Watermelons, Roses and Apricots: Diverging Outcomes of‘Revolution’ Attempts in South Caucasus
Part 1: Structural Explanations
Abstract

This is the first part of a two-part paper comparing post-election protest mobilization in Azerbaijan in 2003 and 2005, Georgia in 2003 and Armenia in 2008 to examine causes and dynamics of popular mobilization and authoritarian breakdown. Two competing approaches are tested on the four cases in three countries, the bottom-up (actor-centric) and top-down (state failure). In this part only structural variables are examined. Evidence from the cases suggests thatpredisposition to change, incumbent capacity, including availability of rents, regime type and media freedomplay a significant role, while high privatization, vibrant civil society and anti-incumbent regional identity do not.
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THE PUZZLE
If the period of leadership succession is indeed the most vulnerable juncture in authoritarian histories (Hale 2005), Shevarnadze’s ousting should’ve taken place not after elections of 2003, but a year later. After all, unlike Alievs in Azerbaijan or Kocharyan and Sargsyan in Armenia, Shevarnadze was not exactly a lame duck around the ill-fated (for him) elections of 2003. Moreover, unlike in Serbia and Ukraine, In Georgia the fraudulent elections were parliamentary, not presidential ones and initial demands of protest leaders were about re-run of elections, not resignation of Shevarnadze. 
The elite schisms were evident in Georgia, it’s true, but various levels of elite disagreement were also present in the other two countries. In Azerbaijan throughout 2003, not all the elites supported heir apparency of Ilham Aliev, with quite a few worried that he lacks charisma and the necessary political experience. The party of power, Yeni Azerbaijan, demonstratively nominated his father, Heydar Aliev for the presidency, not Ilham. Elite divisions became more apparent once Ilham was in power and started replacing old guard communists and regional clans in the ruling positions with representatives of younger, Baku-based elites and relatives of his wife, Mehriban, from Pashaev family. 

In Armenia around 2008, elite alliances were also unstable. While the Kocharyan-Sargsyan succession seemed a safe bet, the first president Ter-Petrossian emerged out of political obscurity to claim back the presidency. Even more surprisingly, quite a few people appeared to support him and took to the streets, preferring Ter-Petrossian’s presidential record in war-torn country to the relatively better-off years under President Kocharyan. Brutal crackdown and seven deaths that resulted could also have led to a profound political crisis with society refusing to lend legitimacy to the Sargsyan Presidency. Neither elite divisions nor the crisis led to breakdown of authoritarianism in Armenia.
In reality, elite divisions are, of course, only one of many ingredients of a revolutionary cocktail. Many scholars and analysts cite economic misery and failed state as other causes of unrest. However, economic crisis’s role in revolutionary configurations has also been unclear. Armenia has seen economic hardship with the breakup of the Soviet Union and Nagorno-Karabakh conflict, especially during the Azeri and Turkish blockade, but started taking off several years before the 2008 political crisis.  Moreover, the number of people happy with the economic situation was about equal in Armenia and Azerbaijan before the respective crucial elections, even though one country witnessed extensive mobilization and political crisis, while the other came out of the critical juncture relatively unscathed. The relationship between well-being and protest is, therefore, ambiguous at best. 

Both elite divisions and economic well-being cannot single-handedly explain the diverging outcomes in South Caucasus protests and this contribution seeks to clarify and identify the configurations of various factors that breed protest and authoritarian breakdown. 

LITERATURE REVIEW
The review of academic literature on color revolutions shows that most contributions fall in either of the two broad approaches that, for the lack of a better term, I will call ‘state fragility’ and ‘actor tactics’ approaches.  Including those who don’t clearly belong to either tradition, all contributions form three groups and it is within these three approaches that I will discuss the twelve main comparative theories of color revolutions. 

State fragility approach

Scholars belonging to this approach prioritize structural weaknesses of authoritarian systems over strategic action by opposition challengers when explaining divergent outcomes of color revolution attempts. Structural weaknesses could be of political or economic nature.  For example, Hale (2005) stresses political vulnerabilities when he maintains that political succession is when regimes are especially prone to instabilities. He contends that all color revolutions happened in patrimonial regimes where a lame duck incumbent attempted to pass power on to his unpopular successor. 

While Hale concentrates on political structures, Radnitz and Melnykovska explain how economic structures weigh in. According to Radnitz, extensive privatization and independent capitalist class it created were the moving force behind color revolutions (2010).  Melnykovska contrasts ‘continued institutional change’ in Russia and ‘discontinued institutional change’ in Ukraine and explains divergent outcomes through the differences in composition of business groupings and their trust in each other, as well as business group’s relation to the state. In Ukraine business groups were of national scale and influence and were actively involved in politics. There was strong competition between them due to limited rents available and low levels of trust in each other. Lacking a central arbiter all groups invested heavily in politics, while in Russia, most of the business groups under President Putin were of regional character and were not highly involved in politics. There were enough rentier opportunities for everybody and there was a credible central arbiter, eliminating the need and opportunity of political involvement. 

Finally, Way (2009) stresses both economic and political structures. On the economic side, he argues that regime with strong economic linkage to the West are more prone to democratize. Among those with weak linkage, it is those with low authoritarian capacity that are prone to fall to color revolutions. Authoritarian capacity for Way is a combination of 1) an institutionalized ruling party 2)’extensive and well-funded’ security apparatus and 3)autocrat’s control over the economy, direct or through dominant natural resource sector. 
Actor strategy approach

Contributions from this approach highlight the importance of learning from activists who toppled their regimes and diffusion of know-how about breaking down authoritarian regimes. For example, Bunce and Wolchik (2010) claim that it is electoral strategies deployed by challengers that have played a crucial role and have acted as a main variable differentiating success cases from failures. They state that success strategies make up an ‘electoral model’ of political change that was invented in Slovakian and Croatian transformative elections and then used to topple autocrats in Serbia, Georgia and Ukraine. Cases of unsuccessful mobilization (e.g. Armenia in 2008, Azerbaijan in 2005) these authors explain by limitations put on implementation of the electoral model. 

Beissinger treats all color revolutions as a single wave where know-how and inspiration was diffused and shows how the force of previous successful example compels activists even in less ‘revolution-ripe’ structural settings try to stage a protest, and sometimes overcome structural limitations (2007). 

‘The Third Way’

Contributions belonging to this group can not be easily attributed to the first two because in such contributions explanatory narrative borrows from both approaches. For example, McFaul (2005) in the analysis of the four ‘electoral breakthroughs’ as he called them, utilized Mill’s method of agreement to identify seven commonalities that he believed were necessary though not sufficient for a color revolution to happen. First of all, the regime had to be a semi-authoritarian one, since it was very hard to stage a successful electoral protest in a hardcore dictatorship. Second, an unpopular incumbent had to be pitted against a strong and united oppositionthatwascapable of mobilizing masses by spreading information about electoral fraud through independent media that a semi-authoritarian regime had tolerated. The resulting political crisis also featured division within coercive forces that eliminates the possibility that a political standoff would be resolved by force. 

Building on McFaul’s work, D’Anieri (2006) presented a paired comparison of Ukraine and Serbia to advance and refine the argument. Contrasting the two breakthrough elections with previous episodes of mass protest when no change in leadership was achieved, D’Anieri found that the crucial difference lay in unity of opposition forces, defection of pro-regime elites and neutrality or pro-protest stance of some security services. Based on that, D’Anieri has claimed that action of elites matter much more to the successful outcome than actions of grassroots protest movements.
Lane (2009), Studying the four revolutionary cases and continuity of autocracy in Russia and Belarus found that sense of ‘relative deprivation’ motivates people to protest. However, while such deprivation is necessary for mobilization it is not sufficient for an authoritarian breakdown (or ‘revolutionary coup d’etat as he calls it’. To produce a successful revolutionary outcome the general background of deprivation has to be supplemented with ideological mobilization and promotion of political alternatives. Ideological mobilization stands for value-based electoral campaigns inspiring to European prospects and calling for the establishment of democracy as a way of joining Western counterparts. By political alternatives Lane means, predominantly, the possibility to join NATO and, in the longer run, the European Union. 

Based on the review of the above scholars and a number of authors not cited in this paper, I have compiled, in Figure 1, a list of variables that different schools propose and have grouped them into structural (long-term) and action (short-term) variables. Due to space limitations, in the remainder of the paper, I would like to test cases for the existence/absence of variables from the ‘long-term’ list only. 


CASES
Armenia

Predisposition to radical change

Armenian presidential elections of February 2008 and the subsequent protest mobilization provide one opportunity to test the set of proposed variables. The international observers from OSCE found that those elections were largely in line with the country’s commitments, while political opposition dismissed the poll as fraudulent and took its supporters to the street rallies. First let us turn to factors claimed to be predisposing public to radical change and mobilization, such as public mood and perceptions of well-being (Lane 2009). 
International Republican Institute, an American financed international organization, commissioned a series of polls in Armenia between 2006 and 2008. These surveys show that in January 2008, just before the elections, the public mood in Armenia was on the positive and rising. The percentage of respondents thinking that the country was moving in the right direction grew from 32% in May 2006 to 49% in January 2008, while the number of those who thought the opposite moved from 55% to 44% in the same period (IRI 2008). The number of people thinking that economic situation improved in the last three months was at highest since polls started in May 2006, at 45% (IRI 2008). Also the data also show a drop in the poverty rates, from 55% in 1996 to 39% in March 2005 and, according to official estimates, to 27% in 2007. Optimistic forecasts projected that poverty rate will be as low as 12% in 2012 (EIU CP ARM 2008, 18). 

Table 1 Predisposition to change Armenia factsheet
	Name of the variable
	Indicators for Armenia before 2008

	% thinking the country is in ‘right direction’
	49%

	In ‘wrong direction’
	44%

	% thinking economy has improved
	45%

	% living below official poverty rate
	27%

	Attitude to mobilization
	conservative

	Fraud expected at upcoming elections
	Half of respondents

	Russia is seen more as a…
	friend

	Wages and wage arrears
	Wages rose, arrears cleared by 2003

	Conclusion
	Predisposition to change is LOW


While public sentiment was on the positive, mobilization mood was ‘conservative,’ with boycotts, occupations, unauthorized strikes and demonstrations strongly discouraged (IRI 2008).  Such discouragement persisted despite the fact that the majority of Armenians (about 2/3) agreed that 2007 parliamentary elections were fraudulent and roughly a half thought 2008 elections would also be unfair and not free (IRI 2008). 
Unlike in Georgia or Ukraine, in Armenia there was no big drive towards joining NATO and joining EU was sees as worthwhile as staying in CIS (IRI 2008). Authoritarian Russia was not seen as an enemy to be broken away from by (re-)joining Europe.

In terms of real economy, around 2006 the real wages rose, partly due to increase in public wages, partly due to appreciation of dram against USD and partly financed by IMF’s Poverty Reduction and Growth Facility. Inflation was also largely brought under control by 2003. Tax collection improved and wage arrears were cleared by 2003 (EIU CP 2007). 

Overall by 2005 many sectors were picking up and things generally looked like very positive, based on Economist Intelligence Unit’s 2006 report on mining and metals, construction, financial services, tourism, exports etc.  Foreign debt was also brought under control by 2005 (EIU CP 2007). 

Structural factors

The outgoing ‘lame-duck’ president Robert Kocharyan backed his Prime Minister Serzh Sargsyan for the presidential post.  Even though Kocharyan seems to have attempted to have Prosperous Armenia, founded by his close associate Gagik Tsarukian, become a counterweight to Sargsyan-dominated Republican Party, the elites entered the crucial elections as a united bloc with no major splits. 

The opposition, on the contrary, was fragmented and divided by personality and strategic contradictions. Despite efforts and the need to unite, not all opposition candidates were able to support the main contender, former President LevonTer-Petrossian, considered the most powerful opponent. For example, Artur Bagdasarian of Orinats Yerkir party ran separately. 
Regarding incumbent capacity, even though the situation was dire when President Ter-Petrossian stepped down in 1998, things started improving in 2000s, with the state revenue and overall economic well-being noticeably better by the critical elections of 2008, when Kocharyan, bowing to term limits, was expected to transfer power to Sargsyan. Unlike Ter-Petrossian, both Kocharyan and Sargsyan were spared regional alliances and identities opposing them. Both hailed from Nagorno-Karabakh, the region that is a standard-bearer of Armenian nationalism. 

Leaked diplomatic cables show that Prime Minister Sargsyan was so confident he would win the elections that he was strongly favoring exit polls (08YEREVAN16). However, exit polls were not conducted primarily due to opposition from the Presidency and challengers themselves, who were concerned, that a local organization, Armenian Sociological Association was too pro-governmental. 

In the financial sphere, Armenia was still dependent on outside financing under both Kocharyan and Sargsyan, even though the situation improved considerably by the time Sargsyan took over, with tax collecting significantly improving and economy growing rapidly. IMF played an important role in providing for financial stability and IMF Poverty Reduction and Growth Facility financed government programs to increase spending in health and education, as well as infrastructural investment. Thanks to the program, wages in the sector were also rising. Besides dependence on IMF and World Bank, Armenia greatly depends on Russia for energy imports and military aid, as well as for foreign direct investment and trade. There also was a considerable increase in defense spending (Economist Intelligence Unit 2008). 
As for institutional unity, Armenian elites lacked a unifying ‘ruling party,’ like Nur Otan in Kazakhstan or United Russia in Russia. It was possible to be in the elites even through other parties, like, for example Prosperous Armenia, Country of Law or a number of smaller parties. Therefore, when it comes to elite organization, it is impossible to state that Armenia had all elites unified under a single party or umbrella organization. 

Regarding privatization, three quarters of Armenian GDP came from private sector in 2007, putting the country among top privatizers in the former Soviet Union. The country had good scores on EBRD indices of small-scale (4)
  and large scale (3.7) privatizations (EBRD 2011).
The regime was considered a mildly authoritarian one. Freedom House scores indicate that since 2003 the country moved from an authoritarian-leaning hybrid regime to a ‘semi-consolidated authoritarianism.’ Though authoritarian, Armenian political system was nowhere near the more authoritarian Central Asian states or even neighboring Azerbaijan. 
With regards to independent media, Armenia again qualifies as having media peculiar to semi-consolidated authoritarianisms. Armenian media scores from Freedom House have declined from 5 to 6 over the last nine years, but have, nevertheless, stayed below 6 till the notorious elections of 2008. Authors of another Freedom House report, Freedom of the Press, rated Armenian media as not free in 2007 (Freedom House 2007). According to indicators from another Index, Media Sustainability index by International Research and Exchange Board (IREX), Armenian media was rated as ‘unsustainable, mixed system’ which is characteristic for a country that ‘minimally meets objectives, with segments of the legal system and government opposed to a free media system. Evident progress in free-press advocacy, increased professionalism, and new media businesses may be too recent to judge sustainability” (IREX 2007).
In terms of rentier resources, Armenia’s options were limited. The country did not boast rich oil and gas resources, nor did it export electricity. Armenia’s main export has been precious stones and metals, but these did not become source of vast rentier inflows enough to buy off and repress the population. 

In terms of civil society, civil society has been the most developed part of the Armenian political system. The country scored 3.5 on civil society dimension in Freedom House indicators, putting it only second to post-revolution Ukraine in the former USSR. This score is peculiar to semi-consolidated democracies, so it would be fair to say that Armenian civil society was free and was there. 

Lucan Way has stated that anti-incumbent national identity in four Eastern European non-democracies might help maintain pockets of autonomy that prevented consolidation of authoritarianism. For example, in the case of Ukraine, anti-Kuchma and anti-Yushchenko Western Ukrainian identity and regionalism has prevented them from gaining firm control there and might have acted as a pocket of democratic potential. Looking at Armenia, Karabakh nationalism certainly prevented Ter-Petrossian from building up his authoritarian machine in the early 1990s, but after he was ousted in a rage over Nagorno-Karabakh compromise, the new leaders were representatives of this regionalism and therefore, anti-authoritarian nationalism became pro-authoritarian when Kocharyan and Sargsyan came to power. 
Table 2 Structural conditions Armenia factsheet


	Name of the variable
	Armenia 2008

	Lame duck
	Yes

	IMF dependence
	Yes

	Ruling party
	No

	Privatization
	High

	Private GDP
	75

	Large Scale
	3.7/4

	Small Scale
	4/4

	System
	Semi-consolidated authoritarian

	Democracy score
	5.2/7

	FH Political Rights
	5/7

	FH Civil Liberties
	4/7

	FH status
	Partly free

	Media score CT
	5.75/7

	Media FoP
	Not free

	IREX MSI
	Unsustainable mixed

	Rentier resource
	Some

	Civil society
	3.5/7 (sem.cons.dem)

	Strong and rich security apparatus
	Yes?


Somewhat related to the previous several variables is the notion of authoritarian capacity that Lucan Way operationalizes, for the analysis of color revolutions, as ‘at least one of the following…1) a single highly institutionalized ruling party with a salient ideology or revolutionary tradition; 2)an extensive and well-funded coercive apparatus that has won a major violent conflict; or 3) state discretionary control over the economy, generated either by the failure to privatize or by reliance on easily captured energy revenues” (Way 2009, 92). 
In the Armenian case, even though Republican Party has been around as a ‘ruling party’ there were some other partners in the coalition and the recent popularity of Prosperous Armenian precludes one from maintaining that RPA is ‘the party of power’ like NurOtan in Kazakhstan or United Russia in the Russian Federation. 
Regarding the coercive apparatus, Armenians have an army that has ‘won’ the Karabakh conflict and due to Russian support and recent economic growth, the Armenian security apparatus has been well equipped and financed. Moreover, the former Prime Minister and the current President SerzhSargsyan hails from the military-security background himself and therefore the siloviki have put their weight largely behind Kocharyan and Sargsyan. Based on the fact that financing of the military and security apparatus was a priority for Armenia that general public also supported, Armenia is coded here as having a strong and well-financed security apparatus. 
Third, as already mentioned, Armenian incumbents are cash-strapped and do not enjoy the level of discretionary control over the economy as Belarus, Russian or Turkmen regimes enjoy. Even though officials can pressure individual firms into submission through tax inspectorate or prosecutors’, control over the economy overall is comparatively weak.
Azerbaijan

Predisposition to radical change

Azerbaijan could have experienced a punctuated equilibrium in its authoritarian history when Heydar Aliev passed the presidential seat to his son Ilham in 2003 or with Ilham’s first parliamentary elections as a president in 2005. In 2005 there were especially notable protests, attracting as many as 15000 participants (BBC2005). Many hoped, on the wave of Serbian, Georgian and Ukrainian revolutions, that there would be a Baku Spring in November 2005.
However, nothing of the sort occurred. The authorities responded with harsh crackdown on the protesters, although the ‘manageable’ number of protesters and their peaceful behavior precluded the use of firearms and subsequent human victims. 

In 2003 presidential elections, the heir apparent and the election favorite, Ilham, was running against Isa Gambar, a veteran Azeri opposition figure and a leader of Musavat at the time. Gambar had some serious support and might have been a real challenge to Aliev should the elections be free and fair. However, due to a number of factors, including electoral misconduct, he only secured 14% of the vote. 
In 2005 parliamentary elections Aliev’s ruling Yeni Azerbaijan party was pitted against Azadliq electoral block of three parties (Musavat, Popular Front Party and Democratic Party). According to official results, YAP won 61 seats (out of 125), while the bloc secured only 6 seats. Alternative polls by international private firms forecasted different results and the opposition hoped to stage aUkrainian or Georgian-type revolution in Baku. However, administrative pressure and police crackdown on protesters fizzled out the electoral discontent, causing one local observer call the elections ‘frustrating’ (Alieva 2006). 
To start with let’s look at predisposition to radical change around presidential elections of 2003 and parliamentary ones of 2005. Unfortunately, public opinion data on Azerbaijan comparable to that of Armenia is not publicly available.
 The public opinion survey conducted by IFES in June and July 2004 indicates that percentage of those who were very or somewhat satisfied with the overall situation rose from 31% in 2003 to 50% in 2004, with 47% dissatisfied in 2004 (IFES 2005). On the economic side, 54% agreed that economic situation was good or very good, up from 27% in 2003, while 38% believed the economy was doing bad (IFES 2005). Participants in focus groups connected perceptions of current economic well being with oil industry and economic improvements that were observed around that time (IFES 2005). 
Though happy with the economy overall, the majority of Azerbaijanis thought their family economic situation was bad or very bad as opposed to good or very good (53% to 43%). Somewhat expectedly, biggest issues concerning Azerbaijanis are the issue of Nagorno-Karabakh (69% listed it), unemployment (40%), low living standards (13%). 
Table 3 Predisposition to change Azerbaijan factsheet

	Name of the variable
	Azerbaijan before 2003 and 2005

	% thinking the country is in ‘right direction’
	31% (2003), 50% (2004)

	In ‘wrong direction’
	47%(2004)

	% thinking economy has improved
	27% (2003) 54%(2004)

	% living below official poverty rate
	49%  (2003), 43(2004)

	Attitude to mobilization
	N/A

	Fraud expected at upcoming elections
	19% in municipal elections of 2004, 

47 said AZ not demo in 2002 and 20 in 2004

	Russia is seen more as a…
	Friend/neutral

	Wages and wage arrears
	Rose, but only after 2005, before that arrears

	Conclusion
	Predisposition to change is MEDIUM-LOW


Slightly less than a half (46%) thought in 2004 that Azerbaijan was a democracy, while a fifth thought it was a non-democracy and a fifth thought it was a mix of both systems. What is noteworthy is that the number of people considering Azerbaijan a democracy grew from 29% in 2002 and 42% in 2003 to the current level of 46%. IFES pollsters concluded on available data that Azeri assessments of democracy are closely connected to perceptions of economic well-being rather than more direct indicators, e.g. free and fair elections or basic freedoms. 

Regarding attitudes to political parties, though many Azerbaijanis viewed them as necessary element of a political system (63%), only 27% thought parties communicated their platforms more or less effectively. Very few respondents cited parties other than Yeni Azerbaijan as representing aspiration of people like them, while 40% indicated no party represents their interests. Another forty percent indicated that such a party is Yeni Azerbaijan (IFES 2005). 
In terms of the real economy, there were wage arrears as late as 2001 and it was common for public workers to get underpaid, especially in relation to people employed by the oil sector (EIU CP AZ 2001). It was common for state employees to be employed part time in private sector. Though rich in oil, areas outside Baku were poor with often electricity outages. (EIU CP AZ 2001).Wage arrears to save money and meet target budget as late as 2002.Arrears seem to have continued even to 2003 (EIU CP AZ 2003), however, “Economic circumstances currently play in Mr. Aliev’s favor, since growing oil wealth gives him the resources with which to stave off public discontent and to ensure the support of the ruling elites” (EIU CP AZ 2004, 13).In 2005 EIU again estimates that oil wealth will help Aliev junior placate potential opponents (EIU CP AZ 2005, 9). Wages rose starting mid 2005 because of oil wealth. They rose 11% in real time, and poverty fell from 49% in 2003 (!!!) to 43% in 2004 (EIU CP AZ 2006), though trickle-down is low and uneven. 

Structural factors

The outgoing president Heydar Aliev was a lame duck, due to failing health and heir apparency of his son, Ilham. Ilham’s succession, however, raised many concerns, even among the elites, who thought of him as lacking charisma and leadership skills. A number of observers had concerns that Aliev junior would not be able to secure support of significant parts of the elites in 2002 (EIU CP AZ 2002, 16). 

Regarding privatization, Azerbaijan’s leadership privatized small businesses earning a score of 3.67 in EBRD Index, but had less advanced privatization scores on large scale privatization (2) in 2002 and 2004, on year before the crucial elections. In 2004, 60% of its GDP came from private sector(EBRD 2011).
However, unlike Armenia that only had modest to small rents available from resource exports, Azerbaijan had extensive oil and gas reserves, attracting foreign direct investment cash that was used to cover budget deficits. Moreover, once the oil windfall started coming at the beginning of 2000s, Azerbaijan State Oil Fund, SOFAZ, was put up to accumulate excess cash. Therefore, it would be fair to conclude that Azerbaijan, unlike neighboring Armenia had rentier resources that could possibly be used to buy off and placate the population. Indeed, part of that resource has been spend to improve infrastructure and wages in the budget sector, as well keep the urban intelligentsia employed and happy in the oil sector and accompanying industries. 
Table 4 Structural variables Azerbaijan factsheet

	Name of the variable
	Azerbaijan 2003 and 2005

	Lame duck
	Yes (2003), no (2005)

	IMF dependence
	No

	Ruling party
	Yes

	Privatization
	Medium

	Private GDP
	60

	Large Scale
	2

	Small Scale
	3.67

	System
	

	Democracy score
	autocracy

	FH Political Rights
	6

	FH Civil Liberties
	5

	FH status
	Not free

	Media score CT
	5.5 (2003), 6.75 (2004)

	Media FoP
	Not free

	IREX MSI
	Unsustainable mixed

	Rentier resource
	Yes

	Civil society
	4.25 (2003), 4.5 (2004) (hybrid)

	Strong and rich security apparatus
	Yes


In terms of the political regime, Azerbaijan was categorized by the Freedom House as an autocracy in 2002 and 2004 with an average score of 5.5 for political and civil rights making it definitely the worst country among the South Caucasus three (Freedom House 2012).   Therefore, unlike Armenia, Azerbaijan was not a soft authoritarian regime. 

Regarding independent media, Azerbaijani media environment has been rated by Freedom House as ‘not free’ in its Freedom of the Press 2002 report and its Independent Media for 2003 in Nations in Transit report was  5.5 and declined to 6.75 the following year (Freedom House 2012). IREX Media Sustainability Index paints a more favorable picture of Azerbaijani media in 2002 and 2004, putting it in the same category as Armenia – unsustainable mixed system of media, with the situation worsening slightly by 2004.

In terms of civil society, Azerbaijan’s score was 4.25 in 2003 and 4.5 in 2004, putting it in the category of hybrid regimes in terms of civil society. 

Regarding the anti-incumbent national identity in Azerbaijan, Ilham Aliev’s father Heydar hails from Nakhichevan, an autonomous region and an exclave in Armenia, while Ilham’s wife is from Baku-based Pashayev clan. Thus in 2003, during the power transfer there were certain former Communist elites and Nakhichevanis that might have had reservations about the family rule but did not show visible signs of it. Once in power, Ilham started replacing Nakhichevani notables in the ruling party and government positions with his own people from Baku-based technocracy, but the opposition to this has been personality-based and did not translate into a region-based animosity (EIU CP AZ 2006). 
Regarding the three variables used to operationalize authoritarian capacity, Azerbaijan, unlike Armenia, has a ruling party similar to the United Russia in Russia and Nur Otan in Kazakhstan. New Azerbaijan controls the majority of seats since 1995 elections, the second largest majority being (largely pro-regime) independents. Other parties, such as ANIP, Musavat and Popular Front are largely marginalized. NAP has been around for more than a decade and basically was the launching organization of Aliev senior (EIU CP AZ 2001). Elite was organized enough to ensure that Aliev junior succeeded without major overhaul. Lending further credibility to the claim about the ruling party is the fact that Aliev junior was a deputy head of YAP/NAP, a position seen as a further guarantee that the party (i.e. elites) would nominate him for presidency. Originally a party of communists opposing Elchibey and of Nakhichevanis,  YAP rapidly transformed into a party of power. Soon after coming to power Aliev junior sidelined a number of prominent individuals who could have posed a threat. One of them was his own uncle Jalal Aliev, a NAP member. Also Aliev seems to have been investing energy in putting his own people from Baku based younger elites, relatives of his wife Mehriban into key positions, replacing many from the Nakhichevani old guard (EIU CP AZ 2005). After the dynastic succession, the struggle went on within the ruling elites. Aliev arrested a number of ministers for an alleged coup in 2005, including Farhad Aliev, minister for Economic Development.

After 2003, Mehriban Alieva’s clan, the Pashaevs, come to key positions (EIU CP AZ 2006). After Aliev junior’s accession to power some previously unknown rivalries became apparent, e.g. people like Kemaleddin Heydarov (Customs head), Farhad Aliev (Economic Development minister) and their rivalry, Ramiz Mehdiyev (Presidential Administration, grey cardinal)

Azerbaijan’s military has been engaged in combat missions during the Karabakh conflict, therefore we could talk about the military apparatus with war experience. Moreover, the country can afford an extensive and well equipped interior ministry and secret police. Even though there is some information that State Security Ministry might have had leaders whose loyalty to the president was questionable, structural reorganization of the ministry before Aliev’s death should have changed the balance of power in favor of the president (Agentura.Ru2011).  Due to oil windfall, Azerbaijan has enough money to spend on beefing up its security apparatus. Moreover, there is some information about arms race and espionage hysteria between Armenia and Azerbaijan, therefore it would be fair to assume that both countries have an extensive and well equipped military apparatus and Azerbaijan also has strong domestic intelligence component with ties to Turkish intelligence, the MIT and Israeli Mossad (Agentura.Ru 2011). Fiscal spending in mid 2000s was good enough to massively increase spending on the military (EIU 2006 CP).

Regarding the third component of authoritarian capacity, Azerbaijan’s economy is less privatized than that of Armenia and the country has natural resource rents available to consolidate authoritarian capacity. The gov’t depends on oil for fiscal stability (EIU AZ CP 2002). Starting July 2001 AZ was to receive in three years US 100mln in PRGF and received USD 10mln in July 2001 and February 2002, the third tranche was frozen due to disagreement over unified energy prices (EIU CP AZ 2002). Fiscal position is depended on energy sector (which accounts for one third of fiscal revenue and 7% of GDP in 2002s – EIU CP AZ 2002, 22). FDI covered lots of government’s current account deficits. 

There is SOFAZ (though rules prevent it from political spending) and Azeri budget deficit is about 1-2% of GDP since peace and oil flows. Oil sector covers budget deficits in the non-oil sector, but there are still wage payment arrears (EIU CP AZ 2005). Oil windfall was expected at the end of 2005 as money from the explored oil and gas fields starts flowing strongly (EIU CP AZ 2005, 27). 

Georgia
Predisposition to radical change

The Georgian case is a ‘positive’ case among the three cases where electoral protests following the parliamentary elections of 2004 grew into the Rose Revolution and when President Shevarnadze’s system of managed democracy fell in the face of people power revolution (Nodia 2005). Interestingly, Shevarnadze was ousted even though his presidential term would only finish in 2005. In the Georgian case, though the electoral fraud concerned parliamentary elections, mass indignation swept away the presidency as well, just like in the Kyrgyz Republic. 
According to IRI Voter Study conducted in May 2003, 83% of Georgians thought that the country was moving in wrong direction, while only 11% thought the opposite (IRI 2003). When asked about economic situation over the past year, 54% of the population considered that the situation worsened a lot or somewhat, while it allegedly improved only for 13% (a third agreed it stayed the same). 48% said economic standing of their household deteriorated, 40% said it stayed the same. 69% of Georgians were not satisfied with the way Georgian democracy was developing, while only 20% were. Expectedly and in line with public opinion in the neighboring countries, falling standards of living and unemployment were the biggest concerns for Georgians. Somewhat surprisingly most forms of collective political action (petitions, strikes, demonstrations, boycotts, peaceful occupation) were frowned upon by the majority of Georgians, even when authorized (53% found even authorized demonstrations unacceptable, 56% opposed legal strikes and 54% opposed collection of signatures and petitions), most likely out of the fear of political instability and war. Two thirds did not express interest in politics. Contrary to what might seem, the populace did not think any political party could solve country’s problems. Citizen’s Union was quite unpopular and 63% thought the new government should be formed of by parties not currently in power. 
Table 5 Predisposition to change Georgia factsheet

	Name of the variable
	Georgia 2003

	% thinking the country is in ‘right direction’
	11%

	In ‘wrong direction’
	83%

	% thinking economy has improved
	13%

	% living below official poverty rate
	59%(1999)

29(2003, WB)

	Attitude to mobilization
	Very conservative

	Fraud expected at upcoming elections
	Half of respondents

	CONCLUSION
	Predisposition to change is HIGH


Regarding expectations of fairness of polls, in May 2003 IRI Survey, half of responded stated that 2003 parliamentary elections would not be free and fair, while only 21% said they would be free and fair. 
Regarding foreign policy orientations, USA was seen as a partner by a dominant 59% of the population, while the attitude towards Russia was ambivalent with 42% seeing it as a partner and 60% as a threat. 46% and 44% thought favorably of EU and NATO respectively, while only a third thought favorably of CIS and 38% disliked it.  
Official statistics report 59% of the population below the poverty line in 1999, a big rise from 43% in 1997; 70% of the population living at or below the subsistence level (EIU GEO CP 2001, 13).  Tax collection was very weak, despite a new tax code introduced at the beginning of the 2000s and budget revenue amounted to only about 14.3% of GDP in 2000 (EIU GEO CP 2001, 19).  Wages were extremely low. The average monthly wage was 95 lari in 2001, which is a quarter less than cost of the minimal consumption basket. Even with sustained rises in average wage over the preceding several years, it was 105 lari in 2002, while the minimum consumption basket was 110 lari (EIU GEO CP 2003). 

Since the government of Georgia did not have natural resource endowments and, therefore, very little FDI inflow, budget deficits were covered through borrowing. To improve the fiscal situation and fight declining living standards the Government of Georgia and the IMF agreed in January 2001 on a three-year 141-million-dollar loan in the framework of IMF’s Poverty Reduction and Growth Facility. There have been arrears in transfers of the credit, however, due to IMF’s unhappiness with Georgian reforms. The latest tranche has been held up until June 2002 (EIU GEO CP 2003, 24). 

As a sign of declining popularity of Shevarnadze rule, his party, the UCG lost 2002 local elections to main opposition parties. There was turbulence outside electoral politics as well: thousands came out to protest the storming of Rustavi-2 TV station by state security troops in 2001, unleashing a political crisis that Shevarnadze survived only by dismissing his government
.as well as street protests connected with Rustavi-2 storming. 

Structural factors

Even though president Shevarnadze comfortably won the 2000 presidential elections against a stalwart communist holdover, Jumber Patiashvili, he has been seen as a lame duck president since Citizen’s Union lost municipal elections in 2002. Shevarnadze was however, ousted a year before his legitimate second term was over. 
Georgian economy was privatized much more than that of neighboring Azerbaijan. The country’s EBRD privatization score was 3.33 for large-scale privatization and 4 for small scale in the three years preceding the Rose Revolution and in 2004 65% of its GDP came from private sector (EBRD 2011). 
Having very little natural resources to extract rents from and limited inflow of FDI due to corruption, obsolete infrastructure and bad business environment, Georgian authorities had to borrow extensively from abroad, predominantly the IMF, the World Bank and International Financial Corporation. Private Paris Club of creditors was also lending to Georgia. 
Georgian political system was the least repressive out of the three Caucasian states before their respective political crises. Freedom House’s democratization score, though declining, was 4.44 in 2002, which would qualify Georgia as a hybrid or transforming regime (Freedom House 2002). The country scored 4 on political and civil rights the same year and qualified as a partially free regime (Freedom House 2002).
Regarding independent media, Georgia’s Freedom House score on media was 2.75 in 2002, a score characteristic of semi-consolidated democracies, while IREX rated its media system as unsustainable, just like Armenia and Azerbaijan’s. Another Freedom House report, Freedom of the Press, indicates Georgian media as partly free in its 2002 report, setting it apart from the other two countries, whose media has been labeled as not free before the respective political crises. Anecdotal evidence supports these ratings. Though Armenian media environment might have been more liberal than Azeri one, neither had an independent/anti-government TV station, while Georgian opposition had a mouthpiece at Rustavi-2, a station who had most viewership in Georgia (86% reported watching it in May 2003 survey by IRI).
 In terms of civil society, Georgia stably scored 4 on Freedom House’s civil society scores. This score puts Georgia of 2002 ahead of Azerbaijan of 2002 and 2004, but worse than Armenia of 2007 (Freedom House 2002). 
Table 6 Structural conditions Georgia factsheet

	Name of the variable
	Georgia 2003

	Lame duck
	Not till 2005 elections

	IMF dependence
	Yes

	Ruling party
	No

	Privatization
	High

	Private GDP
	65

	Large Scale
	3.33

	Small Scale
	4

	System
	4.4

	Democracy score
	Hybrid

	FH Political Rights
	4

	FH Civil Liberties
	4

	FH status
	Partly free

	Media score CT
	2.75

	Media FoP
	Partly free

	IREX MSI
	Unsustainable mixed

	Rentier resource
	No

	Civil society
	4 (hybrid)

	Strong and rich security apparatus
	No


President Shevarnadze had to deal with regional opposition to his own regime, in the face of Aslan Abashidze and his Union of Democratic Revival party. Moreover, until early 2001 there were pockets of unrest created by supporters of the deceased president Zviad Gamsakhurdia. Moreover, Abkhazia and South Ossetia have opposed Shevarnadze’s rule and Georgian sovereignty of their territories in general. It is necessary to note, however, that unlike Western Ukrainian opposition to president Kuchma, Georgian anti-Shevarnadze regional identity has no pro-democracy spirit to it whatsoever. All three of regional groupings opposing Shevarnadze’s rule – Abkhazians, Adzharans and South Ossetians are run by strongmen themselves and do oppose Shevarnadze out of strategic, rather than ideological reasons. 
Regarding the three pillars of authoritarian capacity identified by Lucan Way, Georgia had a party of power in the face of Citizens’ Union, but CUG was not a ruling party, at least not after 1999, when the party has gained 40% of the votes, unlike ruling parties in nearby Russia and Kazakhstan. Moreover, unlike Armenian Republican Party, for example, Citizens’ Union was suffering from a serious internal rift, between pro-Western reformist wing, led by Zurab Zhvania and conservative wing, comprising former red directors and communists from old administration. The split was finalized when Zhvania and other young reformers left the party in 2002. 
Georgia also lacked an extensive and well-established security apparatus. The Georgian military was very weak and ill-equipped, as was spectacularly demonstrated by military campaign in 2008. The internal security apparatus was also weak, to such an extent that kidnappings were observed in Georgia as late as 2001 and there were several attempts at President Shevarnadze’s life which both the internal affairs and state security apparatuses failed to prevent. In a dire financial and fiscal situation, the Shevarnadze regime could not afford to spend much on its security and internal repression machine. It might be one of the reasons that the second Georgian president ruled by manipulation and fraud, rather than outright repression. 
Shevarnadze regime also lacked economic power, as it had neither rents from natural resources, nor extensive control of the economy through viable state enterprises. The government had to constantly apply for outside lending to cover fiscal spending excesses and the money always came with strings attached: the IMF would typically ask to streamline revenue by clamping down on corruption, enforcing tax payments, raising some taxes and cutting spending. All conditions were undermining the regime, since Shevarnadze’s patronal system depended on unclear rules and selective enforcement, while raising taxes and cutting spending was a politically damaging strategy. 
SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION

Factual data gathered and summarized in Table 7 suggest a number of interesting observations. The first is that mobilizational mood of the population is a bad predictor of mobilizational potential. For example, an absolute majority of the population in both Georgia and Armenia before their respective crises thought that holding unauthorized rallies, demonstrations and strikes was undesirable, However, such a conservative attitude to mobilization did not prevent people from mobilizing in both countries to protest electoral fraud, though the sizes of crowds varied. In sum, people might engage in unauthorized protest action, even thought they might have thought it undesirable before. 

Second is that predisposition to radical change, as operationalized by several survey questions and socio-economic indicators in this essay, is a poor predictor of popular mobilization, but might be a better predictor of the outcome of such mobilization. To put it differently, populations in the three countries showed a tendency to mobilize in face of fraudulent elections regardless of the differences in the level of predisposition to change. High predisposition to change, however, coincides with a ‘positive outcome,’ i.e. authoritarian breakdown. 

Table 7 Summary of Main Structural Variables

	Longer Term Variables
	Armenia 2008
	Azerbaijan 2003 and 2005
	Georgia 2003
	Good predictor of authoritarian breakdown

	Predisposition to radical change
	Low 
	Medium-low
	High 
	Yes

	Privatization
	High
	Medium
	High 
	No

	Regime type
	Semi-consolidated authoritarian
	Semi-consolidated authoritarian
	Hybrid
	Yes

	Media
	Not free
	Not free
	Partly free
	Yes

	Natural resource rents
	Some (diaspora,diamonds)
	Yes (oil)
	No
	Yes

	Civil society score
	3.5, just like semi-consolidated democracies
	4.25 (2003), 4.5 (2004),typical of hybrid regimes
	4,typical of hybrid regimes
	No

	Anti-incumbent identity
	No
	No**
	No*
	No

	Incumbent capacity
	Medium-low
	High
	Low
	Yes


*Anti-Shevarnadze regionalism of Abashidze was also directed against the opposition, while South Ossetian and Abkhazian regionalism did not translate into specific anti-Shevarnadze policies in Georgia                             
**There are distinct clans and interest groups in Azerbaijan, e.g. Yeraz, Nakhichevan and Baku-Shirvan clans, but competing clans were more or less consolidated around Ilham Aliev during the two critical junctures
Third is that ‘privatization-mobilization-breakdown’ is not lent support by the three cases, at least not w when measured the way I did in this paper. Levels of privatization do not correlate neither with absence/presence of mobilization nor with authoritarian breakdown/survival. It might be necessary to refine the argument, but such an exercise would require further research on a bigger sample of cases.
Fourth, the type of regime in which the fraudulent election tool place matters for the outcome of anti-fraud mobilization. In the three South Caucasus cases Georgia was designated asa hybrid regime, while its two neighbors were specified as semi-consolidated authoritarian regimes (with Freedom House democracy scores being 4.6 for Georgia, 5.2 for Armenia and 5.5 and 5.6 for Azerbaijan in the two years under consideration). Georgia had an average of 4 on its civil and political rights score, Armenia followed with 4.5 and Azerbaijan had 5.5.  Thus, in hybrid regimes protest mobilization has a higher chance of success with authoritarian breakdown. 
Part of the regime set up, independent media also proved to play a key role in the success of protest mobilization. All three countries experienced protest mobilization, despite the fact that Armenian and Azerbaijani opposition lacked a strong mouthpiece like Georgian Rustavi-2.  The differences lie in the outcome of mobilization. Georgian system was rated as partially free by Freedom House’s Freedom of the Press report team, with a score of 3.75, while its neighbors were both rated non-free with scores above 5.5. Thus patterns of media freedom coincide with the pattern of authoritarian breakdown. 

The countries have diverging luck with rentier resources as well. Azerbaijani government was well-endowed with oil and now gas resources and started exploiting them once Heydar Aliev came to power and political stability ensured. Oil incomes skyrocketed in mid 2000s, providing the country with extra cash stored at state sovereign fund. But even before than FDI inflows helped finance government spending. Unlike Azerbaijan, Georgia had no rentier resource and until fiscal reforms initiated by Saakashvili government the leadership was barely making ends meet with credits and loans from Paris Club and intergovernmental organizations. Armenia is somewhere in between, though closer to Georgia. While it is true that Armenians did not have much natural resource except for semi-precious metals and diamond ores, the country had much benefitted from financials transfers and remittances of the Armenian diaspora. Based on these differences one can conclude that availability of financial rents does play a role in the survival of authoritarianism. 
The available data suggests that free and strong civil society doesn’t play a significant role in authoritarian breakdown. Armenia had the best score for civil society before its 2008 electoral crisis, yet did not see demise of authoritarianism there, while civil society scores for ‘revolutionary’ Georgia and Azerbaijan, where authoritarianism survived and consolidated, had similar civil society scores 4.5 and 4. 

Finally the available evidence supports the thesis about security apparatus. All three countries witnessed war, Armenia – international conflict, Georgia – civil war, while Azerbaijan saw both. These conflicts gave useful combat and repression experience to military-security apparatuses in all three countries. However, in terms of financing, Georgian military and security apparatus was far behind the better financed, equipped and trained Azerbaijani and Armenian servicemen. This hints that financing of the security apparatus might prolong the tenure of authoritarians and help them survive political crises. 

Anti-incumbent regional identity, identified by Lucan Way (2005) as one factor that prevented consolidation of authoritarianism in Eastern European post-Soviet countries did not play an important role in the South Caucasus with the existing regional groups colluding behind an incumbent for tactical reasons. 

Finally regarding incumbent capacity, the picture is vague. On the one hand it is clear that the Shevarnadze regime had extremely low incumbent capacity around 2003, having neither a ruling party, nor rents or economic control and not having control over the security apparatus, nor finance for it. Azerbaijan is a total opposite, the country had a ruling party, petrodollar income soaring a battle-experienced military apparatus and unity in security apparatus. As a result Georgian regime crumbled in the face of popular challenge, while Azeri one withstood with some effort. 

Armenian case is somewhere in the middle. On the one had, Kocharyan-Sargsyan regime had neither a predominant ruling party, nor windfall of rents from natural resources. There was some money from remittances and charity of the Diaspora, but only a fraction of those monies went directly to the regime. However, Armenian security apparatus stood united and was well financed and maintained despite the overall economic poverty. Its unity was not insignificantly helped by the fact that heir to President Kocharyan, SerzhSargsyan was the head of all three main power ministries at some point of his career. The financing of the army increased in reaction to Azerbaijan’s boost in military spending in mid 2000s. Based on these considerations incumbent capacity in Armenia is rated as medium. 
To sum up, incumbent capacity matters only as much as the country lacks it. Georgia did lack high incumbent capacity and as a result ended with a breakdown of authoritarianism, while its neighbors had medium to high levels of incumbent capacity which allowed them to weather political crises more confidently. 

CONCLUSIONS 

In this paper, I presented two competing theoretical approaches to explaining authoritarian breakdown in the face of popular mobilization, usually in the aftermath of fraudulent elections. The two approaches are state fragility approach, that privileges structural variables and actor tactics approach that concentrates on shorter-term agency variables. 
Comparing the structural conditions in the three countries it was found out that predisposition to change, incumbent capacity, including availability of rents, regime type and media freedom play a significant role.  

A theoretically surprising findings, however, was that high privatization, vibrant civil society and anti-incumbent regional identity do not help distinguish cases of mobilization that ended with authoritarian survival from the case of popular mobilization that brought authoritarian breakdown. The finding is theoretically surprising because a number of scholars have identified privatization  (Radnitz 2010), civil society (McFaul 2005, Diuk 2005) as conducive to ‘color revolution,’ while anti-incumbent regional identity was found to have a negative effect on authoritarian consolidation (Way 2005). The case might be that there are better ways to measure these variables and do their explanatory power more justice. This is beyond the scope of present paper and calls for further research into the matter. 
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Figure 1 Grouping of variables by actor and term








� The scores range from 1 to 4+ (4.33), 1 stands for a centrally planned economy, while 4+ signifies a full market economy.


� Though a number of publications and scholars cited IRI’s Election Campaign Survey, I was not able to get hold of the document.


� The key ministers from the dismissed government, however, were reappointed, aggravating distrust in Shevarnadze regime. 





