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Abstract 

What is the likelihood of repression when the primary goal of the 
protesters is regime change? This article seeks to fill a gap in the protest-
repression literature by exploring the likelihood of repression depending 
on the goals of the protesters. It has been discovered that autocratic 
leaders are more likely to use repression as a response to protest than 
democratic leaders. Beyond regime type, it is theorized that leaders are 
more likely to repress protesters when their power is under threat. It is 
argued that the stronger the threat, the more likely repression will occur 
due to fear of substantially decreasing or losing power. A goal of 
overthrowing the state or causing a drastic shift in a state’s balance of 
power is accepted as being a more intense threat than other protest 
objectives. This argument poses that this heightened threat to state power 
proposed by protesters will increase the likelihood of repression. Using 
yearly data on 250 nonviolent and violent campaigns collected between 
1945 and 2006, this study uses logistic regression analysis to test whether 
a state is more likely to respond to protests with a goal of regime change 
compared to less intense goals such as policy change or institutional 
reform. The study finds the highest level of repression occurs when a state 
is met with a protest objective of regime change, demonstrating that the 
more sophisticated the campaign goal is, the more likely a state will 
respond to dissent with repressive action.  
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Introduction 
In 2018, protests broke out in Nicaragua over social security reforms 
declared by President Daniel Ortega that increased taxes and decreased 
benefits (Amnesty International 2018). After nearly a week of protests 
in which nearly thirty people were killed, the reform was cancelled; 
however, the opposition has only increased and protests to oust Ortega 
are still ongoing (Amnesty International, 2021). The regime continues 
to double down on dissent with exceedingly repressive strategies, such 
as the excessive use of force and extrajudicial executions (Amnesty 
International, 2018). As of 2021, Human Rights Watch (HRW) reports 
that the National Police and armed pro-government groups have killed 
300 people and injured 2,000 others (HRW: World Report, 2021). The 
more they demand a change in both policy and leadership, the harsher 
the consequences become.  

In 2020, Polish protesters took to the streets of Warsaw to 
stand against the court’s decision to ban nearly all abortions, and it was 
reported that well over 100,000 people were in attendance (CNN, 
2020). This demonstration was the culmination of nine days of 
nationwide protests since the court’s decision, and local media stated 
that 430,000 people attended more than 400 protests across the 
country (CNN, 2020). Despite this being one of the largest protests in 
decades, Polish protesters demanding policy change were not met with 
repressive action from their government.  

Individuals from all corners of the globe are demanding reform 
and accountability from those in power as they experience deepening 
inequality, injustice, bad governance, and corruption. Protesters in 
Nicaragua and Poland had different demands from their governments, 
with the former demanding regime change and the latter demanding 
policy change. These demonstrations mark some of the largest protests 
in both Nicaraguan and Polish history, though Nicaraguan protesters 
were brutally repressed, and those in Poland were not.  

The relationship between protest and repression is far from 
being understudied, though, the relationship between the goals of 
protesters and the state response of repression has been left relatively 
untouched, and it is crucial to understand the effects of protest 
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objectives on the outcome of repression. Thus, the question remains: 
is repression more likely to occur based on the goals of a protest 
campaign? In an attempt to close this gap, this study aims to provide 
additional research on the relationship between protest and repression 
with particular attention paid to protest objectives. There are countless 
documented objectives of protesters, though for the purpose of this 
inquiry, the focus will be on the goals of regime change, institutional 
reform, policy change, territorial secession, greater autonomy, and anti-
occupation (Chenoweth and Lewis, 2019). The argument that guides 
this article is that the aim of regime change will have a higher 
probability of resulting in repressive action from a government than 
any other specified campaign goals. As mentioned, the examples above 
reflect that the goals of protests may have an impact on the response 
of the state, and because of this, the effect of protest objectives on the 
likelihood of repressive state action ought to be considered.  

The sections are organized as follows: the next section reviews 
the literature on the subject of protest and repression and presents the 
theory that guide this inquiry. The following section discusses the 
research design and expected findings. The final section concludes 
with a discussion on the limitations of this inquiry and suggestions for 
future research.  

 
Literature Review and Theoretical Development 
Many scholars have looked into the relationship between protest and 
repression, and this research program has been coined as the protest-
repression nexus. Countless scholars have advanced this body of 
literature with empirical and theoretical evidence on the relationship 
between protest and repression (Dallin and Breslauer, 1970; Hibbs, 
1973; Gamson, 1975; Tilly, 1978; Stohl & Lopez, 1983; Gurr, 1986; 
Ziegenhagen, 1986; Gurr & Lichbach, 1986; Mason & Kraine, 1989; 
Opp & Roehl, 1990; Hoover & Kowalewski, 1992; Gutpa et al., 1993; 
Karklins & Petersen, 1993; Opp, 1994; Poe & Tate, 1994; Davenport, 
1995, 1996; Fransisco, 1995, 1996; Miller, 1995, 1999; Garner & Regan, 
1996; Rasler, 1996; Moore, 1998, 2000, 2002; Enterline & Gleditsch, 
2000; Regan & Henderson, 2002; Davenport & Armstrong, 2004; Poe 
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2004; Boudreau, 2005; Carey, 2010; Graeme, 2016).  The scholarship 
on the protest-repression nexus can be divided into two separate 
groups.  The first group uses repression as the independent variable, 
concentrating on the effects that repression has on protest (Hibbs, 
1973; Tilly, 1978; Lichbach, 1987; Opp & Roehl, 1990; Opp, 1994; 
Fransisco, 1995, 1996; Rasler, 1996; Moore, 1998). The second group 
uses repression as the dependent variable, concentrating on how 
governments react to protest (Gamson, 1975; Gurr & Lichbach, 1987; 
Mason & Kraine, 1989; Gutpa et al., 1993; Davenport, 1995; Garner 
& Regan, 1996; Moore, 2000). Several studies have discovered that as 
protest becomes more widespread and more violent, the likelihood 
that a government will respond with repression increases (Gurr a& 
Lichbach, 1987; Gutepa et al., 1993). Regardless of how scholars 
choose to use repression, whether it be the independent or dependent 
variable, the idea is that protest and repression both impact one 
another.  

For this study, repression is used as the dependent variable. 
There are two approaches that explain the use of repressive behavior 
by states: the rational choice theory and the habituation theory. On the 
one hand, rational choice theorists argue that a calculated decision is 
made to maximize the likelihood that opposition behavior 
accommodation occurs; if the conditions for repression seem more 
appropriate than the lack of repression, then repression will be 
employed by the government (Stohl & Lopez, 1983; Lichbach, 1987; 
Karklins & Petersen, 1993). On the other hand, habituation theorists 
argue that the decision to use state-led repression hinges on what has 
taken place before, the idea being that if it is standard procedure for 
the government to respond to dissent with repression, the likelihood 
of that happening again increases (Gurr, 1986; Ziegenhagen, 1986; 
Hoover & Kowalewski, 1992). However, Davenport (1996) 
introduced an additional approach for studying how governments 
react to protest: the synthesis approach. This approach allows for both 
rational choice and habituation to play a role, insisting that not only do 
states rely on rational calculations to make the decision to use 
repression, but their actions toward dissent are also based on the 
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traditional means of dealing with repression within their country 
(Davenport, 1996).  

What do governments perceive as the benefits of responding 
to political dissent with repression? Many of these anticipated benefits 
depend on the regime type. Democracies are less likely to respond with 
repression because it is disadvantageous, primarily because these 
regimes rely on the people they would be repressing for power (Muller, 
1985; Poe & Tate, 1994; Davenport, 1995; Fein, 1995; Gartner & 
Regan, 1996; Regan & Henderson, 2002; Carey, 2010). Autocracies, on 
the other hand, are more likely to use repression because they have less 
of an incentive to make concessions and it is thus more effective 
(Miller, 1995, 1999; Enterline & Gleditsch, 2000; Graeme, 2016). The 
most common understanding is that autocracies in particular, but also 
governments in general, respond to protest with repression because 
they are trying to maintain their grip on power (Hibbs, 1973; 
Ziegenhagen, 1986; Davenport, 1995; Francisco, 1996; Moore, 1998; 
Regan & Henderson, 2002; Boudreau, 2005; Carey, 2010). When the 
perceived threat increases, so too does the likelihood of state-led 
repression in response to dissent (Carey, 2010). Repression is 
employed to influence the behavior of opposition groups by making 
dissent less appealing; the regime is attempting to show to both 
domestic and international forces that they are in control of the 
territory (Davenport & Armstrong, 2004; Graeme, 2016). Other 
scholars agree, insisting that repression is employed to reduce threats 
to their role, increase the strength of the regime, or when there is not 
a better strategy to control the population (Dallin & Breslauer, 1970; 
Poe, 2004).  

While there is extensive research on the relationship between 
protest and repression, this inquiry seeks to expand this body of 
literature to determine if the goals of opposition movements have an 
impact on the likelihood that repression is employed. The body of 
literature explains why governments respond to protest based on their 
decision-making processes, the perceived benefits of repressive 
behaviour and regime type, but the question of whether the goals of 
the protesters impact these decisions remains.  
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 As reflected, the literature on the protest-repression nexus 
demonstrates that many regimes who respond to protest with 
repression do so because they want to reduce threats to their grip on 
power. Especially in autocratic regimes, the goal of the leader is to 
signal to opposition that they are not weak, and that dissent is not 
rewarded under their rule. Repressive leaders are signaling that they are 
in control of the state and that dissent is a costly decision. As this 
perceived threat increases, the likelihood of repression also increases. 
Thus, when the primary goal of protesters is to overthrow the state or 
force a shift in the regime’s hold on power, a regime is more likely to 
respond with repression to signal that they will go to great lengths to 
squash this threat and ensure their grip on power. In addition to regime 
change, the campaign goals under examination are institutional reform, 
policy change, territorial secession, greater autonomy, and anti-
occupation (Chenoweth & Lewis, 2019). Of these goals, regime change 
is assumed to be the most intense threat to a regime’s grip on power. 
The aim of this assumption is not to undermine the importance of the 
remaining goals, but instead to determine which of these goals is the 
most threatening to a regime. Therefore, the argument that guides this 
study is that a protest objective of regime change is more likely to result 
in repression than less intense goals such as policy change or 
institutional reform.  
 
Hypothesis  
As aforementioned, the singular hypothesis that guides this study is 
that a protest objective of regime change is more likely to be met with 
state-led repression than other, less threatening objectives. To be clear, 
this hypothesis does not put forth that other campaign goals are not 
met with state-led repression, but rather that repression is more likely 
to occur when the goal of the campaign is regime change.  
 
Research Design  
This study utilizes data from the 2019 Nonviolent and Violent 
Campaigns and Outcomes (NAVCO) data project, particularly the 
NAVCO 2 data series. Comprehensively, this project provides global 
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data on both violent insurgencies and nonviolent civil resistance 
campaigns. In particular, the NAVCO 2 data series provides yearly data 
on 250 nonviolent and violent insurrections between 1945 and 2006 
(Chenoweth & Lewis, 2019). The data set is limited to campaigns that 
have at least 1,000 participants (Chenoweth & Lewis, 2019).  
 To test the hypothesis above, the variables chosen from the 
dataset need to be considered. First, the dependent variable is 
repression, defined in the dataset as the degree of state repression in 
response to campaign activity (Chenoweth & Lewis, 2019). The 
original variable is coded with five values – accounting for an unknown 
degree of repression and ranging from “0” for “no repression” to “3” 
for “extreme repression” (Chenoweth & Lewis, 2019). However, for 
the purpose of this study, this variable has been recoded as a 
dichotomous variable in which the varying degrees of repression were 
combined into one category and the value of an “unknown degree of 
repression” has been removed. The idea is that the degree of 
repression is not necessarily the focus of this study, but rather the focus 
is whether or not repression occurred.  
 The primary predictor variable used will be the stated political 
goals of a campaign (Chenoweth & Lewis, 2019). A total of four 
logistic regressions were run, two of which used the original coding of 
the variable and two of which used the recoded version. From the 
dataset, ‘campaign goals’ is a categorical variable, coded “0” for regime 
change; “1” for institutional reform; “2” for policy change; “3” for 
territorial secession; “4” for greater autonomy; and “5” for anti-
occupation (Chenoweth & Lewis, 2019). For the remaining two 
regressions, ‘campaign goals’ was recoded as a dichotomous variable 
in which regime change is one category and the remaining five 
categories have been grouped together. This variable was recoded to 
compare the goal of regime change to a category that includes the 
remaining campaign goals.  
 There are three additional independent variables that have 
been chosen as an effort to control for alternative explanations for why 
a state responds to protests with repression. From the NAVCO 2 data 
set, the primary method of resistance is a dichotomous variable that is 
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defined as whether the campaign relied primarily on nonviolent or 
violent resistance (Chenoweth & Lewis, 2019). The assumption is that 
violent campaigns are more likely to be repressed because they pose a 
bigger threat to a regime than their nonviolent campaigns. Therefore, 
if a campaign with the goal of regime change is violent, repression 
cannot be directly linked to a campaign goal without considering the 
primary method of resistance utilized by the campaign.  

From the NAVCO 2 data set, ‘the intensity of conflict within 
a campaign’ is a categorical variable that is defined as the existence and 
nature of disagreement within a campaign – essentially, to what extent 
is the campaigned unified? (Chenoweth & Lewis, 2019). This variable 
ranges from a seemingly unified campaign to an actively competitive 
and violent campaign. The idea of this variable is that the more unified 
the campaign is, the bigger the threat it poses to a regime, and the more 
likely repression will occur. It is important to control for this variable 
to ensure that the unification and perceived degree of harmony within 
a campaign is not impacting the likelihood of repression in a regime 
change protest.  

Lastly, from the NAVCO 2 data set, ‘change in primary 
resistance method’ is a categorical variable that is defined as whether 
the campaign’s primary method of resistance changed (nonviolent vs. 
violent). Repression may be more likely when the primary method of 
resistance changes from nonviolent to violent because the perceived 
threat of a campaign goal has increased or become more serious, thus 
making the response of repression more likely. On the contrary, if the 
primary method of resistance changes from violent to nonviolent, the 
response of repression may subside, and therefore it is important to 
control for this shift because it has the potential to influence the 
relationship in question.  

 
Results  
Figure 1 reflects the results of a logit regression that did not cluster for 
country and reflects the predicted probability of repression based on 
campaign goals, holding all other variables constant. Figure 1 does not 
fully support the hypothesis; although the point estimate for a goal of 
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regime change is the highest, that does not mean there is sufficient 
evidence to confirm the hypothesis due to random chance. Of the 
other campaign goals, institutional reform and greater autonomy do 
not statistically differ from regime change, while policy change, 
territorial secession, and anti-occupation do. Thus, the latter three 
campaign goals are the only ones that confirm the hypothesis, meaning 
the regression found partial evidence to confirm the hypothesis. Based 
on the results presented in Figure 1, it is not safe to conclude that a 
protest objective of regime change is more likely to result in repression 
comparative to the other campaign goals.  

 
Figure 2 reflects the results of a logit regression that did cluster for 
country and reflects the predicted probability of repression based on 
campaign goals, while holding all other variables constant. Figure 2 
also fails to confirm the hypothesis, and this regression found 
exceptionally less confidence and no statistical significance between 
the variables compared to the first regression. While the campaign goal 
of regime change is still shown to be more likely to experience state-
led repression compared to the other campaign goals based on its point 
estimate, there is more overlap in the confidence intervals and thus the 
remaining campaign goals do not statistically differ from regime 
change. The wide confidence intervals seen in Figure 2 indicate that 
there is less knowledge about the effects compared to Figure 1, and 
therefore further information is required. Furthermore, as seen in 
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Table 1 in the Appendix, the standard errors inflated when clustering 
for country because clustering for country simply means that all 
observations from a given country are no longer considered as 
independent events. In short, neither of the regressions discussed thus 
far provide sufficient evidence to confirm the hypothesis that a regime 
change protest is more likely to be repressed than a protest with the 
remaining objectives.  

 
 
Figure 3 reflects the results of a logit regression that did not cluster for 
country and reflects the predicted probability of repression on regime 
change protests versus the remaining campaign goals, while holding all 
other variables constant. The inquiry of this study was to determine 
whether the objective of a protest has an impact on the likelihood of 
repression, and Figure 3 not only answers that question, but also 
indicates that a protest goal of regime change is more likely to be 
repressed than the remaining campaign goals. In short, the hypothesis 
has now been confirmed – a campaign goal of regime change is 
predicted to be met with repression 97.3% of the time comparative to 
the remaining campaign goals. Looking back at the examples presented 
at the beginning of this article, Figure 3 provides reasoning as to why 
Nicaraguan protesters were met with repressive state action and Polish 
protesters were not. That is, because a campaign goal of regime change 
poses a bigger threat to a state’s balance of power than the other 
campaign goals in question. 
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Finally, Figure 4 reflects the results of a logit regression that did cluster 
for country and represents the predicted probability of repression on 
regime change protests versus the remaining campaign goals, while 
holding all other variables constant. Similar to the results shown in 
Figure 1 and 2, this test also fails to provide sufficient evidence to 
confirm the hypothesis. Additionally, as seen in Table 3 in the 
Appendix, the standard errors are inflated when clustering for country 
because clustering for country simply means that all observations from 
a given country are no longer considered as independent events. 
Although the point estimate for regime change is higher than that of 
the remaining campaign goals, when clustering for country and 
recoding campaign goals as a dichotomous variable, the overlap in 
confidence intervals shows that there is not sufficient evidence to 
confirm the hypothesis.  
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Limitations  
There are three main limitations to this study. First, the relationship 
between repression and protest was not considered for individual 
countries. While this issue was taken into consideration by clustering 
for country, this study would have greatly benefitted from more precise 
country-level data. Second, there are additional independent variables 
that could have been utilized that were not accounted for in the chosen 
dataset, such as regime type and the duration of the protest. Lastly, the 
outcome had a very large percentage of repression, which makes it 
difficult to detect variation in repression. 
 All four of the regressions did not consider individual 
countries. Conceptually, it makes sense that the results would differ 
from country to country for a variety of reasons. As previously 
mentioned, it is argued that leaders adopt a synthesis approach when 
determining whether or not to respond to a protest with repression. In 
some countries, despite the goals of protesters, it may not be beneficial 
for a regime to respond to a protest with repression because it may be 
more costly, less effective, or it may not be standard practice in that 
country. To account for these differences, this inquiry would be far 
more detailed if the regression provided data on individual countries 
rather than clustering by countries. The overall results may have been 
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relatively similar, but at least the analysis would have been able to 
consider country-level variations.  

 While there is the possibility of overcontrolling, a study 
typically benefits from an attempt to alleviate as many alternative 
explanations as possible. Regime type plays a big role in the 
relationship between protest and repression, for autocratic regimes are 
more likely to repress their citizenry than democratic regimes. Thus, 
accounting for regime type would have produced more definitive and 
detailed results. The idea here is similar to the paragraph above, the 
circumstances in each country and under different regimes vary 
significantly, and to produce more rigorous results, both of these 
factors needed to be considered. Context matters. Unfortunately, 
however, context can be extremely difficult to account for when 
attempting to produce generalized results because there are infinite 
explanations for seemingly similar situations around the world.  
 Another variable that may have been useful to consider is the 
length of a protest campaign. It would be important to consider this 
because if a campaign movement lasts days, months, or even years, it 
is likely that the intensity of the state’s response would grow with time 
if it is refusing to make concessions. If a movement only lasts for a 
short period of time, the relative threat of these groups is not very high, 
and it also makes a note of how serious they are about achieving their 
objectives. It comes back to how big of a threat these protesters 
actually pose to a given regime because it is illogical to respond to 
protests with repression if there exists no real threat to power. If 
duration was taken into consideration, it could have mitigated the 
explanation that a regime responded with repression because of the 
duration of a protest, and not because of the reasons in which they 
were protesting to begin with.  
 The final limitation is that the outcome had such a large 
percentage of repressions, which made it difficult to detect variation in 
repression. If the dataset was expanded to include shorter duration 
protests (instead of longer campaigns), then a higher percentage of the 
cases might not have resulted in repressions. Because the dataset only 
included longer campaigns, it is hard to detect this variation. While the 
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fact that repression did occur in so many cases is important, it is also 
important to consider alternative reasons why repression was so 
common in these cases, and a reason for that may be that the dataset 
was limited to longer campaigns.  
 While more control variables could be considered, the chosen 
data set did not provide the variables discussed above, and the ones 
that were chosen were the next best options. Because the chosen data 
set did not have variables that this study could utilize to consider these 
additional controls, these limitations could have been alleviated by 
bringing in more data sets. Of course, this idea of merging was 
considered. However, reconsidering the lack of individual country-
level data produced by the study, the chosen data set utilized a unique 
methodology when identifying each country. In other words, many 
studies use Polity scores, but because this data set did not, new 
variables would have needed to be created to successfully merge these 
data sets to find country-level data. Frankly, more effort could have 
been given to the limitation of country specific data, though again, 
clustering for location was the next best option. These limitations 
decrease the generalizability of the effects of campaign goals on 
repression, but that should not take away from the results that were 
found.  
 
Conclusion 
Aside from the discussed limitations and the tests that did not find 
sufficient evidence to confirm the hypothesis, the results still provide 
a critical contribution to the literature on the protest-repression nexus. 
Figure 3 did confirm the hypothesis, though it is likely that this test as 
well as the others would have provided more evidence if the 
aforementioned limitations were alleviated. Previous literature has 
shown that repression is primarily employed as an effort to control the 
population, and serious decision-making processes occur when 
determining whether repression is the most viable option. This study 
adds to the literature by insisting that leaders also take into 
consideration the objectives of campaigns when determining how to 
respond to protests. More than democratic leaders, autocratic leaders 
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are adamant to maintain their grip on power. Thus, as the aim of 
protesters becomes more stringent, the threat to a regime’s power only 
increases, in turn increasing the likelihood that a regime responds to a 
protest with more serious action.  Of the campaign goals tested, regime 
change is distinctly more serious than the remaining goals, and as this 
study has shown, repression is predicted to occur more often in 
protests with the goal of regime change than protests with less serious 
or threatening goals, such as policy change. While the literature shows 
that decision-making processes, perceived benefits and threats, and 
regime type are commonly accepted explanations for why states 
employ repressive action against protestors, the primary goals of 
protestors also have a significant effect on whether or not they will 
meet state-led repression.  
 Moving forward, there are a few things to be considered. While 
it has been mentioned that this study fills a gap in the literature, this 
study alone cannot produce generalizable results on the effect of 
campaign goals on repression. As mentioned, additional datasets 
needed to be used to improve this study. It is not that the NAVCO 2 
dataset is not comprehensive, but rather that the data is more 
concerned with the type of campaigns and their tactics. It does have a 
link to the relationship studied in this study, but it was more focused 
on the internal activities of a campaign that leads to particular 
outcomes, not necessarily the protest itself. The suggestion is that, if 
one is interested in taking this study a step further, a data set such as 
the Mass Mobilizations Project would have proven to alleviate a great 
deal of the limitations discussed. 

To address the issue of the lack of context, future research 
would benefit from adding additional variables and forms of qualitative 
research and analysis to this study. Future research would also greatly 
benefit from accounting for the lack of country-level data and a regime 
type variable. A study of this nature may use quantitative methods to 
replicate a similar regression utilized here, though with the addition of 
case study analysis to assess the importance of context in particular 
countries or regimes.  
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Political dissent is met with state-led repression across the 
world, and increasingly in states where the objectives of protesters are 
more serious. Previous literature on the subject has produced extensive 
information on how the phenomena of protest and repression interact 
with each other, but research on the relationship between particular 
protest objectives and how their governments react is quite sparse. 
This study has shown that the objectives of protesters do matter, in 
particular, sophisticated objectives such as that of regime change. 
There are countless explanations for why governments decide to 
repress their citizenry for demanding change or accountability, but this 
study has attempted to provide an additional explanation for why this 
may be occurring: protest objectives. Circling back to the examples at 
the beginning of this article, Nicaragua and Poland demonstrate that 
there is variation in government response to protest, and that the 
objectives of protesters play a role in that variation. It may be due to 
political leadership, but it also may be due to the outcomes the 
protesters sought to achieve with their protests. This study alone 
cannot act as a comprehensive explanation for the relationship 
between protest objectives and repression, though it lends an 
important finding to the question of why the repression of protesters 
is not limited to particular regime types or institutional contexts within 
countries.   
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

54 

 

 
              Spring 2021 

References 
Amnesty International. (2018, May 29). Nicaragua: Authorities unleashed 

a lethal strategy of repression against protesters. Retrieved April 2, 
2021, from 
https://www.amnesty.org/en/latest/news/2018/05/nicarag
ua-authorities-unleashed-a-lethal-strategy-of-repression-
against-protesters/ 

Amnesty International. (2021, Feb. 15). Nicaragua: Government tactics to 
silence criticism and social demands deepen human rights crisis. 
Retrieved April 19, 2021, from 
https://www.amnesty.org/en/latest/news/2021/02/nicarag
ua-tacticas-gobierno-profundizan-crisis-derechos-humanos/ 

Boudreau, V. (2005). Precarious Regimes and Matchup Problems in 
the Explanation of Repressive Policy. In Repression and 
Mobilization, edited by Davenport, C., Johnston, H., and 
Mueller, C. 33-57. Minneapolis: University of Minnesota. 

Carey, S. (2010). The Use of Repression as a Response to Domestic 
Dissent. Political Studies, 58: 167-86. 

Chenoweth, E., & Lewis, O. (2019). NAVCO 2.0 Dataset. Harvard 
Dataverse, 1. 

Chenoweth, E., & Lewis, O. (2019). NAVCO2JRPcodebook2013.pdf, 
NAVCO 2.0 Dataset, Harvard Dataverse, 1.  

Dallin, A., and Breslauer, G. (1970). Political Terror in Communist Systems. 
Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press. 

Davenport, C. (1995). Multi-Dimensional Threat Perception and State 
Repression: An Inquiry into Why States Apply Negative 
Sanctions. American Journal and Political Science, 39 (3): 683-713. 

Davenport, C. (1996). The Weight of the Past: Exploring Lagged 
Determinants of Political Repression. Political Research Quarterly, 
49(2): 377-403. 

Davenport, C., and Armstrong, D. A. (2004). Democracy and the 
Violation of Human Rights: A Statistical Analysis from 1976-
1996. American Journal of Political Science, 48 (3): 538-54. 

https://www.amnesty.org/en/latest/news/2018/05/nicaragua-authorities-unleashed-a-lethal-strategy-of-repression-against-protesters/
https://www.amnesty.org/en/latest/news/2018/05/nicaragua-authorities-unleashed-a-lethal-strategy-of-repression-against-protesters/
https://www.amnesty.org/en/latest/news/2018/05/nicaragua-authorities-unleashed-a-lethal-strategy-of-repression-against-protesters/
https://www.amnesty.org/en/latest/news/2021/02/nicaragua-tacticas-gobierno-profundizan-crisis-derechos-humanos/
https://www.amnesty.org/en/latest/news/2021/02/nicaragua-tacticas-gobierno-profundizan-crisis-derechos-humanos/


 

 

55 

Critique: a worldwide student journal of politics  

Davies, A. M. G. (2016). Policy Selection in the Face of Political 
Instability: Do States Divert, Repress, or Make Concessions? 
Journal of Conflict Resolution, 60(1): 118-142. 

Enterline, A., and Gleditsch, K. (2000). Threats, Opportunity, and 
Force: Repression and the Diversion of Domestic Pressure, 
1948-1982. International Interactions, 26 (1): 21-53. 

Fein, F. (1995). More Murder in the Middle: Life-integrity Violations 
and Democracy in the World. Human Rights Quarterly, 17: 170-
191. 

Francisco, R. (1995). The Relationship between Coercion and Protest: 
An Empirical Evaluation in Three Coercive States. Journal of 
Conflict Resolution, 39: 263-282.  

Francisco, R. (1996). Coercion and Protest: An Empirical Test in Two 
Democratic States. American Journal of Political Science, 40: 1179-
1204. 

Gamson, W. (1975). The Strategy of Social Protest. Homewood, IL: 
Dorsey.  

Garner, S. S., and Regan, P. M. (1996). Threat and Repression: The 
Non-Linear Relationship between Government and 
Opposition Violence. Journal of Peace Research. 33 (3): 273-287. 

Gurr, T. (1986). Persisting Patterns of Repression and Rebellion: 
Foundations for a General Theory of Political Coercion. In M. 
Karns, ed., Persistent Patterns and Emergent Structures in a Waning 
Century, pp. 149-68. New York: Praeger.  

Gurr, T. R., and Lichbach, M. (1986). Forecasting International 
Conflict: A Competitive Evaluation of Empirical Theories. 
Comparative Political Studies, 19 (1): 3-38. 

Gutpa, D. K., Harinder, S., and Sprague, T. (1993). Government 
Coercion of Dissidents. Journal of Conflict Resolution, 37: 301-339.  

Hibbs, D. (1973). Mass Political Violence: A Cross-National Causal 
Analysis. New York: Wiley.  

Hoover, D., and Kowalewski, D. (1992). Dynamic Models of Dissent 
and Repression. Journal of Conflict Resolution, 36: 150-82. 



 

 

56 

 

 
              Spring 2021 

Human Rights Watch. (2021). World Report 2021: Nicaragua. Retrieved 
April 19, 2021, from https://www.hrw.org/world-
report/2021/country-chapters/nicaragua 

Karklins, R., and Petersen, R. (1993). Decision Calculus of Protesters 
and Regimes: Eastern Europe 1989. Journal of Politics, 55 (3): 
588-614. 

Lichbach, M. (1987). Deterrence or Escalation? The puzzle of 
Aggregate Studies of Repression and Dissent. Journal of Conflict 
Resolution, 31: 266-297.  

Mason, D., and Kraine, D. (1989). The Political Economy of Death 
Squads: Toward a Theory of the Impact of State-sanctioned 
Terror. International Studies Quarterly, 33: 175-98.  

Miller, R. (1995). Domestic Structures and the Diversionary Use of 
Force. American Journal of Political Science, 39 (3): 760-85.  

Miller, R. (1999). Regime Type, Strategic Interaction, and the 
Diversionary Use of Force. Journal of Conflict Resolution, 43 (3): 
388. 

Moore, W. (1995). Action-Reaction or Rational Expectations? 
Reciprocity and the Domestic-International Conflict Nexus 
during the ‘Rhodesia problem’. Journal of Conflict Resolution, 39: 
127-167.  

Moore, W. (1998). Repression and Dissent: Substitution, Context, and 
Timing. American Journal of Political Science, 42 (3): 851-73.  

Moore, W. (2000). The Repression of Dissent: A Substitution Model 
of Government Coercion. Journal of Conflict Resolution, 44:109-
29.  

Mortensen, A., and Smith-Spark, L. (2020, Oct. 31). Poland’s biggest 
protest in decades stand against abortion ban. CNN. 
https://www.cnn.com/2020/10/31/europe/poland-
abortion-protests-scli-intl/index.html 

Muller, E. (1985). Income Inequality, Regime Repressiveness, and 
Political Violence. American Sociological Review, 50: 47-61. 

Opp, K. D. (1994). Repression and Revolutionary Action: East 
Germany in 1989. Rationality and Society. 6: 79-100.  

https://www.hrw.org/world-report/2021/country-chapters/nicaragua
https://www.hrw.org/world-report/2021/country-chapters/nicaragua
https://www.cnn.com/2020/10/31/europe/poland-abortion-protests-scli-intl/index.html
https://www.cnn.com/2020/10/31/europe/poland-abortion-protests-scli-intl/index.html


 

 

57 

Critique: a worldwide student journal of politics  

Opp, K. D., and Wolfgang R. (1990). Repression, Micro-mobilization, 
and Political Protest. Social Forces, 69: 521-547.  

Poe, S. C. and Tate, C. N. (1994) Repression of Human Rights and 
Personal Integrity in the 1980s: A Global Analysis. American 
Political Science Review, 88 (4), 853–72. 

Poe, S. C. (2004). The Decision to Repress: An Integrative Theoretical 
Approach to the Research on Human Rights and Repression. 
In Understanding Human Rights Violations: New Systematic Studies, 
edited by Carey, S. C., and Poe, S. C. 16-38. Aldershot, UK: 
Ashgate. 

Rasler, K. (1996). Concessions, Repression, and Political Protest in the 
Iranian Revolution. American Sociological Review, 61: 132-152.  

Regan, P., and Henderson, E. (2002). Democracy, Threats and Political 
Repression in Developing Countries: Are Democracies 
Internally Less Violent? Third World Quarterly, 23 (1): 119-36. 

Rummel, R. J. (1997) Power Kills: Democracy as a Method of Nonviolence. 
New Brunswick NJ: Transaction Publishers. 

Stohl, M., and Lopez, G. (1983). The State as Terrorist: The Dynamics of 
Govern- mental Violence and Repression. Westport: Greenwood 
Press. 

Tilly, C. (1978). From Mobilization to Revolution. New York: McGraw-
Hill.  

Ziegenhagen, E. (1986). The Regulation of Political Conflict. New York. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

58 

 

 
              Spring 2021 

Appendix 
 
Table 1: (Figure 1 and 2) 
Logit Regression Data 
Note: of Campaign Goals, “Regime Change” was omitted; of 
Resistance Method, “No Change” was omitted; of Campaign Unity, 
“Seemingly United” was omitted; and of Primary Method, “Violent 
Campaign” was omitted.  

 
                  N= 1,691  

   Bold if significant  
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Table 2: (Figure 1 and 2) 
Margin Predictions 
 

 
       N=1,691 
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Table 3: (Figure 3 and 4)  
Logit Regression Data  
Of Campaign Goals, “Regime Change” was omitted; of Resistance 
Method, “No Change” was omitted; of Campaign Unity, “Seemingly 
United” was omitted; and of Primary Method, “Violent Campaign” 
was omitted. 

 
   N=1,691 
   Bold if significant 



 

 

61 

Critique: a worldwide student journal of politics  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 4: (Figure 3 and 4) 
Margin Predictions 

 
          N=1,691 

 
 
 


