmentation;.; 4.3 2.1 15 13.8
Parliamentary System 0.6 0.5 0 1
Proportional Representation System 0.6 0.5 0 1
Leftist Government 0.3 0.5 0 1
General Election Year 0.2 0.4 0 1
Honeymoon Year 0.3 0.4 0 1
GDP Growthy.1 3.3 4.0 -30.9 15.5
Logged Inflationy. 1.8 1.3 0 8.9
Logged GDP Per Capita.1 8.2 1.5 4.4 11.1
Freedom House Index;. 10.7 2.1 1 13

Note: The number of observations for all variables is 1,335.

42  ESTIMATION TECHNIQUES

The major empirical test of this study utilizes negative binomial regression to test the theoretical
hypotheses about anti-government protest events. Due to the type of distribution and the nature
of my dependent variable, it is not appropriate to estimate an Ordinary Least Squares (OLS)
regression because the distribution of events is skewed and discrete, which produces errors that
are not normally distributed or homoskedastic (Long 1997).

For the event-count data, it is necessary to employ either a Poisson regression model or a
negative binomial (NB) model because these models fit the number of occurrences of an event
using maximum likelihood estimators. | choose to use the NB estimator rather than Poisson
because summary statistics show that the variance of my dependent variable (56.2) is much

larger than its mean (3.8), which suggests that the data are overdispersed and the use of NB
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regression is a more appropriate estimation technique than Poisson regression (Greene 2012,
805-7; Long 1997, 236-8).

There are several methodological routines that can help produce more robust estimates
for my model. Below | will explain why | adopt some routines but not others. First, because my
data include multiple observations from the same country over time, observations within
countries might not be truly independent. Hence, | employ Huber/White/sandwich robust
variance estimators (clustered by country) to obtain robust standard errors for each model.

Moreover, some previous studies have recommended including country dummies to
specify a country fixed-effects model to deal with the effects of unobserved factors specific to a
particular country (e.g., Garrett and Mitchell 2001). I do not include country dummies in my
model because doing this might yield problematic estimates for my unbalanced data, which have
a large number of panels but limited temporal range (Arce 2010b, 677). As Plumper et al. (2005,
333, emphasis in original) suggest, “(i)f either a level effect of at least one variable or a time
invariant variable of theoretical interest exist, the inclusion of country dummies is problematic
because it suppresses the level effects.” The inclusion of country dummies for panel data often
does more than address omitted variable bias as it also ignores the potential effects of time
invariable independent variables (e.g., parliamentary/presidential system) on variation in the
dependent variable, and more importantly, “unit dummies completely absorb differences in the
level of independent variables across units” (Plimper et al. 2005, 331, emphasis in original).
Elaborating the second point, Plumper et al. (2005, 334) argue that if one hypothesizes that the
level of the independent variable has an effect on the level of the dependent variable, “one
should not include unit dummies...[because] allowing for a mild bias resulting from omitted

variables is less harmful than running a fixed effects specification.” Since | posit that the level of
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opposition mobilization capacity has an effect on the level of anti-government protest, it is clear
that a fixed effects model or the inclusion of country dummies might not be justifiable for my
data.

Last, some previous studies have recommended including a lagged dependent variable to
account for serial correlation (Beck and Katz 1996). However, in this study | do not include a
lagged dependent variable and year dummies in the model for both methodological and
theoretical reasons. First, |1 have conducted an Arellano-Bond test of autocorrelation (Arellano
and Bond 1991) on my models, using Stata’s abar module. | cannot use Stata’s ac module for
testing autocorrelation because my data structure has unbalanced panels; to my knowledge, abar
is the only way to test autocorrelation of the dependent variable for unbalanced panel data. For
each of the empirical models, the test for AR(1) did not reach statistical significance. This
indicates that autocorrelation should not be a problem for my statistical analyses. Therefore, it
might not be methodologically necessary to include a lagged dependent variable in my models.
Second, as Plimper et al. (2005, 335-6) argue, the inclusion of a lagged dependent variable and
year dummies might cause serious bias under certain situation. In particular, Plumper et al.
(2005, 339) show that the coefficient of the lagged dependent variable is likely biased upwards
“if at least one of the independent variables exerts a persistent effect on the dependent variable.”
Moreover, when including the lagged dependent variable and year dummies, the trend in the
dependent variable will be largely captured by these theoretically uninteresting variables. In
other words, the inclusion of these variables will leave little variance for the other theoretically

relevant explanatory variables (Huber and Stephens 2001, 59).*

* Huber and Stephens (2001, 60) further argue that the high correlation between the lagged dependent variable and
the dependent variable is a result of the fact that both share a variety of causes for a country, and thus “a large part if
not most of the extremely high coefficient for the lagged dependent variable is spurious. This problem is further
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4.3 EMPIRICAL RESULTS

Table 4.2 reports the results for four negative binomial models. Model 1 includes only the two
explanatory variables of the theory of opposition mobilization capacity without the interaction
term, while Model 2 specifies a model that includes the interaction term and the component
variables. Model 3 included all independent and control variables without the interaction term,
while Model 4 specifies a full model by including all the explanatory variables, control variables,
and the interaction term. Regarding the effect of opposition mobilization capacity, the results in
Model 2 show that the coefficient of the multiplicative term Opposition Size*Opposition Unity is
positive and statistically significant. After including all the control variables, the coefficient of
this interaction variable in Model 4 is still positive and statistically significant. This finding
supports the hypothesis of opposition mobilization capacity, suggesting that the effect of
opposition size on mobilizing more protests is stronger when the opposition parties are more
united. In other words, the finding demonstrates that the frequency of anti-government protests is

a multiplicative function of the size and unity of the opposition parties.

aggravated by the fact that measurement errors in the dependent variable within a country between years are
certainly correlated.”
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Table 4.2 Negative Binomial Models for Anti-Government Protests in Democratic Countries (1990-2004)

Variables

Opposition size
Opposition unity

Opp. size*Opp. unity

Party system fragmentation,.;

Parliamentary system
PR system

Leftist government
General election year
Honeymoon year
Freedom House index;.;
GDP growthy
Inflation,; (In)

GDP per capitay; (In)

Constant

N
Wald Chi-square
Prob > Chi-square

Model 1 Model 2
0.014* -0.034**
(0.007) (0.014)
-0.136 -6.039%**
(0.968) (1.597)

0.130***
(0.041)
0.748 2.964***
(0.515) (0.622)
1,335 1,335
3.91 15.61
0.1419 0.001

Model 3

0.005
(0.007)
-0.452
(0.735)

0.067
(0.060)
-0.019
(0.319)

-0.890%**
(0.291)

0.219
(0.190)
-0.132
(0.082)

0.005
(0.097)

-0.309***
(0.070)
-0.020
(0.019)

0.032
(0.067)

0.548***

(0.142)
0.106
1.170
1,335
57.86

0.000

Model 4

-0.043%**
(0.015)
-6.167***
(1.747)
0.131%%*
(0.039)
0.104*
(0.061)
-0.030
(0.030)
-0.864%**
(0.280)
0.236
(0.178)
-0.160*
(0.086)
-0.019
(0.094)
-0.318%**
(0.069)
-0.023
(0.019)
0.039
(0.066)
0.519%**
(0.139)
2.371*
(1.413)
1,335
82.66

0.000

Robust standard error in parenthesis; *** p <0.01; ** p <0.05; * p <0.1

The results in Model 1 suggests that a country with a larger opposition camp tends to experience

more anti-government protests, while the variable of opposition unity does not have a

statistically significant effect. In Model 3, both variables of opposition size and opposition unity

do not reach statistical significance after the control variables are included in the model. In

addition, the results in both Model 2 and Model 4 show that the coefficients of both Opposition

Size and Opposition Unity are negative and statistically significant. The interpretation of these

results is less straightforward because of the inclusion of the interaction term. Technically, the
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coefficient of Opposition Size suggests that a positive change of Opposition Size has a negative
effect on protests when Opposition Unity equals zero, while the coefficient of Opposition Unity
indicates that a positive change of Opposition Unity has a negative effect on protests when
Opposition Size equals zero. A more substantive interpretation of the results suggests that a
country with a very small opposition camp tends to experience fewer anti-government protests as
the camp becomes more united. Moreover, a country with a very disunited opposition tends to
experience fewer anti-government protests as the camp becomes larger.

In Model 4, the results show that the coefficient of Party System Fragmentation:; is
positive and statistically significant, suggesting that a country with a fragmented party system
would experience more anti-government protests. This finding supports Arce’s (2010) thesis of
representation crisis that more protests tend to be associated with a lower level of party system
institutionalization. Second, | find that a country that adopts the PR system for electing the
majority of legislative seats tends to experience fewer anti-government protests. This finding
supports the argument that the institutions that are better able to ensure the representation of
political minorities would discourage the political elites of these minority groups from
mobilizing protest activities to pursue political goals (Bhasin 2008).

Third, GDP per capita;.; has a positive and statistically significant effect on protests. This
result indicates that a country with a higher level of economic development tends to experience
more protests. Fourth, Freedom House Index.; has a negative and statistically significant effect
on anti-government protests, indicating that, among democracies, a country with a higher level of
democratization is likely to experience fewer anti-government protests. This result contradicts
Goldstone’s finding that more democratization encourages more protests, but it supports

Hipsher’s (1996; 1998) argument that a country with a higher level of democratization provides
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more institutionalized channels for articulating popular demands and thus discourages anti-
government protests. Fifth, the results show that not all the electoral cycle variables have
statistically significant effects on anti-government protests. The frequency of anti-government
protest activities tends to be fewer in the general election year, but not particularly higher or
lower in the first year of the new government (Honeymoon Year). Sixth, the coefficients of some
institutional variables, such as Parliamentary system and Leftist government, do not reach
statistical significance.

Surprisingly, none of the indicators regarding short-term national economic performance
(i.e., GDP growth and inflation rate) attain statistical significance. This suggests that the
frequency of anti-government protests is not greatly influenced by national economic
performance, at least in my data.*® Following Oberdabernig (2013), | construct a dummy
variable for hyperinflation (defined as an inflation rate above 50%) and a dummy variable for
deflation (defined as a negative inflation rate) for indicating economic crisis. | include these two
variables in the model, and the results show that these variables do not attain statistical

significance; the results of other variables remain largely unchanged.*

** Re-estimated results do not change much when models include economic data from the World Bank.

“¢ Unemployment is another economic variable that can influence the number of protests. However, this variable is
not used because of a large amount of missing unemployment data. Moreover, in many developing countries,
unemployment data “mask much higher levels of structural underemployment, and they are not a reliable indicator
of short-term fluctuations in economic performance” (Roberts and Wibbels 1999, 580).
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Table 4.3 Conditional Coefficients of Opposition Size at Different Levels of Opposition Unity (Model 4)

Level of Opposition Unity Cond(i)t:c;)r?(?sliggr?f;iizieent of
01 Tooi)
(0.009)
0.3 (-8-8874)
04 0007
08 ©009)
oo 0(8?061*2’;*
o 0(8.4091*6’;*
°8 0(8.6021*5*
> 0(8.7052*5*
- 0(8?072*73*

Standard errors in parentheses; *** p < 0.01; ** p <0.05; * p<0.1
One important implication of my theory is that a large opposition camp is insufficient for
encouraging large-scale anti-government protests unless this camp has a higher level of unity. In
other words, if my theory holds, I expect that a larger opposition camp will not always encourage
more protests, but only helps when the camp is united. However, how united does an opposition
camp need to be to mobilize more protests? Merely looking at the results in Table 4.2 does not
help answer this question. Instead, a marginal effect analysis will illustrate this and provide a
better interpretation of the results about the interaction term of the two opposition mobilization
capacity variables.

The value of the coefficient for the interaction term indicates how the relationship

between the number of protests and opposition size varies at different levels of opposition unity.
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Based on the results of Model 4, Table 4.3 presents the coefficients of this relationship for a low
level of unity (the effective number of opposition parties equals 10) to the highest level of unity
(the effective number of opposition parties equals 1). Moreover, Figure 4.1 demonstrates the
marginal effects of a one-unit increase in the size of the opposition camp on anti-government

protests at different level of opposition unity.
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Figure 4.1 Marginal Effect of Opposition Size on Anti-Government Protests in Democracies (Cl at 95%)

Table 4.3 and Figure 4.1 exhibit very interesting patterns that cannot be seen in Table 4.2. First,
the marginal effect of opposition size on protests is negative when the opposition camp is very

fragmented (e.g., the effective number of number of parties is larger than 5). While this finding is
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somewhat surprising because it suggests that a larger opposition camp will in fact more likely
demobilize anti-government protests when the camp is particularly disunited, this unusual result
is not supported by many observations in my dataset. In fact, there are only 4% of observations
with an opposition unity score lower than 0.15. In contrast, the marginal effect becomes positive
and statistically significant when there are fewer than 2.5 parties in the opposition camp (i.e., the
opposition unity score is larger than 0.4). This finding suggests that a larger opposition camp can
help mobilize more protests only when it reaches a high level of unity. Overall, the results of
Table 4.3 and Figure 4.1 suggest that whether a larger opposition camp can facilitate more
protests depends on the level of opposition unity.

So far | have presented the statistical results of the negative binomial model on my data
and the analyses of marginal effects of the opposition mobilization capacity variables on anti-
government protests. However, the coefficients of the negative binomial regression are difficult
to interpret because of the log-linear nature of the negative binomial regressions. The marginal
effect analyses indicate only when the conditional effect becomes statistically significant at a
particular value of the conditioning variable. To get a sense of the substantive influence of
opposition mobilization capacity, Table 4.4 presents the predicted number of anti-government
protests derived by exponentiating the sum of the product of each independent variable’s
estimated coefficient and a chosen value based on the results of Model 4, with the value of the
other independent variables at their mean. The predicted counts of Anti-Government Protests are
computed for different levels of Opposition Size and different levels of Opposition Unity. | set
the small, medium, and large opposition sizes to indicate that the entire opposition camp obtains
35%, 50%, and 65% popular support, respectively. The low, medium, and high levels of

opposition unity are set 0.2, 0.5, and 1; put differently, these three levels of opposition unity
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indicate that the opposition camp is comprised of 5, 2, and 1 effective opposition parties,

respectively.

Table 4.4 Predicted Number of Anti-Government Protests for Different Levels of Opposition Mobilization

Capacity in Democratic Countries

Sizes of Opposition Camp

Levels of Opposition Unity Small (35) Medium (50) Large (65)
Low (0.2) 2.6 2.0 1.6
Medium (0.5) 1.6 2.2 3.1
High (1) 0.7 2.7 10.1

Note: Predicted numbers of anti-government protests are derived by exponentiating the sum of
the product of each independent variable’s estimated coefficient and a chosen value based on the
results of Model 4. The values of the rest of the independent variables are at their mean.

As Table 4.4 clearly demonstrates, there is great variation in the number of anti-government
protests in different scenarios. Specifically, when there are five effective opposition parties in a
country (low level of unity), the expected number of anti-government protests tends to decrease
as the size of the opposition camp increases. The lesson here is that anti-government protests
take place even when the opposition camp lacks resources and coordination because citizens lack
quality representation agents for channeling their demands. One possible explanation is that
large-scale anti-governments would be coordinated by non-party actors such as social movement
organizations when the opposition parties are weak and fragmented. Thus, this finding supports
the thesis of representation crisis to some extent.

However, when there are two effective opposition parties in the country (medium level of
unity), the expected number of protests almost doubles as the size of the camp changes from
small-sized to large-sized. A more dramatic result can be seen when the opposition camp reaches
the highest level of unity. Holding other variables constant, when there is only one opposition

party that captures 35% of the vote, the expected number of anti-government protests is about
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0.7. However, when the opposition party captures 65% of the vote, the expected number of

protests increases to 10.1.%

Another way to interpret the results is that for a large opposition
camp that comprises of 5 opposition parties, the predicted number of anti-government protests is
1.6, while the predicted number of protests increases to 3.1 when there are only 2 opposition
parties. When there is only one opposition party that captures 65% of popular support, the
predicted number of protests increases to 10.1. Overall, the evidence supports the theory of

opposition mobilization capacity, suggesting that a larger opposition camp is more able to foster

more protests only when it is more united.

4.4 ROBUSTNESS CHECK (1): SENSITIVITY TESTS

To check the robustness of the results regarding opposition mobilization capacity, | conduct
extensive re-estimations using different operationalizations of the important variables and
adopting different estimation techniques. Table 4.5 shows re-estimated results of three alternate
model specifications. Recall that the opposition mobilization capacity variables included in the
empirical tests are constructed based on electoral results of parties that received more than 0.5%
of the vote. To test whether the statistically significant result of Opposition Size*Opposition
Unity is driven by this specific operationalization, I re-construct Opposition Size and Opposition
Unity by considering all of the vote share that is not captured by the governing party or parties.

Given that most electoral data lump tiny parties and independents into an “Other” category, |

"It is necessary to reemphasize that these are simulated results based on a chosen value for opposition size and
opposition unity. In my dataset, when the opposition camp has only one party (i.e., the unity score equals 1), the
observation with the smallest opposition size captured 23.5% of the vote, and the observation with the largest
opposition size captured 54.6% of the vote.
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consider this Other category as another opposition party. The estimated results using the re-

constructed explanatory variables remain virtually unchanged (Model 5).
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Table 4.5 Robustness Checks (1)

Variables

Opposition size
Opposition unity

Opp. size*Opp. unity

Model 5
(NB)

-0.027%*
(0.013)
-6.517***
(1.758)
0.121%%*
(0.037)
0.069

Party system fragmentation .1 (0.055)

Parliamentary system
PR system

Leftist government
General election year
Honeymoon year
Freedom House index t1
GDP growth .1

Inflation 1 (In)

GDP per capita1 (In)

Constant

7l

T2

13

4

15

6

7

N

Wald Chi-square
Prob > Chi-square
Pseudo R2

-0.018
(0.310)
-0.788%**
(0.277)
0.231
(0.178)
-0.142
(0.087)
0.027
(0.095)
-0.310%**
(0.069)
-0.022
(0.018)
0.025
(0.065)
0.518%**
(0.140)
1.887
(1.349)

1,335
94.59
0.000

Model 6
(NB,

CNTS data)

0.002
(0.013)
-2.520%
(1.303)
0.053*
(0.031)

0.013
(0.055)
-0.265
(0.256)
-0.316
(0.257)
-0.081
(0.200)

0.041
(0.133)

0.210
(0.135)

-0.291%**

(0.068)
0.001
(0.022)
0.158*
(0.083)
0.207
(0.127)
1.150
(1.112)

1,335
61.76
0.000

Model 7
(Ordered
Probit)

-0.013
(0.008)
-2.119**
(0.961)
0.042*
(0.023)
0.064**
(0.032)
-0.229
(0.276)
-0.398**
(0.195)
0.208*
(0.126)
-0.079
(0.061)
-0.020
(0.067)
-0.199%**
(0.040)
-0.002
(0.012)
0.062
(0.044)
0.416%**
(0.125)

0.510
1.969
2.501
3.064
3.335
3.558
3.893
1,335
68.81
0.000
0.078

Model 8
(ZINB)

Count Stage Inflation Stage
(NB Model) (Logit Model)
-0.037*** -0.030
(0.014) (0.124)

-4.566*** 2.009
(1.697) (8.283)
0.107*** -0.006
(0.036) (0.180)

0.059 -1.182
(0.048) (0.935)
0.184 2.556
(0.262) (2.128)
-1.000*** -2.289
(0.284) (2.832)
0.163 -0.408
(0.161) (0.478)
-0.175** -0.048
(0.089) (0.359)
-0.087 -0.961***
(0.097) (0.367)
-0.186*** 2.091*
(0.063) (1.199)
-0.011 0.063
(0.019) (0.155)
0.059 -0.237
(0.060) (0.559)
0.368*** -2.318**
(0.129) (1.035)
1.983 -3.417
(1.263) (7.793)
1,335
61.21
0.000

Robust standard error in parenthesis; *** p <0.01; ** p <0.05; * p <0.1
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In addition, | conduct a test using different data to check whether my results are driven by the
use of King and Lowe’s database. As | mentioned before, Banks’ CNTS database is another
available protest dataset with worldwide coverage, but this database has a serious limitation
because of its lack of information completeness compared to King and Lowe’s data. Still, I re-
estimate my model using a new dependent variable measured using Banks’ data. The new anti-
government protest variable is constructed as the total count of anti-government protests, strikes,
and riots coded in Banks’ database. The results in Model 6 show that Opposition
Size*Opposition Unity has a positive and statistically significant effect on anti-government
protests, suggesting that the results for opposition mobilization is robust even to different data.

To further check the robustness of my theory, | use another way to operationalize my
dependent variable and adopt a different estimation method. | transform my dependent variable
and conduct an ordinal regression analysis. Here the dependent variable is recoded O if the
observation has no anti-government protest events, 1 if the number of protests ranges from 1 to
10, 2 if the number of protests ranges from 11 to 20, 3 if the number of protests ranges from 21
to 30, 4 if the number of protests ranges from 31 to 40, 5 if the number of protests ranges from
41 to 50, 6 if the number of protests ranges from 51 to 60, and 7 if the number of protests ranges
from 61 to 70. | employ an ordered probit model on the new dependent variable. As can be seen,
the results for opposition mobilization capacity in Model 7 do not change much. Overall, this
section shows that my theory is supported by empirical evidence across different model
specifications and different estimation methods.

In addition to the standard NB model and ordered probit model, | also estimate a zero-
inflated negative binomial model (ZINB) for the purpose of a robustness check. It is possible that

the zeros in my protest event count dataset might be divided into two types: the first type
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indicates that a country indeed did not experience anti-government protests in a given sample,
but the count of protests might be positive in another period; and the second type indicates that a
country that never experiences any anti-government protests at all by nature because of country
characteristics such as a small population or particular cultural factors. If both groups are present
in a sample, estimating a Poisson or Negative Binomial model would overestimate the theoretical
probability of zero (Drakos and Gofas 2006, 81). The standard Poisson or NB models assume
that each country has a positive probability of experiencing an anti-government protest.*®

For this study, the ZINB regression model combines 1) a logit model that predicts the
probability of being a country that never experiences anti-government protests (inflation stage),
and 2) a negative binomial model that predicts the expected number of anti-government protests
(including zero) in a country (count stage). I include the same covariates in the inflation equation
that appear in the count equation of the ZINB model. The interpretation of the results for each
equation is different. A positive/negative coefficient of a variable in the count stage (negative
binomial model) indicates that this variable has an impact on increasing/decreasing the number
of anti-government protests in a country. Second, a positive coefficient of a variable in the
inflation stage (logit model) indicates that the impact of this variable increases the likelihood that
a country never experiences anti-government protests; in other words, the positive/negative
coefficient in the inflation stage decreases/increases the likelihood of the presence of anti-

government protests ina country.

“8 It might be true that every country in the world would experience protest activities, regardless of the targets. But it
is possible that large-scale anti-government protest activities are not possible in certain countries—or at least are not
possible to be reported by Reuters—by nature because of country characteristics such as a small population or
particular cultural factors. This claim does not rule out the possibility that these countries might have experienced
smaller scale anti-government protests or protests that were against targets other than the government.
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In general, the coefficients of a variable should have opposite signs in the count stage and
the inflation stage of a ZINB model. In other words, if a variable has a positive coefficient in the
count stage, it should have a negative coefficient in the inflation stage. However, this is not
necessarily the case. For instance, a variable can have a positive effect on increasing protests, but
it can have no effect on the likelihood of protest incidence. Moreover, it is possible that a
variable has the same sign in each stage of a ZINB model. For instance, Pevehouse (2004) finds
that trade interdependence may increase the probability of international conflict (a negative sign
in the inflation stage of the ZINB model), but restrain the frequency of that conflict (also a
negative sign in the count stage of the ZINB model).

In this dissertation, my theory mainly concerns why some countries have more (or fewer)
anti-government protests than others and does not focus on why certain countries never
experience protests. Thus, | will focus on discussing the results of the count stage of the ZINB.

Model 8 is a ZINB model that estimates the effects of the explanatory variables on 1) the
absence of anti-government protests, and 2) on the count of anti-government protests in a single
model by combining a logit distribution (inflation stage) with a negative binomial distribution
(count stage). While the results in the inflation stage might show interesting information, it is
only the negative binomial regression that provides a test of my hypotheses, because the
explanations tested in this study mainly concern the frequency rather than the absence (or
presence) of anti-government protests in a given country. Thus, my analytical attention will
consequently focus on the results of the count stage.

The results for many variables in the count stage of Model 8 are similar to the results for
Model 4. In particular, the coefficient of the interaction term is positive and statistically

significant. Moreover, the findings about party system fragmentation, PR system, the level of
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democratization, and the level of economic development are consistent with the results for
Model 4. As | have mentioned before, the interpretation of the results in the inflation stage of the
ZINB model is very different from the interpretation of the results in the count stage of the ZINB
model. In general, the coefficients of a variable should have opposite signs in the count stage and
the inflation stage of a ZINB model. This is the case for the variables of level of democratization
and level of economic development. However, there are also some interesting results. For
instance, in the inflation stage of the ZINB, Honeymoon Year has a statistically significant and
negative coefficient, suggesting that the likelihood that a country never experiences anti-

government protests is significantly lower in the first year of the new government.

4.5 ROBUSTNESS CHECK (I1): ADDRESSING ENDOGENEITY

So far the models that have been estimated do not take into account possible endogeneity
between anti-government protests and the opposition mobilization capacity. In particular, it is
possible that certain unobserved factors such as particular political cultures might simultaneously
affect anti-government protests and the size of the opposition camp. If that is the case, the
estimated results would be problematic due to endogeneity. To address this issue, | employ
several estimation techniques, including coarsened exact matching, propensity score matching,

and a control function model.
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45.1 Coarsened Exact Matching (CEM)

The results of the negative binomial models will provide valid estimates only if the size of
opposition camp is not endogenous to the occurrence of anti-government protests. Yet a large
opposition camp may be more likely to mobilize protest activities when they anticipate certain
favorable conditions that would lead to a higher probability of successful protest mobilization,
such as a poor national economy. In this case, a large opposition camp’s decisions to protest are
endogenous to these structural conditions. In the absence of an instrumental variable that is
correlated with opposition size and opposition unity but not anti-government protests, using
matching techniques to condition on certain observed variables that would possibly induce
endogeneity between opposition size and protests would help minimize the risk of endogeneity.

One important goal of matching is to modify observational data so that they will be
similar to experimental data. To do so, matching pre-processes the data by pruning observations
from the sample that have no matches on certain pretreatment covariates (see the discussion
below) in the treated groups and the control groups. As a result, matching helps to reduce model
dependence, lower statistical bias, and increase computational efficiency (Ho et al. 2007; lacus et
al. 2012; King and Zeng 2006).

Among various matching methods, | first use coarsened exact matching (CEM) (lacus et
al. 2012) to pre-process the data.*® According to King et al. (2011, 1), the use of propensity score
matching (PSM) is often not benign because “on average, it increases imbalance (and variance)
compared to not matching.” Moreover, CEM outperforms Mahalanobis distance matching

(MDM) because MDM *“does not guarantee any level of imbalance reduction in any given data

*° | also use the propensity score matching approach. See below for more discussion.
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set” (King et al. 2011, 2), while CEM allows controlling for covariate imbalance using a non-
parametric estimate and does not require a particular matching algorithm.

To implement the CEM procedure, | first construct a treatment variable that indicates
whether a country has a large opposition camp. A country-year observation is coded 1 if it has an
opposition camp that captured more than 50% of the vote in the previous election, and 0
otherwise. This treatment variable is used to create a sample that contains a matched sample
containing covariates with similar values in the treatment group (i.e., country-year observations
with a large-sized opposition camp) and control group (i.e., country-year observations without a
large-sized opposition camp). Next, | include a number of covariates that likely drive the
opposition camp’s expectation of successful protest mobilization for pre-processing of the data.
First, an opposition camp may anticipate when a country with poor economic performance may
be more likely to experience more protests and make their decision to mobilize on that basis.
Second, an opposition camp may be more likely to mobilize protests when the country is more
democratized. Third, when a country has a high level of economic development, people
generally have more resources for political participation. In such a context, opposition parties
might be more able to organize protest activities.

In the CEM procedure, | use cutpoints to coarsen four variables used for matching
analysis, with each of GDP Growth.; and Inflation.;, Freedom House Index:;, and GDP per
capitar.; being coarsened into five categories.”® Thus, four new variables are created, in which

substantively indistinguishable values in the original counterparts are grouped together in five

%01 did not choose other variables (e.g., party system fragmentation, general election year, etc.) for the CEM
procedure because | find no reasons for these variables to be perceived as favorable conditions for a high probability
of successful mobilization. Moreover, coarsening these additional variables for the CEM eliminates a large number
of observations from the dataset.

1| tested different levels of coarsening (e.g., coarsening variables into three categories), but they did not
significantly alter the results.
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equally-spaced categories. After coarsening the data on these covariates, | apply exact matching
by sorting the data into different “bins” or strata that consist of all possible combinations of the
values from the four coarsened covariates. Thus, once the strata are created, observations from
the original data are placed in the appropriate strata.

Next, the CEM ensures that strata that include at least one treated unit (with a large
opposition camp) and one control unit (without a large opposition camp) are retained, while the
remaining strata are dropped from the data. In other words, this procedure balances the treatment
and control groups by eliminating treatment group observations that have no corresponding
control group observations in their strata, and also eliminating control group observations that
have no corresponding treatment group observations in their strata. If there are no “low-inflation,
low-income, low-economic-growth, low-democratized” countries that have a large opposition
camp, then this stratum is dropped.

In this dissertation, the CEM procedure for opposition size (large opposition camp =
treatment group, while non-large opposition camp = control group) eliminated 12 country-year
observations in the original treatment group, and 57 country-year observations in the original
control group. Overall, the CEM procedure identified 40 matched strata for 1,266 observations
remaining in the matched sample.* Since the CEM is not a statistical estimator but a data
preprocessing algorithm, | use negative binomial regressions to conduct post-matching analysis

by including weights that are produced by the CEM procedure. These weights are added to the

52| also use whether a country has a unified opposition camp (level of unity larger than 0.5) as the criterion for
treatment groups and control groups (unified opposition camp = treatment group) for conducting another CEM for
my analyses. The implementation of this procedure eliminated 10 country-year observations in the original treatment
group, and 60 country-year observations in the original control group. Overall, the CEM procedure identified 40
matched strata for 1,265 observations remaining in the matched sample.
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statistical analysis to “equalize the impact of treated and control units within each matched

stratum” (lacus and King 2012, 6).

4.5.2 Propensity Score Matching (PSM)

In addition to the CEM, I also conduct matching analyses using a propensity score matching
(PSM) approach to check the robustness of my results. This technique helps deal with
endogeneity issues by examining subgroups of observations that are strictly comparable. The
PSM approach that I use involves the use of propensity score weights to adjust for selection bias
between the observations (Imai and van Dyk 2004; Imbens 2000; Lechner 2002). Since my
theory suggests that a large and unified opposition camp leads to more protests, | create a
categorical variable in which 1 indicates that a country has a large and united opposition camp
and 0 otherwise.®® A large and united opposition camp is when the camp captured more than
50% of the vote and when the camp’s unity score is larger than 0.5. This categorical variable can
be conceived as a treatment variable as used in experimental studies.

To make more compelling causal claims about the effects of a particular treatment, we
can compare observably similar country-year observations that did and did not participate in the
treatment. To do so, | identify similar country-year observations based on their propensity score

or their probability of receiving the treatment. In this study, each “case” receives a propensity

> |t is possible to generate two-by-two scenarios based on different levels of the two dimensions of opposition camp.
The scenarios thus produce four different categories: large opposition size with high unity (HH), small opposition
size with low unity (LL), large opposition size with low unity (HL), and small opposition size with high unity (LH).
In this way, the propensity score weight will be generated by a multinomial model. According to my theory, it is
expected that observations that belong to the HH category should have experienced more anti-government protests
than the other three categories. However, since my theory does not suggest clear relationships between the HL, LH,
and LL, it seems not necessary to adopt the multinomial propensity score matching approach for my purpose.
Therefore, | decide to use a more straightforward propensity score matching approach by constructing only one
treatment variable.
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score for a treatment (large opposition size and high opposition unity), and cases in the treatment
group are then matched to cases in the control group based on the closeness of their propensity
scores. Assuming that observations are matched on factors that influence the treatment on protest
outcomes, the matched pairs simulate an experimental design.

In order to obtain the propensity score for each observation, | estimate each observation’s
likelihood of being in the treatment group using a logit model that includes the covariates
described earlier for the CEM procedure. Specifically, the propensity score is estimated using a
logit model to estimate the probability that each observation received the treatment based on its
level of democracy, GDP growth, log of inflation rate, and log of GDP per capita. The inverse of
that predicted probability will then be used to create the propensity score weight for subsequent
analyses (Imbens 2000; see also Morgan and Winship 2007, 152-5).

Next, | estimate negative binomial regressions with propensity score weights. Each
observation is re-weighted by the inverse of its probability of being in the treatment group. This
reweighting process reduces selection bias by assigning higher weights to country-year
observations that could plausibly be in the treatment category other than the one in which they
were observed. If my theory holds for the propensity score matching approach, the treatment

variable should have a positive and statistically significant effect on protests.

45.3 Control Function Model

While matching techniques help reduce the risk of endogeneity, it is also important to mention
that matching cannot account for the possible bias induced by unobserved variables that may
affect both treatment and outcome variables (Rosenbaum 2010). One common statistical method
to cope with this issue is the instrumental variable (IV) approach. This approach suggests a two-
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stage least-squares (2SLS) estimation with the use of an instrument that is a predictor of the
major independent variable but does not affect the dependent variable. Since my theory involves
the interaction effect of two variables, the IV approach would be very difficult to apply for my
purposes.

Based on the core idea of the IV approach, however, it is possible to estimate a control
function (CF) model for addressing this issue of endogeneity for my study. According to
Woodridge (2010, 127-9), the CF model has several important features. First, unlike the IV
approach, the CF model works well for nonlinear models such as count models. Second,
compared to the IV approach, the CF model is less robust but more efficient. To employ the CF
model, it is necessary to use an instrumental variable that is related with opposition size but not
with anti-government protests. In my dataset, | find that the variable of language cleavage
(Alesina et al. 2003) would be a good instrument because it relates to opposition size (correlation
coefficient = -0.19) but not to protests (correlation coefficient = -0.08).

The estimation of the CF model involves two regression estimations. In the first stage, |
use OLS to regress the endogenous variable (i.e., opposition size) with the instrument (i.e.,
language cleavage), opposition unity, and the control variables that are included in the second
stage regression. Then, | predict residuals for the first stage regression, which are the unobserved
heterogeneity. In the second stage, | employ a NB model on the dependent variable (i.e., anti-
government protests) with the following variables on the right hand side of the equation: the
predicted residuals, opposition size, opposition unity, opposition size*opposition unity, and the
control variables. This step ensures that the unobserved heterogeneity is controlled in the second

regression.
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45.4 Results

Models 9 to 11 in Table 4.6 are estimated using different matching techniques to address the
potential endogeneity issue. Model 9 is estimated using CEM-weighted negative binomial
regressions on the matched sample for addressing the potential endogeneity between opposition
size and anti-government protests. The idea here is that it is possible that a larger opposition
camp is more likely to mobilize protest actions under certain socio-economic conditions that
influence movement actors’ expectation of success for protest mobilization. To deal with this
selection bias issue, | use the CEM procedure to pre-process the data. As the results show, the
key variable, Opposition Size*Opposition Unity, has a positive and statistically significant

coefficient, which is consistent with Model 4.
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Table 4.6 Robustness Checks (1)

Variables Model 9 Model 10 Model 11
(CEM weighted) (PSM weighted) (Control Function)
Opposition size 0.469 ~0.060
(0.381) (0.056)
. . -0.385 -6.500***
Opposition unity (0.813) (1.863)
. . 1.780** 0.132%**
*
Opp. size*Opp. unity (0.825) (0.039)
Large and unified opposition 0.383**
camp (0.183)
Party system fragmentation 0.116** 0.149% 0.082

y sy g vl (0.054) (0.039) (0.052)

- ** -
Parliamentary system 0.039 0.344 0.072

(0.318) (0.147) (0.307)
PR svstem -0.972%** -1.131%** -0.894***

y (0.282) (0.157) (0.286)

Leftist government 0.218 0.264 0.196
(0.18