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Change of Leader, Continuit y of SyStem: naSCent 
LiberaLiz ation in PoSt-mubarak eg yPt

Egyptian president Hosni Mubarak’s resignation, through a mix of 
popular revolt and military intercession, sheds light on the ongoing 
domestic and international challenges to democratization. On 

January 25 Egyptians launched the Middle East ’s largest democratic 
experiment. Mubarak’s exit on February 11 then opened a still-ongoing 

negotiation between military leaders and the civilian masses. The long-term politics of 
post-Mubarak Egypt remain to be determined, but so far there is as much continuity as 
change.1 

Either by design or for lack of one, the Supreme Council of the Armed Forces (SCAF), which 
turned tank turrets upon the Presidential Palace and ushered Mubarak into early retirement, 
has not dismantled Egypt ’s corrupt security and political apparatus, or heeded the reform 
1. For initial prognoses of regime continuity see Robert Springborg, “Game over: The Chance for Democracy in Egypt Is        
Lost,” Foreign Policy (2 February 2011). Available at http://mideast.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2011/02/02/game_over_the_
chance_for_democracy_in_egypt_is_lost. and Ellis Goldberg, “Mubarak without Mubarakism: Why Egypt’s Military Will 
Not Embrace Democracy,” Foreign Affairs (11 February 2011).  vailable at http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/67416/
ellis-goldberg/mubarakism-without-mubarak?page=show. For an alternative view, consult Paul Amar, “Why Egypt’s 
Progressives Win,” Jadaliyya (8 February 2011). 

Jason Brownlee, The University of Texas at Austin
Joshua Stacher, Kent State University

(continued on page 4)

eyeS W ide Shut: demoCratiC reverSaLS, SCientifiC 
CLoSure, and PoSt-Soviet euraSia
J. Paul Goode
University of Oklahoma

The collapse and breakup of the Soviet state promised not just a 
democratic breakthrough but a social scientific opening. The former 
USSR became a vast proving ground for theories in comparative politics 

about regime transitions, institutional design, and identity politics. Scholars 
gained unprecedented access to the post-Soviet region at the same time that Eurasia’s newly 
independent states grappled with the challenge (it was hoped) of crafting democracy. In the 
rush to plant comparative politics in post-Soviet soil, research focused on what was readily 
observable, measurable, and otherwise understandable in terms commensurate with ways of 
explaining political reality in the West. 

Before long, expectations were dashed for post-Soviet democratization. Aside from the 
Baltic states, the rest of Eurasia lagged considerably behind the pace of democratization in 
the former communist states of Eastern Europe. Nearly two decades since the collapse of 
the USSR, democratic reversal rather than democratic opening best characterizes the post-

(continued on page 9)
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The publication of this issue 
concludes our first year editing 
the newsletter.  We would 
like to express our gratitude 
to those who took time out 
of their busy schedules to 
provide the content for our 
first three newsletters.  We 
would also like to thank those 
of you who have provided 
suggestions and feedback.  We 
are still experimenting with 
the format.  As in the previous 
editions, this issue includes a 
focused symposium—on the 
problems of doing research 

from the editor iaL 
board
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author itar ianiSm aS a reSearCh ConStraint for PoLitiCaL SCientiStS in the 
f ieLd? t he CaSe of China

The nature of Mainland China’s regime makes political science research there a challenging task for foreign 
researchers. Investigators are faced with a number of barriers that fill fieldwork with uncertainties and 
which have, no doubt, influenced the types of methods available to them, as well as their overall scholarly 

engagement with China. Not only has research in Chinese politics generated more qualitative than quantitative findings, but 
it also has underrepresented particular themes and forced some studies to rely upon suboptimal data for empirical support. 
Yet, as this essay argues, authoritarianism per se, does not always limit the opportunities for the generation of data and 
knowledge. This is the case for three reasons. First, despite challenges in interviewing officials in politically closed settings, 
comparativists can find creative ways of gathering information about Chinese state actors’ behavior and its effects, when 
using units of analysis other than the government or the Party. Second, for researchers, authoritarianism often constitutes a 
structural environment in which other more immediate agency- and identity-related obstacles need to be overcome. Third, 
researchers’ access to information is intimately linked to local collaborators’ awareness of the political context and its risks. 

Regime Constraints and the Study of Chinese Politics
Regime constraints have had implications for how political scientists have analyzed China. First, the study of Chinese politics 
outside the country has been predominantly based upon the use of non-ethnographic qualitative methods of inquiry like 
semi-structured interviews and archival research. A closer look at the methodology section of the latest books on Chinese 
politics published by some of the top fifteen China scholars in the United States this past decade reveals that not a single 
researcher excluded semi-structured interviews and archival work from their research design.  Ethnographic methods, however, 

Marie-Eve Reny
University of Toronto 

aWareneSS, Creativit y and reSPeCt: o verComing reSearCh obStaC LeS in 
rWanda

Research on democratization within comparative politics has frequently brought political scientists to various 
locations in times of political transition and often conflict. These contexts present specific challenges for 
researchers and unique obstacles to research, yet only by working within these sites can we collect data 

essential for testing theories about democracy, in particular, or contentions about power, in general. The task for 
scholars is to better understand the challenges these research settings present and to employ creative and efficient 
research strategies for overcoming the potential limitations of conducting research in these locations. 

In the following article I present an overview of the lessons that I learned while conducting field research in Rwanda from 
2006 through 2010. Through a reflection on my own experiences I suggest that research within closed regimes requires three 
basic skills: (1) awareness within the research location, (2) creativity in the face of certain obstacles and (3) respect for research 
participants. I explore each of these research skills in further detail below. 

Awareness
Awareness refers to the general level of consciousness that the researcher has of the location as well as his ability to gather 
and process new information as this environment changes. Overcoming basic obstacles in a closed regime is often as simple 
as being prepared before arriving and observant once the research has begun. If conditions change and the context becomes 
less stable (and subsequently less safe), an aware researcher will adapt his tactics and objectives accordingly.  

Cyanne E. Loyle
University of Maryland

(continued on page 14)

(continued on page 17)
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Paranoia and PerSPeCtive, or hoW i Lear ned to StoP Wor r ying and Star t 
Loving reSearCh in the iSLamiC rePubLiC of iran

Shervin Malekzadeh
Georgetown University

Two days before leaving Tehran and three weeks after Iranian intelligence had come around looking 
for me, I was taking no chances. The notes, essays and photos on the protests I had been (quite 
anonymously) sending back for publication would have to be retrieved later. 

It wasn’t supposed to turn out this way. My fieldwork had ended well and I had already gone back home to 
the United States (allegedly to begin writing the dissertation) long before I got caught up in what became the Green Wave.  
Almost on a whim, I returned to Iran in the summer of 2009, to vote as an Iranian citizen in the presidential elections, in what 
I assumed would be a capstone experience to 18 months of research.

What I found instead was my dissertation’s Rosetta stone. Observations and interviews carried out in the course of the 
protests, neither anticipated nor approved by the formal IRB process, provided the basis for what became the major argument 
of my thesis. Having studied state efforts to socialize an obedient society through schooling, Iran’s worst political crisis since 
the 1979 Revolution taught me that there was considerable subversive potential in Iran’s formal Islamic discourse. In the 
aftermath of the disputed election, what was initially a straightforward protest movement seeking redress for millions of lost 
votes (“Where is my vote?”) quickly transformed into a program of moral witness against a state that claimed the mantle of 
righteous Islam (“Islam = Honesty” and “Lying is Un-Islamic”).  These insights soon animated my thinking and conclusions 
on the past and future course of ideology in postrevolutionary Iran.

In the following pages, I offer four rules for research in authoritarian and semi-authoritarian countries.  These rules are 
(continued on page 20)

Studying iraq from a diStanCe
Ariel I. Ahram
University of Oklahoma

I In the wake of the 1991 U.S.-Iraq War, Marion Farouk-Sluglett and Peter Sluglett, pre-eminent historians 
of Iraq, wrote that “the compilation of a critical bibliography of modern Iraqi history is not a particularly 
arduous task, although the relative paucity of scholarly studies is neither an accurate reflection of the 

intrinsic interest of the subject nor of the quality of much that has been produced.”1 The same, it must be said, 
remains true nearly twenty years later. In reviewing the scholarship on Iraq, this essay argues that the opacity 
and brutality of the Ba’th regime have made sustained field work all but impossible.  For several generations, 

scholars of Iraq had to adapt their techniques and methodologies accordingly. While research has indeed increased following 
the removal of the Ba’th in 2003, the absence of stability hampers the implementation of much of the social scientific 
repertoire, particularly research that involves leaving the ‘safe-zones’ provided by U.S. military forces. Iraq is too important 
to ignore, both because of the country’s policy relevance and because of the significant social scientific puzzles unfolding 
there.  Political scientists, therefore, must continue to employ and to improve the methodologies used for studying societies 
and cultures from a distance.

Studying Iraq from Afar
Even though the Middle East studies community and the mainstream of political science have tended to ignore each other,2 
Iraq is particularly neglected. Lisa Anderson argues that one of the primary reasons for the marginality of the Middle East 

1. Marion Farouk-Sluglett and Peter Sluglett, “The Historiography of Modern Iraq,” American Historical Review, 96:5 (1991), 1408.
2. Gerardo Munck and Richard Snyder, “Debating the Direction of Comparative Politics: An Analysis of Leading Journals,” Comparative Political Studies, 40:1 (2007); 
Daniel Malianiak et al., “The International Relations Discipline, 1980-2006,” Annual Meeting of the American Political Science Association, Chicago, 2007. 

(continued on page 24)
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from the editoriaL board, Continued

under politically harsh conditions. However, 
you will also see a stand-alone article which 
addresses a topic of contemporary interest 
for the first time.  It is our intention to give 
space, when possible, to allow members of 
the section to write on the topics of the day.

For the members of the section, what 
could be more timely than a piece that 
discusses the Arab uprisings of the past 
year? Jason Brownlee of the University of 
Texas at Austin and Joshua Stacher of Kent 
State University, recently did fieldwork 
in Egypt and used the experience as an 
opportunity to reflect on the extent to 
which democratization theory helps us to 
make sense of what is transpiring there.  We 
hope to publish a second set of reflections 
on the wave of protest in the Middle East 
in the fall issue as well.

This issue’s symposium is entitled “Research 
under Authoritarian Conditions.” The 
theme was proposed to us by Paul Goode 
and is based on a roundtable at last year’s 
Annual Meeting of the American Political 
Science Association. Bryon Moraski at the 
University of Florida served as the project 

editor. Many of us who look at processes 
of democratization have used fieldwork 
as an essential strategy for data collection.  
Nowadays, in many parts of the world such 
as Southern Europe, large parts of Latin 
America, Central Europe, and parts of East 
Asia, the dangers of conducting fieldwork 
are not so great.  However, for scholars who 
work in the Middle East, parts of Africa, 
the former Soviet Union, and China, the 
situation is different. In these countries, 
researchers have to worry about whether 
they will get permission to carry out their 
research, cooperation in gaining access to 
archives and individuals, the safety of their 
interlocutors, and sometimes even about 
getting ejected or harassed by the political 
authorities.

The authors of the articles for the 
symposium are all in the early stages of 
their careers; they are either assistant 
professors or Ph.D. candidates on the verge 
of finishing their dissertations. As such, 
their perspectives and experiences are both 
current and fresh.  Paul Goode, an assistant 
professor at the University of Oklahoma, 
writes on the former Soviet Union. Two 

pieces discuss fieldwork in 
the Middle East. Shervin 
Malekzadeh, who recently 
defended his dissertation 
at Georgetown, reflects on 
his experience conducting 
research in Iran, and Ariel Ahram, also an 
assistant professor at Oklahoma, reflects 
on the pitfalls of conducting research on 
Iraq at a distance.   Cyanne Loyle, a Ph.D. 
candidate at the University of Maryland 
and a visiting fellow at the Kroc Institute 
at Notre Dame, explores the intricacies of 
conducting fieldwork following genocide in 
the context of Rwanda.  Finally, Marie-Eve 
Reny, a Ph.D. candidate at the University 
of Toronto, looks at how the opening of 
China to unprecedented levels of fieldwork 
by foreign researchers still poses thorny 
problems. Our hope is that this symposium 
can serve as a practical guide to other young 
researchers about how to embark on field 
research both safely and effectively.   

On behalf of the Editorial Committee,
Michael Bernhard
bernhard@ufl.edu

Brownlee and Stacher, Continued

proposals of the youth movement that 
drove the January 25th Revolution. 
Instead of working alongside civilians to 
overhaul Egypt ’s deeply autocratic 1971 
Constitution, the generals have wrapped 
the idioms of popular emancipation 
around the worn practices of Mubarak: 
pledging incremental change, warning 
of domestic instability, and fomenting 
fears of Islamism. All of this stands to 
help ensure that military rule (whether 
or not in uniform) continues to eclipse 
democratic alternatives. 

After visiting and conducting research in 
Egypt for over a decade, we have found 

the scholarly literature on transitions 
and authoritarianism highly useful 
for understanding why popular forces 
suddenly rallied to depose Mubarak and 
why they now face a protracted struggle 
against his regime. Take, for example, 
the timing of events. Egyptians began 
rising up against their ruler just eleven 
days after President Zein Eddine 
Ben Ali fled Tunisia. Other countries 
that experienced protests, with still 
indeterminate results, include Jordan, 
Algeria, Yemen, Bahrain, Libya, Iraq, 
Morocco, and Syria.  Therefore diffusion 
has been a reality for Arab autocrats and 

the social scientists studying them.2 At 
the time of this writing, though, only 
two Arab rulers have stepped down, 
raising the prospect that political 
outcomes in the Middle East may be 
quite heterogeneous, more like sub-
Saharan Africa than Latin America or 
Eastern Europe.3  
2. Daniel Brinks and Michael Coppedge, “Diffusion is 
No Illusion: Neighbor Emulation in the Third Wave 
of Democracy,” Comparative Political Studies 39:4 
(May 2006): 463–489.
3. Michael Bratton and Nicolas van de Walle, 
Democratic Experiments in Africa (New York: 
Cambridge University Press, 1996); Valerie 
Bunce, Subversive Institutions: The Design and the 
Destruction of Socialism and the State (New York: 
Cambridge University Press, 1999), Valerie Bunce, 
“Rethinking Recent Democratization: Lessons from 

(continued from page 4)

(continued from page 1)
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Without precipitously classifying the 
post-Mubarak system to date (much 
less the ultimate outcome), we are 
comfortable describing the process 
that began on February 11. In political 
science terms, Egyptians have initiated 
the first real process of liberalization in 
the country’s post-World War II history. 
It came not through executive fiat (like 
the ersatz reforms of Anwar Sadat 
and Mubarak) but through concerted 
popular struggle in which millions 
braved state violence and hundreds 
lost their lives. With liberalization 
in mind, the Egyptian scene can 
reciprocally inform and be informed 
by existing theories about electoral 
authoritarianism, the necessity of elite 
splits for political transitions, the 
importance of opposition coordination, 
civil-military relations, and the role of 
external actors. The remainder of this 
essay presents some initial lessons from 
Egypt for these areas of the field. 

The Dead End of Mubarak’s Elections 
Although the multiparty elections 
introduced by Sadat (r. 1970-1981) had 
long been a subject of social science 
scrutiny, controlled voting under Sadat 
and Mubarak never substantially 
redistributed political power. Unlike 
his counterparts in Mexico and 
Taiwan, Mubarak provided no means 
of incrementally shifting from single-
party dominance to multiparty power-
sharing. Indeed, in fall 2010 he dismissed 
the opposition’s initiative to establish a 
parallel, more representative parliament. 
After his National Democratic Party 
implausibly took over 90% of elected 
seats in last November’s elections, the 
Egyptian president added insult to 
injury by deriding his challengers’ plan 
for an alternative forum: “Let them 
amuse themselves.” It was a fateful 

the Postcommunist Experience.” World Politics 55 
( January 2003): 167–192; and Michael McFaul, 
“The Fourth Wave of Democracy and Dictatorship: 
Noncooperative Transitions in the Postcommunist 
World,” World Politics 54 ( January 2002), 212–244.

expression of Mubarak’s arrogance. 
The bankruptcy of Egyptian elections, 
long ignored by the overwhelming 
bulk of the country’s voters, was both 
a contributing cause to the uprising 
and a testament to the titular place of 
elections in some authoritarian regimes. 
Since 1976 Egypt had experienced nine 
“multi-party” elections that delivered 
super-majorities for the president ’s 
organization. Such elections manifested 
state power rather than reallocating it 
among contestants.4   

Egyptian youth activists recognized and 
exposed how the formal political arena 
served only the regime’s reproduction. 
By taking to the streets like earlier 
movements in the Philippines, Georgia, 
and Ukraine, they underscored the need 
for contentious challenges—whether 
amid elections or outside them—
to dislodge entrenched incumbents. 
We have every reason to believe that 
absent the January 25th Movement, 
Egypt would likely have continued to 
see stilted elections adorn persistent 
autocracy, under Mubarak and his 
successor.

Elite Defections (or Lack Thereof )
Based on the tentative (and now-
canonical) conclusions of Guillermo 
O’Donnell and Philippe Schmitter, a 
transition away from authoritarianism 
in Egypt was and remains unlikely.5 
Events to date strongly support that 
prognosis. Egypt ’s popular uprising 
did not paralyze the security apparatus 
and failed to produce widespread 
elite defections or divisions. A mix of 
popular revolt and military intervention 
pushed Mubarak out of office but did 
not transform the regime. 

4. Lisa Wedeen, Peripheral Visions: Publics, Power, 
and Performance in Yemen (Chicago, IL: Chicago 
University Press, 2008).
5. Guillermo O’Donnell and Phillippe C. Schmitter, 
Transitions from Authoritarian Rule: Prospects for 
Democracy (Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins University 
Press, 1986).

After tanks and armored personnel 
carriers rolled into downtown Cairo on 
January 28, civilians hailed the military 
for its neutrality and, conversely, some 
soldiers expressed solidarity with 
protesters. But the chain of command 
remained unbroken, up to the regime’s 
peak, and the military did not undertake 
an outright coup against Mubarak. 
Rather, they remained united behind 
the president, himself a war hero and 
Air Force veteran. Details of Mubarak’s 
final days remain ambiguous. If any 
orders to fire on demonstrators were 
issued, they were clearly not obeyed. At 
the same time, it appears the SCAF and 
Mubarak struck an accord that avoided 
his ignominious flight into exile (as in 
Tunisia) but sustained overall military 
supremacy.

Other Arab uprisings have produced 
high profile and potentially pivotal elite 
defections (such as in Yemen and Libya). 
The ruling National Democratic Party 
(NDP) in Egypt, though, did not see 
its senior or even mid-ranking leaders 
break away during the eighteen-day 
political crisis. To be sure, a number 
of figures were dismissed by the 
regime early on, including the NDP’s 
organizational chief, Ahmed Ezz, who 
had taken credit for the party’s electoral 
landslide in fall 2010. Subsequently, 
several regime apparatchiks, including 
the former interior minster Habib al-
Adly, were charged with crimes ranging 
from massive embezzlement to use of 
lethal force against protesters. Their 
fate remains uncertain. 

Rather than defecting to the opposition, 
ruling party politicians stood by and 
watched events from the sidelines. 
According to interviews with former 
high-ranking NDP officials, the party’s 
leadership last convened in their Cairo 
HQ on January 26.6 Soon after, top 

6. Interviews conducted by Stacher with former NDP 
officials in Cairo, March 20 and 21, 2011.

Brownlee and Stacher
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party figures closed ranks and refused 
to concede to any of the protesters’ 
demands. This was the beginning of a 
series of miscalculations that paralyzed 
the party as the crisis unfolded. One 
former official recounted that he 
watched the “so-called revolution” 
on TV from his home. He and a 
colleague independently averred that 
Ahmed Ezz’s departure on January 
29th incapacitated the NDP, for 
Ezz took with him the party’s entire 
contact list as well as the internal 
communications network used during 
previous presidential and parliamentary 
elections.7 Without access to the over 
400 people that Ezz employed, the 
party’s members were left to clarify 
their positions as individuals, without a 
unified message. Thus, aside from a few 
pro-Mubarak protests around Cairo the 
NDP’s cadres remained inactive.

In other areas, cosmetic alterations 
underscore the continuity in post-
Mubarak Egypt. The reviled internal 
police apparatus of State Security has 
been redubbed National Security, and 
is headed by General Hamid Abdalla 
who has a long pedigree of loyalty to 
Mubarak, including serving as director 
of the rescue police force in Cairo, 
Helwan police chief, and assistant to 
the Interior Minister in southern Egypt. 
During the uprising, the Ministry of 
Interior conspicuously withdrew from 
the streets, to foment fears of chaos and 
perhaps partly to give the military a wide 
berth. Since al-Adly’s arrest, though, 
policemen have resurfaced. There are 
virtually no signs of political rebellion 
by the security forces against the top 
elites. Some protests by police have 
pointed to the need for higher salaries, 
a message reported sympathetically by 
state-run media.

7. For information on the communication technology 
that the NDP employed during elections, see Joshua 
Stacher, “Egypt: The Anatomy of Succession,” 
Review of African Political Economy 35:2 (2008): 
308–309.

In sum, the Egyptian experience in 
2011 has confirmed existing theories 
about the need for elite defections 
in transitions from authoritarian 
rule. Elite cohesion, especially in the 
repressive apparatus, casts a shadow 
over the continuing efforts by the 
January 25th organizers to inaugurate a 
more democratic regime. 

Opposition Coordination 
While elite unity may haunt post-
Mubarak Egypt, one of the most 
surprising and hopeful aspects of the 
January 25th Revolution was the ability 
of a previously fractious opposition 
to unify, command popular support, 
and achieve its central demand. As 
Jennifer Gandhi and Ellen Lust-Okar 
have noted, “Opposition… parties are 
weakened by their inability to form 
stable coalitions and overcome collective 
action problems. These divisions result 
from real differences in their policy 
preferences, their expected benefits 
from regime change, and institutional 
rules that make coordination unlikely 
or reward some opposition elites while 
punishing others.”8 Egypt illustrates 
how opposition coordination can be 
a temporary product of context and 
situational politics as opposed to 
the restricted instances of electoral 
authoritarianism. The fervor of 
revolution can produce fortuitous if 
unlikely bed-fellows. 

Nowhere was this political harmony 
more demonstrable than the battlefield 
camaraderie between Egypt ’s liberal 
activists and their peers from the 
Society of Muslim Brothers (SMB). 
On the eve of the January 25th protests, 
the organizers of the Police Day 
Protest could not forecast the turnout. 
Meanwhile, the SMB’s leadership 
dismissed the protests and eschewed 
participating in them. Such disunity 
8. Jennifer Gandhi and Ellen Lust-Okar, “Elections 
under Authoritarianism,” Annual Review of Political 
Science 12 (2009): 412.

had been a source and product of years 
of lackluster demonstrations. From 
the numerous Kefaya protests in 2005 
to calls for a general strike sponsored 
by the April 6th Movement in 2008, 
Egyptians had not heeded the call 
for contentious collective action.9  
Although sporadic protests followed 
the murder of Khalid Said by two plain-
clothed police officers in Alexandria in 
summer 2010, there was no reason to 
expect that January 25th would draw 
more than a few hundred protestors.

The SMB judged the protests a fool’s 
errand that would simply provide the 
security services a fresh pretext to 
detain and harass its members. After 
all, the group had weathered high 
levels of state repression after winning 
twenty-percent of seats of parliament 
in the 2005 elections.10 Individual 
members, however, were allowed to 
attend on their own volition. Many did 
so, including youth organizer Mohamed 
Abbas and former parliamentarian 
(2005-2010) Mohamed al-Baltagy. 
Their involvement, beginning January 
28, proved pivotal to the survival of the 
tent city that had arisen in Tahrir Square 
(Liberation Square) and symbolized the 
demonstrators’ determination to outlast 
Mubarak. 

Many participants in the January 
25th Revolution cite the Brothers’ 
organizational contributions.11 The 
SMB set checkpoints to screen out 
state moles, provided most of the 
medical doctors who attended to those 
wounded, and collected supplies of 
rubble to repel assailants. On February 
2, when NDP-paid agents rode on 
9. Samantha Shapiro, “Revolution, Facebook-
Style” New York Times Magazine 22 January 2009. 
Available at http://www.nytimes.com/2009/01/25/
magazine/25bloggers-t.html.
10. Samer Shehata and Joshua Stacher, “Boxing in 
the Brothers,” Middle East Report Online August 
2007. Available at  http://www.merip.org/mero/
mero080807.
11. Interviews by Stacher, Cairo, March 18 and 19,        
2011.

Brownlee and Stacher
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horse and camel back to rout the Tahrir 
protesters, they triggered a sixteen-
hour struggle for control of the square. 
During the melee the SMB scrambled 
to establish lines of defense and helped 
the non-SMB demonstrators, adept 
at social networking but unseasoned 
at street fighting, hold their ground. 
It was, in a sense, an alliance of 
adversaries. The youth fought alongside 
the Brothers to defend the Square.12  
One Egyptian liberal who participated 
in the demonstrations described the 
Brothers’ actions as “heroic.”13 

The honeymoon between the SMB and 
liberal youths passed before Mubarak’s 
resignation. When vice president (and 
security services chief ) Omar Suleiman 
called for a meeting between the state 
and opposition on February 6, the 
SMB’s leaders rushed to the table—
despite objections from the protesters 
in Tahrir who refused to negotiate 
until Mubarak was gone. The transitory 
nature of the SMB-liberal coalition 
showed that historical lack of electoral 
coordination was a strong predictor of 
strategic alignment among opposition 
forces, even as tactical positions changed 
amid the revolution and proved critical 
to its outcome. 

An Egyptian Abertura?  
Current relations between the Egyptian 
armed forces and civilian political 
movements augur a protracted struggle 
by those seeking democracy. Because 
the army arrived in the streets on 
January 28 and played a backstage role 
in Mubarak’s exit, Egyptian officers 
presided over the political arrangements 
that followed. Headed by the previously 
innocuous defense minister, Field 
Marshall Mohamed Hussein Tantawi, 
the Supreme Council of the Armed 
Forces has, since February 11, been the 
country’s executive body. It looks set 
to maintain that role at least through 
12. Interview by Stacher, Cairo, March 20, 2011.
13. Interview by Stacher, Cairo, March 18, 2011.

presidential elections slated for the end 
of the year. There are initial parallels 
between the posture and prerogatives of 
the Egyptian military in post-Mubarak 
Egypt and the influence of the Brazilian 
military as documented by Alfred 
Stepan in his classic Rethinking Military 
Politics.14 Rather than heading for a 
1985-style scenario, in which elections 
bring a handover from military to 
civilian control, the interplay between 
the SCAF and Egyptian society bears 
more resemblance to Brazil in the 
early 1970s. In short, the January 25th 
Revolution may have triggered Egypt ’s 
abertura rather than its transition. 

In terms of military contestation and 
military prerogatives, Egypt currently 
places at the low-high corner of the 
space mapped by Stepan.15 While the 
SCAF has permitted “opposition,” in the 
form of general dissent in newspapers 
and limited street demonstrations, it 
has tolerated little “contestation.”16  
Amnesty International has reported 
on Egyptian men and women detained 
and tortured by the military during and 
in the weeks after the protests against 
Mubarak.17 In late March, the SCAF’s 
ministerial body issued a law banning 
disruptive protests under threat of a half 
million Egyptian pound ($85,000) fine 
and jail time. Meanwhile, the military’s 
prerogatives remain wide-reaching 
and effectively unchallengeable. Even 
under the nominal republicanism of 
Mubarak, the military’s budget was 

14. Alfred Stepan, Rethinking Military Politics: Brazil 
and the Southern Cone (Princeton, NJ: Princeton 
University Press, 1988).
15. One could also locate it outside the space for new 
democracies and with cases such as Honduras and 
Guatemala that Stepan discussed in passing.
16. Ibid.,  50-51, 110-112, 123.
17. Amnesty International, “Egyptian Military 
Urged to Halt Torture of Detainees,” 17 February 
2011. Available at http://www.amnesty.org/en/news-
and-updates/egyptian-military-urged-halt-torture-
detainees-2011-02-17. Amnesty International, 
“Egyptian Women Forced to Take ‘Virginity Tests,’” 
23 March 2011. Available at 23http://www.amnesty.
org/en/news-and-updates/egyptian-women-
protesters-forced-take-‘virginity-tests’-2011-03-.

outside of legislative oversight and the 
armed forces were a taboo subject for 
the country’s otherwise feisty media. 
After February 11, the sectors of 
defense and intelligence have stayed in 
the hands of officers and the military’s 
extensive involvement in the economy 
has not been disrupted. Indeed, it 
may grow over the coming months, 
particularly if the armed forces acquire 
Egypt ’s lucrative natural gas rents. The 
anti-demonstration law was clearly 
overkill. Large swaths of the Egyptian 
public seem comfortable with the 
military’s provisional rule. A March 19 
referendum amending the constitution 
gave a proxy approval rating for the 
SCAF: the measure passed with 77% 
amid record turnout, orderly voting, 
and overt endorsement of the military’s 
stewardship. Banners extolling the 
armed forces (“The People and the 
Army are One”) abounded near polling 
stations.18  

This situation of “unequal civilian 
accommodation” bodes poorly for a rapid 
shift from persistent authoritarianism 
to fledgling democracy. Egypt ’s 
military expresses a mix of the old 
(external security) and new (internal 
security) professionalisms described 
by Stepan, and gives little sign that it 
embraces “democratic professionalism.” 
Coupled with the limited civilian 
push for military disengagement from 
politics, this posture may portend 
continued military dominance.19 A 
major indicator of the country’s course 
will come with campaigning for the 
presidency. Should the SCAF field its 
own candidate, such as recent prime 
minister Ahmed Shafiq or Armed 
Forces Chief of Staff Sami Anan, 
the Egyptian electorate may end up 
swapping one civilian-garbed military 
18. On the referendum, see Joshua Stacher, “Egypt 
Without Mubarak,” Middle East Report Online 7 
April 2011. Available at http://www.merip.org/mero/
mero040711. 
19. Stepan, Rethinking Military Politics, 15, 131–132, 
135–136.
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ruler for another. One hopeful sign of 
retrenching the military’s involvement 
in politics is the sense of civilian 
self-empowerment that accompanied 
the January 25th Revolution. Still, 
it remains to be seen how liberal 
forces will translate their courage and 
innovation into political power through 
parliamentary and presidential polls, 
and the constitutional revision process 
scheduled to follow them. 

America’s Role
Beyond the domestic balance of forces 
in Egypt, international pressures 
could push the military toward or 
away from a scaled back political role. 
The Brazilian military emulated its 
Uruguayan counterpart, withdrew from 
politics, and avoided becoming isolated 
like Chile and Paraguay. By contrast, 
the Egyptian military operates in a 
region still replete with dictatorships.20  
Even amid the revolutions of this year, 
civilian sovereignty in the Arab Middle 
East is, at best, incipient. Political 
observers may rightly shift their gaze 
to the United States, Egypt ’s principal 
patron since the 1979 Egyptian-Israeli 
Peace Treaty. On this score, however, 
one should not expect decisive pressure 
by Washington toward democratic 
professionalism. Traditionally, US 
interactions with the Egyptian military 
and security services have privileged 
stability over popular empowerment. 

Comparative politics has a strong 
and growing literature addressing the 
question of under what conditions the 
US bolsters or subverts authoritarianism. 
Richard Snyder found that close ties to 
a superpower patron could help bring 
about radical revolutionary outcomes 
(Iran) or ease moderate oppositionists 
into power (the Philippines).21 With 
respect to the Middle East, Eva Bellin 
20. Ibid., 65.
21. Richard Snyder, “Explaining Transitions from 
Neopatrimonial Dictatorships,” Comparative Politics 
24:4 (1992): 384–385.

noted that US support for friendly 
incumbents has been steady, one of 
several factors helping to explain the 
“robustness” of authoritarianism in the 
region.22  Finally, in their global analysis 
of competitive authoritarian regimes, 
Steven Levitsky and Lucan Way have 
produced the most detailed conceptual 
apparatus to date on this subject.23  
Their articles and book highlight 
the role of linkage and leverage in 
explaining how US and western 
powers helped to promote transitions 
to democracy in sites like Serbia and 
Mexico.24 Although Mubarak’s regime 
was hegemonic, exclusionary, and far 
from competitive, the variables of 
linkage and leverage draw attention to 
the diverse effects of US involvement.

At least in the conventional meaning of 
the terms linkage and leverage, during 
the post cold war era there has been no 
authoritarian government more linked 
to and more leveraged by the United 
States than Egypt. Historically the 
largest non-democratic recipient of US 
economic and military aid, Egypt has 
facilitated Washington’s top strategic 
aims for decades, helping project US 
forces to the Persian Gulf, facilitating 
peace talks among Arabs and Israelis, 
and lending its weight to the fight 
against Al-Qaeda. Even during the 
height of George W. Bush’s democracy 
agenda in 2003-2005, the US depended 
on Mubarak’s regime for expedited 
passage through the Suez Canal (critical 
when Turkey demurred on overland 
22. Eva Bellin, “The Robustness of Authoritarianism 
in the Middle East: Exceptionalism in Comparative 
Perspective,” Comparative Politics 36:2 (2004): 
144–145, 148–149.
23. Steven Levitsky and Lucan Way, “International 
Linkage and Democratization,” Journal of Democracy 
16 ( July 2005), 20–34; Steven Levitsky and Lucan 
A. Way, “Linkage versus Leverage: Rethinking 
the International Dimension of Regime Change,” 
Comparative Politics 38 ( July 2006), 379–400; 
Steven Levitsky and Lucan A. Way, Competitive 
Authoritarianism: Hybrid Regimes After the Cold War 
(New York: Cambridge University Press, 2010).
24. Levitsky and Way, Competitive Authoritarianism, 
128, 178.

access in the early days of Operation 
Iraqi Freedom); hosting of the biennial 
Operation Bright Star (one of the largest 
multinational military exercises in the 
world); overflight  through Egyptian 
airspace (averaging over twenty per 
day); the “extraordinary rendition” 
of dozens of Al-Qaeda suspects; and 
monitoring of the border with the Gaza 
Strip upon Israel’s disengagement. It is 
not that US officials did not consider 
democracy when working with their 
Egyptian peers, pronouncements about 
the need for political reform resonated 
in top-level speeches from the foreign 
policy establishment. Ultimately, 
though, in the vital US-Egyptian 
security relationship, Mubarak and 
his lieutenants were often given a free 
pass.25 

The US-Egyptian alliance, during and 
after Mubarak, offers an exemplary case 
for understanding the varying effects 
of external powers on democratic 
change and authoritarian persistence. 
With respect to Levitsky and Way’s 
framework, it invites a broadening of 
the main explanatory variables. Their 
cases of high linkage and high leverage 
experienced “consistent and intense 
democratizing pressure,” in part because 
geostrategic importance was understood 
to vitiate the West ’s leverage.26 But the 
US does wield leverage over countries 
that play a role in American interests 
and such leverage, as noted by Snyder 
and Bellin, has often advanced 
continuity rather than change. Whereas 
Competitive Authoritarianism corrects 
for a “democratizing bias,” the US-
Egyptian relationship cautions us also 
against a “democracy promotion bias,” 

25. For more of the place of democracy promotion in 
the US-Egyptian relationship, see Jason Brownlee, 
Security Before Democracy: Norms, Interests, and Power 
in the US-Egyptian Alliance (forthcoming).
26. Levitsky and Way, Competitive Authoritarianism, 
53, 372. See also their argument for “low” leverage 
vis-à-vis Egypt and Pakistan on page 41, which Jason 
Brownlee thanks Lucan Way for bringing to his 
attention.
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the assumption that intense ties with 
America favor domestic challengers 
over incumbents.27  

US relations with developing countries 
can display both regime-subverting 
leverage/linkage and regime-
supporting leverage/linkage. With 
respect to most Arab governments, 
the second phenomenon has prevailed. 
Rather than bolstering regime critics, 
as occurred in parts of Latin America 
and Eastern Europe, successive US 
presidents used their influence with 
Egypt to elicit security and diplomatic 
cooperation. This pattern is likely to 
persist.

In the midst of the January 25th 
Revolution, the White House adopted 
a wait-and-see stance. After initially 
dubbing Mubarak’s regime “stable,” 
the administration called on Mubarak 
privately to facilitate a transition, but 
only gave the demonstrators public 
support after they had prevailed.28  The 
significance of Egypt, and US anxiety 
over the political conditions there, 
rose through spring 2011. As Arab 

27. Ibid., 3.
28. David E. Sanger, “Obama Urges Quick 
Transition in Egypt,” The New York Times, 2 
February 2011. Available at http://www.nytimes.
com/2011/02/02/world/middleeast/02prexy.html

revolts continued and war commenced 
in Libya, Egypt was described as 
one of the “anchors” of Middle 
East stability, the region’s “strategic 
cornerstone,” the “most important 
Arab country and the touchstone for 
change in the Arab world.”29 Given 
these stakes, the question that follows 
for students of the post-Mubarak 
era is: in what direction will the US 
apply its significant leverage upon and 
linkage with the SCAF regime or its 
civilian-headed successor? 
 
Conclusion 
During the March 19 referendum 
eighteen million Egyptians (41% of 
the electorate) voted in an orderly 
process that exceeded the country’s 
physical capacity to handle voters 
(some waited in line for hours to 
cast their ballot and polling stations 
were held open two additional hours). 
The 77% “Yes” outcome was both 
an endorsement of the SCAF and a 
stunning defeat for the youth activists 
and liberals who had driven the January 
25th Revolution and campaigned for 
29. “anchor,” Jake Tapper on ABC: This Week, 
27 March 2011; “strategic cornerstone,” David 
Gregory on NBC News: Meet the Press, 27 March 
2011; “most important…,” Editors, “Egypt’s 
unfinished revolution,” The New York Times, 24 
March 2011. Available at  http://www.nytimes.
com/2011/03/25/opinion/25fri2.html. 

“No.” Days after the referendum, one 
disheartened Egyptian human rights 
advocate tweeted about the state of 
his country’s politics: “Broad protests 
led to changes in the political system 
and could lead to a revolution in the 
future. That is the correct definition 
of what happened with January 25.”30 
With one eye on the lessons from 
other regions, we plan to follow 
closely the course of those changes, 
which have opened a more uncertain 
but not yet less authoritarian period 
for Egypt.31 

Jason Brownlee is an associate professor 
of government at the University of 
Texas at Austin. Joshua Stacher is an 
assistant professor of political science at 
Kent State University. 

30. Negad El Borai, 23 March 2011. Available at 
http://twitter.com/#!/negadelborai.
31. Deborah Yashar’s concept of “democratizing 
moments” is worth invoking and reflects the 
promise of the January 25th revolutionaries. 
Deborah Yashar, Demanding Democracy: Reform and 
Reaction in Costa Rica and Guatemala, 1870s–1950s 
(Palo Alto, CA: Stanford University Press, 1997): 
17.

goode, Continued
(continued from page 1)

Soviet region. Yet the relationship 
between democratic reversals and 
scholarly access for fieldwork received 
little to no attention in comparison to 
the linked democratic and scientific 
openings that followed the collapse of 
the USSR, with the consequence that 
regime closure threatens to produce 
scientific closure. 

Scientific closure occurs in three ways: 
first, competitive authoritarian regimes 
limit access to the region and the ability 
to apply common fieldwork techniques, 
particularly (though not exclusively) 
for Western scholars. Second, as 
opportunities diminish for the 
application of methods which require 
relatively open political environments, 
scholars prefer to relocate to more 

congenial environs rather than engage 
in theoretical retooling. This is not to 
say that research output declines but 
that research produced by fieldwork 
and direct experience with the region 
declines even as interest in the region 
remains high. In other words, the 
expectation of authoritarianism 
becomes a deterrent to fieldwork. 
Third, the consensus about a regime’s 
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dynamics evades verification through 
fieldwork. 

I begin by unpacking the sources of 
scientific closure, relating the attributes 
of competitive authoritarian regimes 
to their likely effects on the conduct 
of fieldwork. Next, I examine whether 
an actual effect might be observed on 
scholarly output by evaluating the 
extent to which fieldwork was reported 
in research articles published in major 
political science and area studies 
journals over the last decade. 

Hybrid Regimes and the Potential for 
Scientific Closure
The nature of competitive authoritarian 
(or hybrid) regimes poses particular 
challenges to the conduct of fieldwork, 
particularly by foreign researchers, 
when contrasted with democratic and 
fully closed authoritarian regimes. 
Hybrid regimes grew in number and 
diversity in the post-Cold War era as 
regimes assumed to be in transition to 
democracy turned out to be pointed in 
different directions, as was particularly 
evident in the post-Soviet sphere.1 
Hybrid regimes combine elements 
of democracy and authoritarianism, 
though the term generally refers to 
forms of authoritarianism featuring 
semi-competitive elections that serve 
to disguise dictatorship. In this sense, 
hybrid regimes are sometimes called 
competitive authoritarian or electoral 
authoritarian regimes.2  

Hybrid regimes are sensitive to 
scrutiny by international actors, as 
regularly evidenced by the annual 
complaints about Freedom House 
scores or resistance to international 
election monitoring. International 
1. Steven Levitsky and Lucan Way, Competitive 
Authoritarianism: Hybrid Regimes after the Cold War 
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2010).
2. Juan J. Linz, Totalitarian and Authoritarian Regimes 
(Boulder: Lynne Rienner Publishers, 2000); Andreas 
Schedler, ed. Electoral Authoritarianism: The Dynamics 
of Unfree Competition (Boulder: Lynne Rienner,2006).

scrutiny of a regime’s misdeeds and 
exposure of scandal or vote tampering 
may provide the opposition with a 
critical resource, emboldening street 
protests or encouraging defections 
among the regime’s elite. Sensitivity 
to scrutiny may also stem from a 
regime’s awareness of its limited 
organizational or coercive capacity, 
or its vulnerability to international 
leverage. In line with this sensitivity, 
one may identify a set of gatekeeper 
effects which govern a scholar’s access 
to the field. Electoral authoritarian 
regimes may resist the conduct of 
fieldwork by foreign researchers, or 
more generally of research funded 
from foreign sources that connects 
international actors and domestic 
opposition. Foreign researchers are also 
vulnerable to revocation of visa status 
while conducting fieldwork or denial of 
permission in the future. 

Gatekeeper effects may further be 
observed in terms of access to elites 
for interviews, opportunities to 
conduct mass surveys, and scholarly 
collaboration with domestic academics. 
In each case, barriers to access may 
be offset by the regime’s perceived 
opportunity to derive value from the 
research. Even though elite interviews 
may be difficult to obtain, it is possible 
that interviewees have an interest 
in obtaining the very information 
being collected or in spreading 
disinformation to bolster the regime’s 
democratic claims. In a related sense, it 
is possible to conduct survey research 
in competitive authoritarian regimes, 
though to different degrees. Surveys 
may contribute to the noise created 
by other regime-sponsored studies. 
Alternatively, they can provide the kind 
of information that the regime might 
not be able to acquire since elections 
are not a reliable guide to popular 
sentiment. Since survey research usually 
relies upon collaboration with local 

research teams, the visibility of foreign 
researchers is reduced and regimes 
might consider such variants safer 
and easier to monitor than individual 
researchers conducting fieldwork.

Scholarly collaboration requires 
substantial and free-flowing contacts 
with domestic researchers, rendering it 
vulnerable to monitoring by the regime in 
question (or of attracting its attention). 
While the autonomy of universities is 
precarious in non-democratic regimes, 
hybrid regimes still require policy and 
administrative expertise such that 
academic institutions are unlikely to 
be permanently shuttered. A recent 
example was provided by the closing of 
European University at St. Petersburg 
in 2008 and its subsequent re-opening 
after Russia’s presidential election.3 
Of course, whether this translates 
into diminished collaboration with 
foreign academics is also a function 
of the resilience and determination of 
domestic scholars. Nevertheless, there 
is evidence from Russia that political 
scientists in regional universities 
retreat from commenting on domestic 
politics for fear of losing their jobs and, 
sometimes, they are co-opted by the 
system.4 

Observing Scientific Closure: 
Published Research on Politics in 
Eurasia, 1999-2008
The model of scientific closure proposed 
above describes a relationship between 
regime-imposed constraints and the 
pre-research choices made by scholars 
regarding cases, methods, and fieldwork. 
In a previous study, published research 
on Russian politics over the period 
1999-2008 evidences an overall decline 
in fieldwork that roughly corresponds 
with rising authoritarianism in Russia.5 
3. Kommersant (Moscow), February 2, 2008.
4. Interview with Rostislav Turovskii, Nezavisimaia 
Gazeta (Moscow), October 21, 2008.
5. J. Paul Goode, “Redefining Russia: Hybrid 
Regimes, Fieldwork, and Russian Politics,” 
Perspectives on Politics 8, no. 4 (2010).

Goode



11

C o m p a r a t i v e  D e m o c r a t i z a t i o nVol. 9, No. 2                                                                               May 2011

This is not to say that scholars have 
stopped going to Russia altogether, but 
that they increasingly utilize data and 
methods that do not require fieldwork. 
Those who continue to conduct 
fieldwork tend to be established 
scholars with prior research experience 
gained during the 1990s. By contrast, 
emerging scholars appear deterred 
from conducting fieldwork in Russia, 
choosing instead to take their preferred 
methods to more congenial climes.

I expanded the original study’s scope 
to include two countries each in the 
European, Caucasian, and Central 
Asian portions of the former Soviet 
Union. These countries range from 
competitive authoritarian to closed 
authoritarian based upon Freedom 
House rankings for the last decade. 
Countries that underwent “color 
revolutions” over the last decade 
(Georgia, Ukraine, and Kyrgyzstan) 
were included so as to observe whether 
periods of liberalization were followed 
by changes in fieldwork. I also tracked 
cross-national studies. The expanded 
study comprises 521 articles featuring 
clearly identifiable methodologies that 
were published in thirteen journals over 
a ten year period covering politics in 
seven countries.6 Purely descriptive or 
synthetic articles were not included for 
analysis. 

Each article was examined individually 
for evidence of original data collection, 
application of qualitative, quantitative, 
or mixed methods, and reported 
fieldwork. These observations are 
limited to what scholars write and 
publish such that we can, at best, infer 

6. The journals are: American Journal of Political 
Science, American Political Science Review, British 
Journal of Political Science, Communist and Post-
Communist Studies, Comparative Political Studies, 
Comparative Politics, Europe-Asia Studies, Government 
and Opposition, Perspectives on Politics, Politics & 
Society, Post-Soviet Affairs, Slavic Review, and World 
Politics. My thanks to Burcu Degirmen for valuable 
research assistance.

the nature and influence of gatekeeper 
effects from what is reported in 
published research. Nevertheless, the 
data are suggestive of the relationship 
between regime constraints, scholars’ 
research choices, and the likelihood of 
scientific closure. 

Gatekeeper effects on fieldwork access 
are difficult to discern just from 
reported fieldwork. For the decade as 
a whole, the average annual percentage 
of articles reporting fieldwork is 
astonishingly high, ranging from 75% 
to 89% for all countries except Russia 
(44%) and Ukraine (51%). It is worth 
noting that the number of authors per 
year among these cases is almost equal to 
the number of articles. In other words, 
emerging scholars continue to enter 
the field rather than a few established 
scholars dominating publishing space. 
However, these scholars remain few in 
number and the high rate of turnover 
suggests that they do not continue 
researching and publishing about those 
cases after their initial efforts. This last 
point is consistent with the deterrent 
effect that leads scholars to take their 
preferred methods elsewhere. 

The high rates of fieldwork and low 
rates of publishing (aside from Russia, 
Ukraine, and cross-national studies) 
suggest that scientific closure may be 
more closely tied to research cycles. 
For lesser-known countries, one 
expects fieldwork to be limited by the 
availability of exotic language skills 
or prior area training, in addition to 
regime-imposed constraints. Lesser-
known cases thus face higher startup 
costs given the low density of research 
infrastructure and the need for 
specialized training. In turn, they bear 
a higher evidentiary burden in locating 
cases within established research 
traditions than better-known cases 
around which a disciplinary consensus 
has formed. 

Scholarship on better-known cases 
benefits from a larger pool of existing 
data, secondary literature, established 
research infrastructure, and the 
availability of standardized training. 
Hence, fieldwork is less frequently 
reported from authors working on 
Russia and Ukraine or engaging in 
cross-national studies. In contrast, 
scholars working on lesser-known 
cases face a higher evidentiary burden, 
especially when challenging disciplinary 
consensus. One might reason that 
scientific closure is more likely to 
occur where disciplinary consensus (a) 
is congenial to the regimes studied, or 
(b) substitutes for (or remains in place 
despite the deprecation of ) fieldwork 
and research infrastructure. 

There is some evidence for thinking 
that these conditions for scientific 
closure are in place in the study of 
Eurasia. Research articles involving 
countries of the former Soviet Union 
favored qualitative over quantitative 
and mixed methods in recent years (see 
Figure 1). Qualitative methods were 
responsible for the bulk of fieldwork 
conducted in the former Soviet 
republics with quantitative fieldwork 
contributing just 6-10% of the total in 
any given year. The use of quantitative 
and mixed methods peaked prior to 
regime change in those countries where 
color revolutions occurred, followed 
by a rise in qualitative methods in the 
following years (see Figure 2). This 
corresponds with the expectation that 
quantitative and qualitative fieldwork 
face different degrees of resistance from 
electoral authoritarian regimes. 

The cross-national studies are 
of particular use for probing this 
relationship between regime type 
and disciplinary consensus. These 
articles exhibit the least amount of 
fieldwork (26%) and the highest use 
of quantitative and mixed methods 
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(73%). They are also the only category 
for which more articles were published 
in the general political science journals 
(60%), meaning they bear the highest 
visibility in the discipline. A content 
analysis of cross-national studies reveals 
that the most numerous topics are 
regime transitions and democratization 
(31.6%), followed by parties and elections 
(23.3%), while authoritarianism and 
hybrid regimes (13.3%) comes next to 
last. If one counts just articles that report 
some form of fieldwork in the category, 
however, studies of authoritarianism 
and hybrid regimes take a narrow lead 
(10%) over regime transitions and 
democratization (8.3%), followed by 
political economy (5%) with articles on 
parties and elections (1.6%) tied for last 
with articles on identity and security. 
In sum, cross-national studies lacking 
fieldwork are twice as likely to be about 
democratization and democratic politics 
than autocratization and authoritarian 
politics.7 

One potential implication is that the 
lack of fieldwork keeps democracy and 
democratization on the academic agenda 
even when the regimes studied are 
autocratizing.8 Part of the reason for this 
7. This supports Brown’s earlier observation that 
authoritarian systems are understudied “mainly because 
some of the more fashionable modes of analysis cannot 
be usefully applied to their study.” Archie Brown, 
“Comparative Politics: A View from Britain,” APSA-
CP 16, no. 1 (2005).
8. This may be connected with scholars’ perception of 

might be that differences among regime 
types are elided by cross-national studies 
in the interest of exploiting available 
data and securing sufficient variation 
among cases. Hence, in a study of party 
system fluidity in “new democracies” in 
Eastern Europe, Tavits includes Russian 
and Ukrainian parliamentary elections.9 
In Birch’s study of electoral misconduct 
among postcommunist countries, 
elections in Azerbaijan, Belarus, Russia, 
and Uzbekistan (to name a few) appear 
as “problematic” but still comparable to 
Croatia, Estonia, or Slovakia.10  

More pronounced is the tendency of 
cross-national studies to draw upon data 
collected during the previous decade 
when regime trajectories were still 
a matter of conjecture. For instance, 
Beliaev examines institutional design 
among postcommunist democracies 
from 1993 to 1998.11 Whitefield’s study 
of public views of representation in 
postcommunist democracies draws upon 
survey data collected between 1993 and 
1997.12 Letki and Evans use survey data 
collected in 1993-4 and the 1998 scores 
in Vanhanen’s Index of Democracy.13 
Anderson and Tverdova use survey 
data collected in 1996 among “mature 
and newly established democracies,” 
including Russia.14 It is worth noting 
“transitology” as the dominant paradigm in post-
communist politics. Jordan Gans-Morse, “Searching 
for Transitologists: Contemporary Theories of Post-
Communist Transitions and the Myth of a Dominant 
Paradigm,” Post-Soviet Affairs 20, no. 4 (2004).
9. Margit Tavits, “Party Systems in the Making: 
The Emergence and Success of New Parties in New 
Democracies,” British Journal of Political Science 38, no. 
01 (2008).
10. Sarah Birch, “Electoral Systems and Electoral 
Misconduct,” Comparative Political Studies 40, no. 12 
(2007).
11. Mikhail V. Beliaev, “Presidential Powers and 
Consolidation of New Postcommunist Democracies,” 
Comparative Political Studies 39, no. 3 (2006).
12. Stephen Whitefield, “Mind the Representation 
Gap: Explaining Differences in Public Views of 
Representation in Postcommunist Democracies,” 
Comparative Political Studies 39, no. 6 (2006).
13. Natalia Letki and Geoffrey Evans, “Endogenizing 
Social Trust: Democratization in East-Central 
Europe,” British Journal of Political Science 35, no. 3 
(2005).
14. Christopher J. Anderson and Yuliya V. Tverdova, 

that these studies favor the use of survey 
data collected in the European portion 
of the former Soviet Union (Belarus, 
Moldova, Russia, and Ukraine) and 
rarely include cases from Central Asia or 
the Caucasus. 

Therefore, it does not appear that 
common knowledge or assumptions 
about the autocratizing nature of post-
Soviet regimes has produced a non-
experiential consensus regarding their 
dynamics. Rather, it is the lingering 
assumption of their democratizing nature 
that persists, particularly among cross-
national studies lacking fieldwork. 
In terms of the politics of fieldwork, 
this may further explain why electoral 
authoritarian regimes in Eurasia exercise 
gatekeeper interference with restraint: 
there are still not that many scholars 
conducting fieldwork in the region, while 
much of the time the regimes are framed 
within the universe of democratic or 
democratizing states. 

Against this model of scientific closure, 
it might be objected that changes in 
methods and fieldwork simply reflect 
changes in the nature of research 
questions driving scholarly agendas. 
With particular regard to the color 
revolutions, scholars may be attracted 
to “non-routine” politics.15 This means 
that the cross-national studies might be 
a poor barometer of what the discipline 
considers important since one would 
expect small-n comparisons and process-
“Corruption, Political Allegiances, and Attitudes 
toward Government in Contemporary Democracies,” 
American Journal of Political Science 47, no. 1 (2003).
15. My thanks to the editors for this point.

Figure 1—Choice of Methods (All Countries)
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oriented investigations to predominate. 
In fact, there is little evidence of 
an influx of scholars stimulated by 
democratizing change in the region. 
The color revolutions were covered 
principally in descriptive and synthetic 
articles by established scholars with 
prior fieldwork experience. They 
did not appear to spawn a sustained 
research agenda in that few of the 
articles on countries experiencing color 
revolutions actually involved research 
into regime change. In other words, the 
change in regimes, rather than interest 
in regime change, drove the increase 
in fieldwork. Among the countries 
experiencing color revolutions, one 
observes a dip in reported fieldwork 
immediately following regime change 
in 2003-5 (see Figure 3). The recovery 
in rates of fieldwork toward the end 
of the decade reflects the extent to 
which even modest democratizing 
change facilitated access to the field: all 
fieldwork for articles published in 2008 
was conducted between 2005 and 2007, 
and only two of the articles published 
during this uptick were actually about 
color revolutions (both on Ukraine). 

Conclusion
The study of post-Soviet politics 
illustrates that democratizing moments 
have the potential to stimulate social 
scientific openings not merely by 
facilitating access to the field, but by 
disrupting existing consensus about 
regime dynamics and enabling 

alternative comparisons. In the study 
of Eurasian regimes, the disciplinary 
consensus that sustained the use of 
democratizing frames since the 1990s 
seems unlikely to persist. Simply put, 
transformative events like the collapse 
of Soviet rule and electoral revolutions 
alter the way entire regions are 
understood. The color revolutions threw 
into sharp relief the failings of successor 
regimes (especially with Yushchenko’s 
Ukraine and Bakiev’s Kyrgyzstan), as 
well as the non-democratic elements 
of neighboring hybrid regimes which 
avoided regime change. It bears 
remembering that the color revolutions 
also led observant autocrats to resolve 
the ambiguity regarding the nature of 
their regimes to avoid a repeat in their 
own capitals. It would be a cruel irony 
if overcoming scientific closure in the 
study of Eurasian politics coincided 
with the erosion of democratic gains 

made during the color revolutions and 
contraction of fieldwork access.

As other contributors to this symposium 
suggest, scholars conducting fieldwork 
in non-democratic regimes must learn 
the ropes quickly. It is, perhaps, this 
point that may serve as a bulwark against 
scientific closure when considering 
the pre-research decisions made by 
emerging scholars. Since fieldwork 
is a subject that causes tremendous 
anxiety among graduate students 
facing dissertation research, an open 
discussion of creativity and fieldwork 
tactics in the discipline may well serve 
to prevent the expectation of renewed 
scientific closure from becoming a self-
fulfilling prophecy.

J. Paul Goode is an assistant professor 
of political science at the University of 
Oklahoma. 

Figure 3—
Articles Reporting Fieldwork 

(Georgia, Kyrgyzstan, and Ukraine)
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remain underrepresented with only 
three scholars out of 15 using in-depth 
interviews, and none systematically 
using participant observation as a 
means of gathering data.1 

Semi-structured interviews and 
archival research each have advantages 
in a politically closed environment. In 
China, where data consistency can be 
a challenge, semi-structured interviews 
enable the coding of information on 
individuals’ opinions about various 
matters. Meanwhile, archival research 
provides a basis for closer analysis of 
authoritarian state constructions and 
interpretations of current or historical 
circumstances. The kind of information 
a government makes public, as well as 
how and when it does so, constitute 
important clues as to the main 
motivations underlying state actors’ 
perceptions of policy priorities and 
political threats. Furthermore, semi-
structured interviews and archival work 
may be easier to put into practice in 
a non-democratic setting, than other 
qualitative methods of inquiry. While 
semi-structured interviews can be 
conducted in safe, indoor areas during a 
limited period of time, archival research 
in the field gives the investigator access 
exclusively to the data the Chinese 
government is willing to share.2  
1. To identify them, I selected five Chinese politics 
syllabi online (using Google) based on three criteria: 
syllabi had to come from universities among the 
top ten in the United States, cover a wide range 
of themes pertaining to Chinese politics, and 
have a relatively exhaustive list of peer-reviewed 
publications. I looked for the most recurrent authors 
within and across each syllabus, and excluded experts 
who were not political scientists.
2. Sensitive information is not always censored, but 
may be distorted to make reality seem less alarming. 
As Xi Chen emphasizes, “when information is […] 
tied to political responsibility, the tendency for 
distortion is higher.” See “State-Generated Data and 
Contentious Politics in China,” in Allen Carlson, 
Mary E. Gallagher, Kenneth Lieberthal and Melanie 
Manion, eds., Contemporary Chinese Politics: New 
Sources, Methods, and Field Strategies (NY: Cambridge 
University Press, 2010), 25. Annual yearbooks 

The use of other research tools may be 
more challenging in a closed political 
setting. Participant observation not 
only requires spending a considerable 
amount of time in a community prior 
to collecting the fruits of research, but 
it is also likely to attract unnecessary 
attention from outsiders, and, as a 
result, compromise the security of 
subjects. Moreover, quantitative inquiry 
necessitates access to transparent 
statistical data, which constitutes a 
challenge even today. Most internal 
statistical information remains 
shared only amongst researchers in 
China and opinion surveys by foreign 
investigators continue to be an object 
of scepticism by the government 
as they can be used to analyze the 
performance of local governments.3 
Although several studies of Chinese 
politics based on representative surveys 
have recently been published in top-
tier Western political science journals,4 
they are a minority compared to other 
publications on China.5 By 2010, only 
five of the top 15 scholars of Chinese 
politics in the US used survey data in 
their latest book, and among them, only 
publish estimates of the number of reports and yearly 
petitions presented to the Supreme People’s Court. 
It is suspected that the numbers are under-estimated. 
See National Bureau of Statistics of China, China 
Statistical Yearbook (China Statistics Press, 2008).
3. Lily L. Tsai, “Quantitative Research and Issues of 
Political Sensitivity in Rural China,” in Contemporary 
Chinese Politics: New Sources, Methods, and Field 
Strategies, 246-265.
4. Melanie Manion, “A Survey of Survey Research 
on Chinese Politics: What Have We Learned?” in 
Contemporary Chinese Politics: New Sources, Methods, 
and Field Strategies, 181-199.
5. Interestingly, the situation is reversed in China’s 
Social Sciences which were significantly influenced 
by behavioralism during the 1980s, and where 
qualitative methods were marginalized at the benefit 
of statistical analyses. In a randomly selected sample 
of 125 political science articles in major Chinese 
journals between 1979 and 2006, Yuejin Jing and 
Guoqin Wang found that 101 of them were based on 
a behavioral approach and only four used interpretive 
theory. See “Western Political Research Approaches 
and the Development of Political Science 
Methodology in China,” Journal of Chinese Political 
Science 14 (September 2009): 301.

two designed the surveys themselves.
 

Second, a lack of access to transparent 
and substantive official information 
about state-society relations has 
encouraged scholarly reliance upon 
alternative and suboptimal data 
for empirical support or validity 
assessment, including foreign media 
and NGO data. This is the case in the 
protest literature in Chinese politics, 
in which databases of demonstrations 
have been created based on Western 
and Hong Kong media reports of 
contentious events.6  Yet, we know that 
media sources are inherently biased in 
their accounts. Not only do they cover 
a small proportion of the actual number 
of protests, but they often distort the 
form, scale, intensity and duration of 
mobilization.7 Furthermore, depending 
on their origins, the data tend to be 
more representative of certain voices 
and protest stages than others.8  Reports 
from Western or Hong Kong media 
on protests in China, for instance, 
emphasize the outcomes of contention 
like the number of victims and the 
degree of force used by the authorities 
against protesters. They also provide 
highly simplified versions of how and 
why mobilizers protest. The actual 
government actors involved in solving 
contention are blanketly labeled the 
‘government’ or the ‘state.’ Similarly, 
NGO reports on underground 
Protestant church repression overlook 
6. Yongshun Cai, “Local Governments and the 
Suppression of Popular Resistance in China,” The 
China Quarterly 193 (March 2008): 24-42.
7. John D. McCarthy, Clark McPhail and Jackie 
Smith, “Images of Protest: Dimensions of 
Selection Bias in Media Coverage of Washington 
Demonstrations, 1982 and 1991,” American 
Sociological Review 61 ( June 1996): 478.
8. This problem is no different in other contexts. 
Using the example of East German protests in 1989, 
Carol Mueller found that international presses are 
particularly sensitive to event intensity and less 
likely to provide detailed coverage of the origins of 
a protest cycle. See “International Press Coverage 
of East German Protest Events, 1989,” American 
Sociological Review 62 (October 1997): 831.
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who inside the state apparatus is 
involved in repressing church leaders 
(i.e. the local police, members of the 
Public Security Bureau’s Homeland 
Security Department, or officials in the 
Ministry of State Security). The lack 
of access to such information makes 
the task of understanding the causes of 
government actions more difficult. 

 
Third, political constraints upon 
foreign researchers in China have led 
to the underrepresentation of certain 
sensitive topics, including identity and 
religious politics. To have the legal 
permission to conduct research in the 
country, scholars must be affiliated 
with a local university, and have their 
proposal approved by that institution. 
The more contentious the topic, the 
less likely it will be approved. Hence, 
scholars may choose not to study 
sensitive matters to ensure their access 
to the field. Beyond these administrative 
barriers, ethical concerns about putting 
politically vulnerable subjects at risk 
may also have a deterrent effect on 
sensitive research. Among some of the 
themes that are overlooked are the 
politics of the Falun Gong in China 
following the government’s crackdown 
campaign in 1999, underground 
Christianity, the unequal treatment of 
religious groups by local governments, 
everyday manifestations of ethnic 
discrimination, religious protests, and 
how race has shaped nation-building. 
This gap is particularly visible in 
recent publications on China. Out of 
42 books published on Chinese politics 
by Stanford University Press between 
2005 and 2010, 23 were on state-
society relations, among which only one 
was related to the politics of religion.9 
Out of seven books on Chinese politics 
published by Cornell University Press 
9. I categorized books as addressing a theme 
pertaining to state-society relations or religion based 
on the content of their title and their synopsis. 
Similarly, journal articles were categorized according 
to the content of their title and abstract.

during that period, none of them were 
related to religion. Articles on ethnic 
and religious politics in China are also 
published infrequently. Out of 217 
articles in the China Quarterly between 
2005 and 2010, only four were on 
religion, and five pertained to ethnicity. 
Out of 254 articles in the Journal of 
Contemporary China during that same 
period, eight touched upon religion (one 
of which was on church-state relations 
in Macao), and four were on ethnicity. 
Finally, out of 69 articles in the China 
Journal, only two were on religion, and 
four touched upon ethnicity. 

Transcending Authoritarian Regime 
Constraints in the Field
Beyond the numerous challenges 
associated with fieldwork in China, 
authoritarianism does not necessarily 
entail limited opportunities for 
the generation of knowledge about 
politics. First, despite challenges in 
gaining access to Chinese officials, 
comparativists can find creative ways 
of gathering information about state 
actors’ behavior and its effects, when 
using units of analysis other than the 
government or the Party. For example, 
the puzzle underlying my recent research 
is why local governments in China 
allow underground Protestant churches 
to thrive? This prima facie suggests 
that my main units of analysis are local 
state actors. While I managed to gain 
access to some of them in particular 
cities where relationships between 
underground and official churches were 
relatively peaceful, it was difficult to 
reach officials where they were either 
hostile to, or not communicating 
with, one another. In cases where I 
knew I could not gain access to local 
officials, I sought alternative ways 
of gathering information about their 
relationship with underground pastors. 
Interviewing the clergy helped identify 
the circumstances in which local 

governments are likely to use force 
against underground churches, why they 
often do not, which security department 
represses for what reason, and how 
the various strategies of government 
control may vary on the basis of the 
responsible department. In fact, using 
units of analysis other than state actors 
gave me access to sensitive information 
that would most likely not have been 
openly shared by officials. Access to this 
information, however, does not mean 
that it is valid. Data originating from 
non-state sources may be simply rumors 
or distorted personal interpretations of 
state behavior. There are, nonetheless, 
ways of assessing whether individual 
interpretations are exaggerated or 
incorrect, including, for example, the 
confirmation of information validity by 
several unrelated informants, detailed 
reports of conversations with officials 
by the targets of repression, or the 
confirmation of data by witnesses of 
incidents of repression.

 
Second, an authoritarian regime is a 
broader structural environment in which 
investigators face more immediate 
challenges, like that of accessing 
informants. A politically constraining 
setting may not prevent researchers 
from finding relevant interviewees, but 
may require means and conditions that 
facilitate such access. Among other 
factors, informants’ perceptions of 
ideological or identity-related affinity 
with the investigator may smoothen 
that process, regardless of how 
politically sensitive his or her research 
is considered to be. For ideological 
reasons, some of the most marginalized 
or oppressed groups in Chinese society 
(i.e. nationalist Tibetans or Uyghurs) 
may have been easier to reach out to for 
foreign researchers than the ones who 
are fully integrated in, or coopted by the 
political system. Similarly, during my 
fieldwork, how informants labeled me 
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(i.e. as culturally tied to Christianity) 
influenced the opportunities they would 
give me to earn their trust, and interview 
them. Perceptions of affinity, which in 
the context of other research projects 
may have been irrelevant, facilitated my 
integration in that particular space.

 
Third, how aware of the context and 
of its risks local collaborators are in 
the field is likely to influence the 
researcher’s access to data-gathering 
opportunities. In Henan, I was greeted 
by two Chinese missionaries who 
assisted me throughout my stay. Upon 
our arrival in their neighborhood by 
public transportation, I realized that 
we should have taken a taxi to reach 
my collaborators’ place. Not only were 
we in a suburb where locals were not 
accustomed to seeing foreigners, but 
also we had to walk ten minutes on 
the main street to reach their house. I 
found out that their apartment building 
was known in the community for 
sheltering Christians and organizing 
church services. Locals on the street 
had enough time to notice me and 
had perhaps assumed that I was 
following my two collaborators for 
religious reasons. Later that day, a 
neighborhood committee member 
walked in my informant’s house and 
interrupted our lunch. Though the 
purpose of her unexpected visit was 
supposedly unrelated to my presence, 
she asked what brought me there. 
During the following days, I made sure 
that we changed meeting locations to 
avoid suspicion, even if that entailed 

losing the opportunity to attend some 
church events in my collaborators’ 
neighborhood. 

 
In contrast, collaborators in Zhejiang 
were familiar with the informal 
‘procedures’ required to host a foreign 
researcher. We never took public 
transportation to go from point A 
to point B, which reduced the risk 
of attracting unnecessary attention. 
Despite the many boundaries set to 
my fieldwork, collaborators created 
opportunities for my access to 
important local figures and reduced 
the potential sensitivity associated with 
these meetings. They knew how to 
introduce me to influential informants, 
and through whom it was less sensitive 
to reach them (i.e. common friends, 
well-respected colleagues, or family 
members). 

 
Conclusion
Although doing research in a politically 
open setting facilitates the generation 
of new findings, the authoritarian 
nature of a regime does not always 
reduce opportunities for advancement 
in social science. Following China’s 
economic liberalization, scholars of 
Chinese politics have succeeded in 
generating a wide range of information 
about the country and have used various 
field methods to do so.  We know much 
more about China today than we did 
three decades ago. Nonetheless, several 
qualitative and quantitative research 
tools remain underrepresented in the 
study of Chinese politics. Because 
legitimate quantitative findings depend 

upon the availability of transparent 
and consistent numbers across a large 
population of cases, and because such 
data cannot be obtained without 
the assistance of state-controlled 
institutions in China, quantitative 
studies are more likely to be influenced 
by the nature of the regime and its 
constraints. Qualitative research, 
conducted with proper methodological 
training and ethical concern, however, 
has the advantage of being able to 
bypass regime-imposed restrictions. 
Opportunities for qualitative data 
collection depend upon scholars’ ability 
to penetrate the relevant communities, 
find reliable and context-aware 
collaborators, and develop creative 
ways of gathering information about 
state behavior where it is difficult 
to interview government officials. 
Yet, greater methodological diversity 
primarily requires acknowledging 
the distinction between conducting 
research under an authoritarian regime, 
and the more immediate agency- and 
identity-related obstacles encountered 
by investigators in any field research. 
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As any methods text on field research 
will affirm, gathering information 
before departure is essential. Before 
leaving for the field, researchers 
should collect as much information 
as possible concerning safety and data 
security as well as aspects of research 
professionalization such as dress code 
and interview protocol. For work in 
a closed regime, it can be useful to 
gather information about security and 
surveillance. A government may employ 
a particular strategy for monitoring 
foreign research, such as a strict 
permitting system. Understanding the 
parameters of the government’s strategy 
before leaving can prevent early delays 
to a research schedule. For example, 
in Rwanda researchers are required 
to have a government permit before 
conducting research in the country. 
The requirements of the process are not 
published and therefore word of mouth 
from colleagues is the most efficient 
and effective way to determine the 
current process for securing permits. 
Because research should not begin 
until a permit is granted, navigating the 
process uninformed can delay research 
by weeks.

Introductory information on the 
research location can come through 
contacts with fellow academics, desk 
officers for the region in government 
agencies or NGOs, primary and 
secondary source documents 
(particularly human rights reports and 
U.S. State Department bulletins) or 
casual conversations with people who 
have lived in or visited the country. 
The U.S. State Department maintains 
bulletins on the safety and security of 
certain areas, but at times these reports 
can be overly cautious, making it 
necessary to rely on additional sources 
to verify these concerns. In addition, 
scholars often forget that works of 

fiction may assist their preparation 
for the field. In my experience, fiction 
set in the research location (preferably 
by local authors) provides additional 
knowledge concerning the reputations 
of certain neighborhoods, local events, 
and even useful slang. Finally and 
where possible, it is best to establish 
preliminary contacts in the country 
itself. These contacts may be as simple 
as a friend’s favorite taxi driver who 
could provide the researcher with up-
to-date information on the current 
political and security situation as soon 
as he arrives at the airport.

Awareness also requires being 
physically prepared for field research. 
When conducting preliminary 
interviews before my research trip, I 
frequently asked if there was a single 
item that a colleague forgot or wished 
she had brought. A particularly useful 
recommendation that I received was 
to bring extra business cards with my 
university logo. Business cards provided 
legitimacy on the few occasions when 
my research was questioned. Additional 
suggestions included a yoga mat, 
running shoes, favorite DVDs, gifts 
from home (such as t-shirts from 
your university to be given as gifts to 
research assistants), as well as the usual 
list of back-up computer hardware, 
batteries, emergency medication, and 
additional copies of all travel and 
research documents.  

Because the political context in a 
closed regime often changes quickly, 
current information is essential. This 
requires researchers to keep in touch 
with their original contacts, but once 
in country, the researcher may have 
access to more information than his 
home network provides. At this point, 
it is essential to be observant. When 
possible, researchers should stay up to 

date on current events in the country 
by reading local newspapers from both 
state and non-state outlets. In addition, 
local research assistants (as well as that 
taxi driver) can be an invaluable source 
of current information. As the context 
changes, the researcher may have to 
creatively adjust his research plan. I 
turn to this below.

Creativity
Creativity is an essential skill for research 
within a closed regime. Creativity refers 
to the ability of researchers to adapt, 
both their theories and methodologies, 
to the present research conditions. Field 
research in a closed regime presents 
specific obstacles that may require more 
creativity and compromise than other 
research settings. Two special concerns 
in this context are data security and 
access to information.  

While issues of data security are not 
unique to closed regimes, there is an 
increased risk in these research settings 
that necessitates greater attention. 
If a researcher has gone through the 
appropriate registration and permitting 
procedure, it is possible that he will 
encounter no direct opposition from the 
government. Still, data security should 
remain a high priority. Data security 
requires that the researchers protect 
and regulate access to research data, 
particularly data containing politically 
sensitive material and identifying 
information on respondents. Securing 
data involves both encrypting digital 
data and appropriately storing hard 
data. Researchers should be creative 
about their data security and backup 
procedures. This increases the 
likelihood of keeping their data secure.

Basic encryption software, such as 
TrueCrypt, has become easily and 
cheaply available to researchers, even 
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those on a graduate student ’s budget. 
Encryption software allows for data to 
be stored securely on the researcher’s 
own computer. While encryption 
software does not prevent data from 
being taken (e.g., through computer 
theft or government appropriation), 
it does prevent encrypted information 
from being accessed. More advanced 
software can even “hide” documents, 
making them invisible without the 
necessary passwords. At a minimum, 
any documents that contain personal 
data on respondents should be 
encrypted. Encryption is particularly 
necessary for researchers who are using 
email or a cloud service to backup 
their data. Email and internet traffic is 
especially susceptible to interception; 
however, this risk is greatly minimized 
with encryption software. 

While encryption safeguards work 
for electronic data, hard copies of 
documents are more difficult to secure. 
Often a locked room or suitcase may be 
all that is available. If this is the case, 
consider digitizing personal or other 
identifying respondent information 
and then destroying hard copies. For 
example, I brought a small personal 
scanner with me to Rwanda to digitize 
demographic data on respondents and 
then destroyed the original copies.  
One colleague digitized documents and 
received permission to store hard copies 
in a lockbox at the American Embassy. 
The researcher should consider how 
to protect hardcopy material before 
he leaves for the field. It may be best 
to bring a particular type of suitcase 
that locks securely, such as a hard case. 
Alternatively, when applying for ethics 
approval the researcher should consider 
the procedure for storing consent 
forms and demographic information. 
In certain contexts it may be safer for 
respondents to require oral instead 
of written consent. During my field 
work, I digitally recorded respondents 
providing oral consent and encrypted 

those files in compliance with my ethics 
board, leaving no hardcopy information 
to identify my respondents.

The availability of information 
presents another set of challenges to 
researchers. Obstacles to information 
in a closed regime can range from 
difficulty asking respondents certain 
questions to deliberately being denied 
access to archives or informants by 
the government. When information is 
deliberately denied, the researcher must 
gauge the potential risks of continuing 
with the research. In this situation, 
there are two options: abandon the 
research question or attempt to develop 
a creative way to access the denied 
information.  

As few of us want to abandon our topic 
of interest while already in the field, I 
recommend developing creative methods 
of questioning and information access. 
This may require changing sampling 
techniques, changing the wording of 
certain questions or even soliciting 
local advice on how to navigate the 
political climate. One of my colleagues, 
for example, established an “advisory 
board” for her project that consisted of 
local government representatives and 
academics.  Membership on the board 
provided a level of professional prestige 
for those individuals asked to oversee 
the project while simultaneously 
legitimating my colleague’s research. 
The board provided the additional 
benefit of helping to inform my 
colleague of any political pitfalls; as 
their names were attached, members of 
the board had an incentive to keep the 
project running.

Sometimes gaining access to 
restricted information can simply 
require persistence. While obtaining 
my research permits in Rwanda, I 
visited the research office every day. I 
professionally presented my case until 
I was eventually granted access to my 

research locations. In addition, I found 
that visiting offices and research archives 
in person was more effective than 
sending emails or making telephone 
contact. Letters for introduction from 
the researcher’s university can also 
be useful in legitimating the project. 
Researchers should have these letters 
prepared before they leave and bring 
extra copies printed on university 
letterhead. 

Respect
The final skill for working within a 
closed regime is respect for research 
participants. Maintaining respect 
and concern for participants helps 
researchers to live up to ethical 
research standards. Above I spoke of 
the necessity of protecting identifying 
information and research data, but 
researchers also have an obligation to 
respect the respondents themselves. 
Respect for respondents includes 
being straightforward about research 
objectives as well as reasonable about 
the potential benefits and outcomes of 
the research. In addition, the researcher 
has a (minimal) responsibility to ensure 
that his research can “give back” to the 
individual, community or state in some 
way. 

Respondents in a closed regime may 
face greater risks for participating in 
research than respondents in other 
locations. For this reason, it is essential 
to be open and upfront about the 
research in order to allow individuals 
to assess their own risk/reward ratio. 
Often potential participants are 
willing to accept personal risk for a 
research project that they deem to be 
beneficial or important, but ultimately 
the decision is theirs. Adhering to 
an approved consent procedure, as 
well as providing individuals with as 
much information as is feasible, will 
allow potential respondents to make 
an informed decision about their own 
participation. Ethics review boards will 
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require this, but it is ultimately up to 
the researcher to implement the ethics 
protocol with integrity. Because of the 
greater risks imposed by conducting 
research in a closed regime, researchers 
have an increased burden to adequately 
address the rights and risks of human 
subjects.

Respecting individuals goes beyond 
protecting their confidentiality. There 
is the question of how to adequately 
compensate or “give back” to research 
participants. In developing countries, 
it might seem appropriate to offer 
monetary rewards for participants. 
However, this could create negative 
incentives that ultimately compromise 
the integrity for the project. In a closed 
regime, monetary rewards may provide 
an enticement for individuals to take 
increased risks and participate in projects 
that they otherwise would have avoided. 
There are other ways to compensate 
individuals for participation. Often 
providing community “goods,” 
such as disseminating the research 
or participating in local academic 
enterprise, are the most appropriate 
ways to repay participants.

Regarding the dissemination of 
research, we often assume that our 
respondents will feel safer if we do not 
make our research results known within 
their community. We may assume that 
research participants want to remain 
far removed from the research process. 
My experience in Rwanda suggested 
otherwise. In Rwanda, I found that 
the restricted political space created 
a desire to be heard. Many times I 
found that I fell short in my ability to 
make respondents’ individual stories 
as widely known as possible. Rather 
I found myself having to explain that 
it was unlikely that the President of 
Rwanda would ever read a copy of my 
article and that it was improbable that 
a major donor agency would be moved 
to action by my research. 

In my own research, I attempted 
to address this “desire to be heard” 
through working with the Center for 
Conflict Management at the National 
University of Rwanda, Butare. Through 
the Center, I was able to work with 
other academics in Rwanda, sharing 
research ideas and recommendations. 
In addition I wrote an article for the 
Center’s research journal. Outside of 
academic circles, I made an attempt to 
make contact widely with local human 
rights NGOs, particularly organizations 
working on similar issues to my own 
research. These organizations are in an 
advantageous position to both lobby 
the government based on my findings 
as well as implement some of the 
recommendations from my research.

The options available for researchers 
to “give back” vary by country. Often 
visiting researchers present lectures on 
their work at a local university, at their 
own embassy, or at a local community 
center. It could be equally beneficial to 
give a talk on a particular methodology 
or current event at the local university. 
For some projects, it may be best to 
work directly with the government, 
either through a research ministry or by 
preparing a policy brief for a relevant 
department or agency. Regardless of 
the method, acknowledging a basic 
responsibility to contribute in some 
small way goes far in demonstrating 
respect for the individuals who give of 
their own time for our research. 

Closing Thoughts
Field research presents many challenges 
and obstacles that are magnified when 
conducting research in an authoritarian 
or closed regime. In this article I 
suggest that being aware of the context, 
exercising creativity when needed, and 
demonstrating respect for research 
participants are essential skills for 
navigating these obstacles. While often 
daunting when it comes to overcoming 
these challenges, research in closed 

regimes can provide valuable insights 
to many of the outstanding questions 
in comparative politics. 
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neither hard nor fast. My aim is to 
provide the reader with a general 
approach, an attitude and sensibility 
that will act as both an anchor and 
fortifying perspective for carrying 
out research in what will certainly be 
a challenging environment. Things 
are never as bad or as difficult as they 
seem, and sometimes even the scariest 
of situations can turn out to provide 
critical insights that would have 
otherwise gone unnoticed.

Rule 1:  Don’t Panic
First thing: don’t panic. Research 
designs, no matter how exquisite or how 
well thought out, when implemented in 
an authoritarian or semi-authoritarian 
setting will fail. Expect failure, and 
not just the usual unanticipated 
hiccups that your colleagues working 
in Europe, Japan, or the United States 
will experience. Your failures will be 
of a more epic nature, and much more 
compelling. In addition to dealing with 
lethargic and obstinate bureaucrats, 
upon arrival you may find access to 
research sites blocked definitively, 
without reason or explanation.  Formal 
permission that had been painstakingly 
secured on earlier, preliminary research 
trips will evaporate, replaced by a raft 
of new procedures and requirements 
that must be met before the project can 
go forward. All will seem lost.

The challenge must be to make these 
inevitable failures lead to new lines 
of research. Doing so will set you 
upon a path already trod by countless 
ordinary citizens whose daily lives 
involve navigating the same political 
and social environment now frustrating 
your research plans. You too will likely 
have to negotiate your way to reaching 
your research goals, with the original 
research design serving as a framework 
and starting point.

My primary goal, as laid out in my 
original research proposal, was to 
gain insight into the experience and 
consumption of public schooling at 
the local level in the Islamic Republic 
of Iran (IRI). In other words, I wanted 
to fill the current gap in knowledge 
regarding local responses to state-
driven initiatives to produce the “New 
Islamic Citizen.” How did parents, 
students, teachers, and principals view 
the state’s project? I went into the field 
with the assumption that no institution 
is capable of fully reproducing itself and 
that the formal ideological program 
of the state being implemented in the 
schools would meet with considerable 
negotiation, if not contestation, by 
actors at the school sites. 

In order to document the educational 
objectives, textbooks, and administrative 
structures produced at the state level 
as well as bottom-up responses to 
these objectives I planned to use an 
ethnographic approach consisting of 
archival research of state documents 
and pronouncements; one-on-one and 
focus group interviews with teachers, 
parents, students, principals, and 
state planners; and finally, participant 
observation inside of the classrooms.  

The goal was to gradually build up 
an empirical foundation from which I 
could describe variation in the content 
of the state’s project, the means by 
which the curriculum is implemented 
in private and public school settings, 
and finally, the reception and effect that 
schooling has on political and social 
outcomes, goals that the particular 
strengths of case study have been of 
great use. 

Archival work on textbooks, media 
reports, and formal documents related 
to schooling went according to plan.  

Alas, participant observation and 
interviews went awry at the point of 
implementation. Access to the public 
schools did not materialize despite 
considerable efforts and contacts made 
during two pre-research trips to Tehran.  

To get into the classrooms where I 
wanted to carry out my observations and 
interviews, I needed official permission 
from the Province of Tehran, followed 
by a letter of permission from each 
administrative district in the city, 
then the final approval of the school 
principal. At all three levels, starting 
at the state level and to an increasing 
extent as I moved down to the local 
level, I had to demonstrate evidence 
that I was sponsored by an Iranian 
university. While I had extremely 
close relations with a particular private 
university in Tehran, the support 
that they were able to give me was 
strictly informal. Although nominally 
a non-state outfit, all universities in 
Iran remain connected to (and thus 
dependent on) the government in one 
manner or another. Full autonomy 
simply does not exist in the environment 
of postrevolutionary Iran, in any sector.  
Furthermore, the perennially poor 
relations between America and Iran 
had a deleterious effect on the research 
climate. During the period of my 
fieldwork this long history had reached 
its nadir, as there was open and daily 
discussion in Iran and in the United 
States as to whether or not a US attack 
on the Islamic Republic was imminent.  
Not surprisingly, getting an institution 
willing to put its neck out for an 
Iranian coming from the United States 
was not easy. An Iranian professor, 
who regularly supplied me data, books, 
documents, and interview subjects, 
often did so with the caveat that “You 
didn’t get this from me.” 

The lack of formal permission to carry 
out research did not mean that I did 
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not have success in gathering data.  
Being freelance, as it were, had its 
advantages. It forced me to be flexible, 
and in a weakly-institutionalized and 
fluid environment such as Iran, that 
had its advantages. If it is the case 
that research designs change once 
out in the field, it is also true that 
obstacles and failures frequently lead 
to opportunities that would have been 
otherwise ignored. As a direct result 
of not getting into public schools, my 
personal connections eventually led 
me to carry out ethnographies at two 
private Islamic schools in Tehran.  

Private schools, and in particular 
private Islamic schools, had not 
previously been on my radar screen 
much less a part of my original research 
design. Such schools are a relatively 
new phenomenon and are increasingly 
popular amongst the middle-class in 
Iran.  Private schools are legally required 
to use the state’s centralized curriculum, 
but are otherwise free to develop their 
own hiring and firing practices, as well 
as extending the school day to include 
extracurricular activities unavailable in 
public schools. 

I quickly realized that my dissertation 
had a new puzzle to tackle, namely:  
Why is there a need for private Islamic 
schools in a country in which every 
school is presumed to be Islamic?  What 
social and political needs do private 
Islamic schools serve in the IRI?  

My primary objective had been to 
study how ordinary citizens and 
state agents, above all teachers and 
principals, negotiated with each other 
over the content and implementation 
of the educational project, and how 
these encounters might lead to the 
mutual transformation of state and 
society. The two private schools that I 
ended up researching proved to be an 

exceptionally rich source of data for 
answering this research question.  Both 
schools are highly regarded and well 
known in Tehran, and I was fortunate 
to have been given near-complete 
access to the classes, staff, and activities 
by each site’s principal.  Indeed, as 
private schools, they were free to allow 
an outside researcher such as myself to 
come and go as he pleased, a liberty I 
would likely never have obtained in a 
public school setting. 

Rule 2:  Make it Boring
Find a way to allow the mundane to 
reign supreme. Make the research 
ordinary; if at all possible, make it 
boring. So much of the allure of coming 
to a place like Iran lies in the imagined 
excitement of revolution.  I understand 
this. Both the official discourse of 
politics within the Islamic Republic, 
and certainly the breathless accounts 
of Iran that suffuse popular and media 
imaginations in the United States, offer 
up a country and a people caught in 
the throes of perpetual crisis:  politics, 
fundamentalism, revolution, and the 
ceaseless march against enemies.

That simply is not how most people 
lead their lives. Such fervor can only 
be sustained by the most ardent of 
revolutionaries; who are increasingly 
in short supply now 30 years on. 
It is critical that analysts resist the 
temptation to engage only with the 
obvious messages that fill the public 
square. Thoughtful visitors to Iran 
must find ways to lower their eyes 
and cameras away from the fading 
revolutionary slogans and murals that 
adorn Tehran. Dealing seriously with 
the reign of the ordinary in people’s 
everyday lives is an act of empathy.  
Such compassion and willingness to 
understand, I believe, is what propels so 
many of us to learn a foreign language 
and culture in the first place.

Research in less than democratic 
settings is by their nature extraordinary, 
and require extra measures of effort and 
patience on the part of the researcher.  
The extraordinary demands of your 
project will create the temptation to 
think of yourself as also being special or 
extraordinary.  Do not succumb to this.

My third research trip to Iran, the 
longest and most productive in terms 
of data collection, was remarkable for 
its lack of excitement.  I considered it 
a minor success.  Just one indicator: 
There is a very specific, baroque 
form of political discourse in Iran, a 
way of speaking that combines the 
revolutionary with the religious, topped 
off by idiosyncrasies found in formal 
Persian. I took it as a sign of intellectual 
progress that I could listen to this sort 
of talk coolly, and not be alarmed or 
engrossed as I used to be by its fervor.  
I was able to understand and analyze 
what was being said between the layers 
of speech.

There were important payoffs from 
the loss of “excitement.” The ability 
to be bored, to turn my attention to 
the mundane, made it possible to 
better discern what was legitimately 
extraordinary. I did not come to this 
realization on my own, but had to be 
prodded by others. I originally went 
to Iran committed to finding evidence 
of children’s resistance to the state’s 
message, as well as empirical proof 
that adults (teachers and parents) were 
facilitating this resistance. At the very 
least, I expected to find teachers put 
into the position of intermediaries 
by being forced to facilitate between 
postrevolutionary values mandated by a 
distant state agency, and the contrasting 
political cultures of local communities.

Prior to my arrival, I had carefully 
and consciously crafted the theoretical 
architecture of my project in opposition 
to a literature that I viewed as being 
too deferential to the “claims of 
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formal content.” Authors implicitly 
accepted that formal inputs, what state 
authorities placed inside of textbooks 
and formal goals, determined the range 
of possible educational outcomes.  The 
dynamic of resistance and domination 
captured the politics of education.  
Students either submitted to the 
disciplining power of the school system, 
or they fully rejected the state’s message 
and found ways to retain the autonomy 
of their moral selves. Given the lack 
of empirical, inductive research inside 
of classrooms and with actors in the 
educational arena, conclusions tended 
to side with state success. I wanted 
to bring balance by looking inside of 
the proverbial black box of education, 
prying its lid off with the concept of 
“resistance.”

An unexpected question posed to me 
while I was in Iran caused me to change 
course. After listening to me lay out 
my research objectives, an educational 
expert in the office of the Organization 
of Educational Research and Planning 
(OERP) of the Ministry of Education, 
related the story of how his son, then 
a high school student, resented the 
current regime. His son, whose dislike 
of the government and its policies was 
absolute and unabiding, opposed the 
inculcation of “revolutionary values” 
not from any sense of ideology or 
fully-formed ideas about the role of 
religion in politics or education, but for 
the rather banal reason that Islam, as 
practiced in the school, seemed to serve 
no other purpose than to deprive him 
of the ability to bring and listen to CDs 
and Walkmans on campus.

This same son, he continued, woke up 
early every morning with his father 
to perform his ablutions and morning 
prayer. He also fastidiously observed 
the various high holy holidays of Islam, 
including the fasting rites of Ramadan. 

This high school student, who rejected 
the authority of the Supreme Leader 
and had only disdain for the rhetoric 
of the Islamic Republic, was by all 
accounts, and according to the standards 
of the regime, a devout and proper 
Muslim. “Now,” asked the expert, “what 
is ‘resistance’? Can my son be counted 
as someone who is in resistance to the 
regime?”  

The ordinariness of his son’s high 
school experiences would not be out 
of place in an American setting, and 
forced me to recognize that in my 
attempt to problematize the existing 
literature on education in Iran, I had 
overcompensated in favor of an idealized 
vision of agency, thus reproducing the 
resistance/domination dynamic already 
found in much of the existing literature.  
I had done so because I was looking 
for dramatic or expressed bursts of 
opposition or bouts of justice-seeking 
under authoritarian rule, rather than 
seeking out how people negotiate with 
what can be a suffocatingly tedious and 
impenetrable bureaucratic setting in 
order to improve their own lives.

Schooling proved to be an ideal case for 
studying such negotiations in action.  
Iranian families, as they do in most of 
the world, send their children to school 
because they see formal education as 
critical to their future economic and 
social success.  These parents, insulated 
from elite machinations and for the 
most part uninterested in the politics of 
schooling, bring a tremendous sense of 
purpose to schooling.  And in doing so, 
by participating in state-led education 
on terms mostly (but not entirely) of 
their own making, parents and their 
children have managed over time to 
transform schooling from a public good 
and an instrument of state hegemony 
into a private resource.
 

Rule 3:  Reflect on Yourself, or The 
Researcher as Subject
It should be noted that the overall 
generosity I experienced while in Iran 
was not absolute, and occasionally 
came muted by rituals of face-saving, 
the famous ta’arof of Iranian culture.  
Invitations were extended and books 
and documents were promised, that 
ultimately never took form. Efforts to 
follow up (“But you said to call!”) were 
met with silence.  Offers of help must 
be deciphered, in other words.  There is, 
unfortunately, no clear way of knowing 
when someone is being sincere, and 
when they are merely being polite.

Perhaps the most important choice that 
I made in terms of data acquisition was 
to not get fully caught up in the natural 
cautiousness, even doubt, of Iranians.  
Much of it is understandable, fostered 
over now nearly 30 years of living in a 
highly politicized environment.  Help is 
almost always hidden under the layers 
of courtesy and hospitality---as I said, 
face-saving for both the researcher and 
his subject.  I tried my determined best 
to move away from the ta’arof and more 
towards direct appeals for evidence; I 
wanted to get the dissertation done.  

It ’s a difficult balance, and it wasn’t 
always easy to know where to draw 
the line or how far to push. However, I 
made a decision early on in my research 
to always stay above board with who 
I was and what I was seeking. Full 
disclosure was my guiding principle, 
in all instances, and came complete 
with the handing out of business cards. 
I did so for my own protection---no 
one would be able to later accuse me 
of manipulating my research subjects--
-but also for the security of those who 
came into contact with me. I tried to 
always remind myself that the ability to 
carry out research in Iran was a privilege.  
As foreign researchers we are “special” 
only in the sense that our presence has 
potentially disruptive effects on the 
lives of those we encounter and who so 
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often help us to reach our goals.  

Undoubtedly, my personal history 
facilitated my ability to be fully exposed.  
It is true that knowing Farsi and being 
Iranian-American allowed me to access 
Iran in a manner unthinkable for the 
American or European researcher.  
Nonetheless, despite my background, 
I remained an Amrikai or at minimum 
an Iranian from “the other side of the 
water” (az oon var-e ab), the accent, 
dress, and even manner of walking 
being dead giveaways that I was not a 
“local.”  

Which brings me to the final rule…

Rule 4:  Panic, if just a little.  
The research did not, as I noted earlier, 
go as planned. I did not gain formal 
access to the public school system and 
was in the end only able to research two 
private schools. On occasion, I would 
torment myself with the question of 
how much more I should have pushed 
for access to this or that school.  Clarity 
came with the spring 2008 arrest 
of Roxana Saberi, an independent 
researcher and Iranian-American 

accused of espionage. This was a 
reminder that while research in Iran is 
not as impossible or as dangerous as we 
might think back home, it is also useful 
to be overly careful. Paranoia proved 
to have its benefits, and undoubtedly 
helped me to successfully finish my 
research and return safely home.

Certainly my situation as a dual 
national had become more precarious 
in the aftermath of the presidential 
election. State media had already placed 
the source of the trouble outside of the 
country.  The news for days ran footage 
of “voluntary” confessions by local 
citizens led astray by foreign elements, 
the latter typically Iranians operating 
out of the U.K. (the British had been cast 
as the lead villain this time around).  As 
a kharaji, or foreigner, who had arrived 
on a flight from London shortly before 
the vote, I fit the profile of the state’s 
narrative too well.  The machinery had 
little choice but to check up on me, 
its logic dictating the visits by paired 
government men curious to know what 
an “Iranian-American with a foreign 
accent” was up to.  Don’t worry, a friend 
assured me, they’re professional.  These 

guys won’t waste their time if there’s 
nothing there. It is how they’ve stayed 
in power for 30 years.

Perhaps.  The truth is that I could not 
be certain why agents had checked up 
on me or where it would lead. The 
problem, of course, was the uncertainty.  
Regimes like the Islamic Republic 
excel in sowing doubt.  Without 
transparency, and allowed unfettered 
access to my own imagination, I started 
to question whom amongst my current 
set of contacts I could continue to trust.  
I assumed that those same contacts 
were wondering the same about me. 

Panic, if just a little, and keep in mind 
that this panic may follow you home.  
Habits linger and I found that for all 
that I gained from my experiences as a 
observer and a participants in the Green 
Movement, it would be some time 
before I could shake out of the caution 
that had enveloped and protected me 
while I was in Iran.

Shervin Malekzadeh recently received 
a Ph.D. in government at Georgetown 
University.

Malekzadeh



24

C o m p a r a t i v e  D e m o c r a t i z a t i o nVol. 9, No. 2                                                                               May 2011

in mainstream political science is that 
the discipline has focused on themes 
of democratization and progressive 
political and social change, areas in 
which the Middle East continually 
disappoints.3 Still, even by these 
standards, Iraq stands out for the lack 
of academic interest relative to the 
country’s prominence in geo-political 
affairs. A rough metric comes from 
comparing the number of doctoral 
dissertations on Iraq relative to the 
amount of media attention it garners, 
as shown in Graph 1 below. Searching 
the ProQuest dissertation abstract 
database between 1989 and 2010 reveals 
one hundred and six dissertations 
in political science, history, and 
international relations mentioning Iraq, 
a number roughly comparable to Syria, 
Jordan, Lebanon, and Saudi Arabia, 
more than Algeria and Morocco, but 
far behind Egypt and Iran. In this same 
time period, though, Iraq garnered 
more media attention, as measured 
by New York Times headlines, than all 
of these other countries combined.  
Given Iraq’s characteristics as a deeply 
divided society, an oil-based economy, 
and a state built on precarious post-
colonial structures, it is improbable 
that political scientists could not find 
any important theoretical puzzles to 
explore there. This, in combination 
with its importance in global affairs, 
suggests that Iraq is among the most 
under-studied countries in the world.  
As discussed below, new political 
conditions have helped to spur a new 

3. Lisa Anderson, “Searching Where the Light 
Shines: Studying Democratization in the Middle 
East,” Annual Review of Political Science, 9 (2006).  
See also, Michael Hudson, “The Middle East,” PS: 
Political Science and Politics, 34:3 (2001), 801; Gregg 
Gause, “Political Science and the Middle East,” 
International Journal of Middle Eastern Studies 42:8 
(2010).

generation of research with 
unprecedented opportunity for 
advancement in knowledge.

From at least the 1970s, the severity of
Ba’th rule has hampered scholarly 
research on Iraq. A case in point is 
Hanna Batatu’s The Old Social Classes 
and the Revolutionary Movements of Iraq 
(1978), a singularly indispensable work 
of 1,200 pages rendered profoundly 
uneven by diminished access to data.4   

Batatu is at his best covering the 
late colonial and the post-1958 eras, 
periods in which he was able to conduct 
personal interviews and examine local 
police records to create an incredible 
composite of Iraq’s myriad social and 
political factions. By the time of the 
Ba’th ascension in the mid-1960s, 
however, these avenues were cut off, 
forcing Batatu to rely on more indirect 
sources. Even with this handicap, 
though, Batatu’s work still stands 
out compared to Majid Khadduri’s 
Socialist Iraq, which benefitted from 
ample regime cooperation. Khadduri 
even thanked Saddam Husayn, among 
other high officials, for their assistance.  
4. Hanna Batatu, The Old Social Classes and the 
Revolutionary Movements of Iraq: A Study of Iraq’s Old 
Landed and Commercial Classes and of its Communist, 
Ba’thist and Free Officers (Princeton: Princeton 
University Press, 1978).

Despite taking pains to “verify published 
material with oral interviews but also to 
obtain information not found in print 
from the dramatis personae with whom 
I had the privilege to meet,”5 Khadduri’s 
work proves remarkably credulous of 
the regime’s anodyne self-portrait of 
a moderate and modernizing regime.  
Consider the following passage on the 
prospects for democracy:

The Ba’th leadership continued 
to invoke military intervention 
whenever the opposition 
challenged their rule.  But their 
ultimate objective is to establish 
a popular base for their regime 
and to legitimate it through 
democratic processes…. They 
have established contacts with 
national organizations outside 
official circles, like trade unions, 
professional associations and 
others, to enlist their support…. 
Trade unions and other corporate 
organizations will form, in 
Ba’thist view, important sections 
of the electorate when general 
elections would be held for the 
National Assembly. 

As the Ba’th regime turned more 
paranoid and violent in the course of 
the Iran-Iraq War (1980-1988), and 
especially after the 1991 Gulf War, 
Iraq became increasingly inhospitable 
to inquisitive foreigners. In response, 
scholars adopted three distinctive 
methodological styles. The first style 
was the discursive turn, following Jim 
Scott and Erving Goffman’s discursive 
theories about the nature of ‘hidden 
transcripts’ within the ruler’s hegemonic 
discourse.6 Among the first to attempt 
5. Majid Khadduri, Socialist Iraq: A Study in Iraqi 
Politics since 1968 (Washington: Middle East 
Institute, 1978), iii.
6. James C. Scott, Domination and the Arts of 
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this was the Iraqi-born Kanan Makiya, 
writing from abroad under a pseudonym 
for fear of government retaliation.  In 
Republic of Fear, Makiya adopts a stance 
of radical naiveté: 

what leaders, parties, and citizens 
think and expressly say about 
politics matters.  The words the 
people use are not ‘reflections’ 
of some hidden reality; they 
are themselves a part of that 
reality.  Hence, an important if 
somewhat neglected source of 
information on the Ba’th can be 
found in speeches, party political 
programs, and the whole body of 
ideological artifacts…. [D]espite 
the proclivity of those in public 
office to propaganda, rhetoric, 
chicanery, and lies, on the whole, 
even they usually end up saying 
what they mean and meaning 
what they say.7 

By taking Iraqi leaders essentially at 
their word, Makiya offers a far more 
prescient analysis of Ba’th ideology.  
Iraq’s was not a more or less benign 
technocracy struggling to make peasants 
into Iraqis, but a totalitarian movement 
bent on using violence to reshape 
society down to its roots. Ofra Bengio, 
among others, dissects the euphemisms, 
elisions, exaggerations, and pretensions 
of unanimity embedded in official 
discourse, highlighting the ways the 
Ba’th regime literally sought to change 
the language by which Iraqis described 
themselves.8    

A second approach treated the various 
shards of information emitted by 
the regime as kinds of instrumental 
variables, barometers indicating deeper 

Resistance: Hidden Transcripts (New Haven: Yale 
University Press, 1990); Erving Goffman, Relations 
in Public: Micro-studies of the Public Order (New York: 
Basic Books, 1971).
7. Samir al-Khalil (Kanan Makiya), Republic of Fear 
(Berkeley: University of California Press, 1989), xxiii.
8. Ofra Bengio, Saddam’s Word: Political Discourse in 
Iraq (New York: Oxford University Press, 1998).

trends within the regime. Mimicking 
the techniques of intelligence 
analysis, scholars like Phebe Marr,9 
the Slugletts,10 and Amatzia Baram 
scrounged through the official media, 
interviewed informed (and often 
anonymous) sources, and extrapolated 
from journalistic accounts to substitute 
for the lack of direct observation.  Baram’s 
study of the changing collective profile 
of Iraq’s ruling elite is a case in point, 
based on profiles in regime newspapers, 
eulogies, and other seeming trivia to 
create detailed political biographies of 
the party leadership, the ministries, and 
the parliament, and used them to track 
exactly how the sectarian profile of the 
regime had changed over time.11   

If studying the Iraqi regime required 
working with shards of data, then 
studying the opposition entailed 
sifting through splinters. The Ba’th 
party deliberately sought to uproot 
any semblance of opposition. Relying 
on reading contraband opposition 
literature, pamphlets and manifestoes 
circulated abroad, and interviews with 
Iraqis abroad, Joyce Wiley and Baram 
cobbled together information on the 
workings of various Iraqi Shi’i Islamic 
parties.12 Batatu’s Old Social Classes 
remains an authoritative source on 
the once formidable Iraqi Communist 
Party.  After the 1991 Gulf War and 
the subsequent uprising by Shi’is in the 
south and Kurds in the south, Makiya 
also moved to record first person 
testimonials from victims of regime 

9. Phebe Marr, The Modern History of Iraq (Boulder: 
Westview, 1985).
10. Peter Sluglett and Marion Farouk-Sluglett, Iraq 
Since 1958: From Revolution to Dictatorship (London: 
KPI, 1987).
11. Amatzia Baram, “The Ruling Political Elite in 
Ba’thi Iraq, 1968-1989: The Changing Features of 
a Collective Profile,” International Journal of Middle 
Eastern Studies, 21:4 (1989).
12. Joyce Wiley, The Islamic Movement of Iraqi Shi’as 
(Boulder: Lynne Rienner, 1992); Amatzia Baram, 
“From Radicalism to Radical Pragmatism: The Shi‘ite 
Fundamentalist Opposition Movements of Iraq,” in 
James P. Piscatori, ed., Islamic Fundamentalism and 
the Gulf Crisis (Chicago: Fundamentalism Project, 
American Academy of Arts and Sciences, 1991).

repression.13   

A third approach to the seemingly 
intractable problems of obtaining 
current information on Iraq was to 
take the historical turn, examining the 
distant antecedents of Iraq’s current 
dilemmas. As Yitzhak Nakash relates, 
his interest in the Shi’is of Iraq was 
sparked during the Iran-Iraq War, when, 
contrary to conventional wisdom about 
the artificiality of Iraqi nationalism and 
the salience of sectarian identity, Iraq’s 
Shi’i soldiers engaged in fierce fighting 
with their Iranian co-religionists.14 

Effective historical research requiring 
access to archives and other forms of 
data, however, was next to impossible.  
Scholars like Nakash, Samira Haj, Meir 
Litvak, Malik Mufti, and Dina Khoury, 
therefore, used a wealth of mainly 
colonial archives housed in London, 
Istanbul, or New Delhi, to trace the 
historical roots of contemporary 
challenges to Iraq’s cohesion as a nation 
and a state.15    

Despite the limitations posed by the lack 
of direct access to Iraq, the cumulation 
of knowledge in these works still 
provides a bedrock for future scholarly 
endeavors.  First, they deflated the claim 
that Saddam Husayn’s government was 
a popular or progressive element with 
widespread support by highlighting the 
critical role of violence in maintaining 
the Ba’th regime in power.  Second, 
they demonstrated paradoxically that 
Iraqi nationalism was not merely an 
artifice or contrivance, but indeed 
13. Kanan Makiya, Cruelty and Silence (New York: 
W.W. Norton, 1993).
14. Yitzhak Nakash, The Shi’is of Iraq (Princeton: 
Princeton University Press, 1994), xii.
15. Samira Haj, The Making of Iraq, 1900-1963: 
Capital, Power, and Ideology (Albany: SUNY Press, 
1997); Meir Litvak, Shi’i Scholars of Nineteenth-
Century Iraq: The ‘Ulama of Najaf and Karbala (New 
York: Cambridge University Press, 1998); Malik 
Mufti, Sovereign Creations: Pan-Arabism and Political 
Order in Syria and Iraq (Ithaca: Cornell University 
Press, 1996); Dina Khoury, State and Provincial 
Society in the Ottoman Empire: Mosul 1540-1934 
(New York: Cambridge University Press, 1997).
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a salient—if contested—identity.  
Though Iraqis might resist efforts to 
be turned into the “new” Ba’thi man or 
woman, they still harbored alternative 
notions about what belonging in and 
to Iraq meant. Finally, they showed 
the steady degradation of Iraqi society, 
especially following the imposition of 
economic sanctions and even harsher 
Ba’th rule in the 1990s.  Iraq may have 
been a relatively educated, bourgeois, 
and religiously moderate society, but 
this was in a bygone era.  Instead, Iraq 
had steadily become impoverished, 
its education systems ruined, and its 
citizens forced to rely on patrimonial 
networks of clan, tribe and sect more 
than ever before.  

Fall of the Dictator, Rise of Social 
Science? 
Since the fall of the Ba’th regime, 
Westerners have again have had access to 
Iraq.  In the north, the Kurdish Regional 
Government (KRG) has become a 
hotspot for new research on Kurdish 
nationalism and state formation that 
would have been inconceivable without 
the ability to conduct interviews, review 
government documents, follow debates 
in the media, and otherwise observe 
the political process in an unfettered 
manner.16 For the Arab-majority 
center and south, however, problems of 
political stability and personal safety 
have stymied all but the most intrepid 
researcher. If we presume that the 
techniques of field research are akin 
to those of journalism—seeking direct 
observation and personal interviews 
on often sensitive or secretive topics—
then post-Ba’th Iraq must be counted 
among the most dangerous places in 
the world.17 Incessant violence against 
16. Liam Anderson and Gareth Stansfield, The Crisis 
in Kirkuk: The Ethnopolitics of Conflict and Compromise 
(Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 
2009); David Romano, The Kurdish Nationalist 
Movement: Opportunity, Mobilization, and Identity 
(New York: Cambridge University Press, 2006); 
Denise Natali, The Kurdish Quasi-State: Development 
and Dependency in Post-Gulf War Iraq (Syracuse: 
Syracuse University Press, 2010).
17. Committee to Protect Journalists, http://cpj.org/

students and faculty has crippled Iraqi 
universities, particularly in Baghdad and 
Basra. Lack of personal security in the 
capital was a main reason for situating 
the new American University of Iraq 
in the KRG, rather than Baghdad.  
Similarly, the American Academic 
Research Institute in Iraq, founded in 
2005, operates from Jordan.   

Despite these limitations, the opening 
of the Iraqi regime has offered an 
opportunity for the application of new 
research techniques.  The most obvious 
advancement is survey research, 
providing the direct insight into Iraqis’ 
senses of patriotism and attitudes toward 
authority and individuality, linking Iraq 
for the first time to the World Values 
Survey and its auxiliaries.18 Adeed 
Dawisha, Andrew Arato, among others, 
have focuses on Iraqi’s still nascent 
democratization, specifically issues 
of constitution and electoral design 
and the functioning of political party 
formation.19 Historically-oriented 
research also remains strong. Eric 
Davis’s analysis of alternative versions 
of Iraqi nationalism, Faleh Jabar’s on 
Iraq’s Shi’i Islamic movements, and 
Tareq Ismael’s on Iraqi communism 
provide a kind of intellectual backfill, 
examining the very voices of the 
resurgent opposition that the Ba’th had 
tried to smother.20    

killed/mideast/iraq/ (Accessed July 27, 2010).
18. Mansoor Moaddel, Mark Tessler, and Ronald 
Inglehart, “Foreign Occupation and National Pride: 
The Case of Iraq,” Public Opinion Quarterly, 72:4 
(2008); Ronald Inglehart, Mansoor Moaddel, and 
Mark Tessler, “Xenophobia and In-Group Solidarity 
in Iraq: A Natural Experiment on the Impact of 
Insecurity,” Perspective on Politics, 4:3 (2006).
19. Adeed Dawisha and Larry Diamond, “Iraq’s 
Year of Voting Dangerously,” Journal of Democracy, 
17:2 (2006); Adeed Dawisha, “A Vote Against 
Sectarianism,” Journal of Democracy, 21:3 (2010); 
Andrew Arato, Constitution Making Under 
Occupation: The Politics of Imposed Revolution in Iraq 
(New York: Columbia University Press, 2009).
20. Eric Davis, Memories of State: Politics, History, 
and Collective Identity in Modern Iraq (Berkeley: 
University of California Press, 2005); Faleh Jabar, The 
Shi’ite Movement in Iraq (London: Saqi, 2005); Tareq 
Ismael, The Rise and Fall of the Communist Party of 
Iraq (New York: Cambridge University Press, 2007).

One methodological solution to the 
problem of personal safety has come 
in the rise of “embedded research.”  
Comparable to embedded reporting, this 
entails independent research conducted 
under the physical protection of U.S. 
forces. Such an approach, though, 
has the obvious liability of limiting 
the scholar’s ability to reach data 
beyond the ‘safe-zone.’ Thus, works 
like Ahmed Hashim’s on U.S. military 
training programs, Larry Diamond’s on 
Iraq’s constitution-making, and Peter 
Mansour’s on U.S. military operations, 
are more useful as reflections of the 
struggles of an occupying power than 
studies of endogenous changes within 
Iraqi society.  In fact, except for a slim 
segment of the political elite, Iraqis 
hardly figure in these studies at all.  21 
To date, only David Siddhartha Patel, 
who conducted dissertation research 
around Basra in the early years of 
the occupation, provides first hand 
observation of clerical networks and 
collective action, a crucial dynamic 
in the emergence of Iraq’s Islamist 
political parties.   Though Iraq is fertile 
theoretical ground for anyone interested 
in puzzles of identity formation and 
political order, nearly all scholarship 
relies on impressionistic and often 
anecdotal journalistic accounts.  

Conclusion
The history of research on Iraq 
shows that the venture of social 
science depends not just on a regime’s 
openness but also on its stability.  The 
totalitarian nature of the Ba’th regime 
rendered meaningful field research 
nearly impossible, forcing researchers 
to resort to textually-based techniques 
for studying Iraq remotely. The fall 
of the Ba’th in 2003 alleviated some 

21. Ahmed Hashim, Insurgency and Counterinsurgency 
in Iraq (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 2006); 
Larry Diamond, Squandered Victory: The American 
Occupation and the Bungled Effort to Bring Democracy 
to Iraq (New York: Times Books, 2005); Peter 
Mansour, Baghdad at Sunrise: A Brigade Commander’s 
War in Iraq (New Haven: Yale University Press, 
2008).
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obstacles, but introduced the challenge 
of personal safety in the midst of a still 
unsettled political order.  While various 
forms of embedded research and other 
techniques to garner information 
with minimal personal risk certainly 
represents an improvement, the progress 
of on-the-ground, unsupervised field 
research in Iraq remains slow.  Looking 

forward, social scientists cannot avoid 
studying countries like Iraq, especially 
if the discipline seeks policy relevance.  
Useful models could come from 
revisiting the works of Ruth Benedict, 
Margaret Mead, and the generations   
of Sovietologists, who first dealt with 
distinctive limitations of studying 
culture and societies from a distance. 

While such methodologies are no 
substitute for direct observation, in 
many instances they are the only viable 
options.

Ariel Ahram is assistant professor of 
international and area studies at the 
University of Oklahoma.

SeCtion neWS
Call for Applications: Transatlantic 
Academy Fellowship Program:
The Transatlantic Academy invites 
applications for its 2012–2013 
fellowship year beginning September 
2012. A joint project of the German 
Marshall Fund of the United States, 
ZEIT-Stiftung Ebelin und Gerd 
Bucerius, the Robert Bosch Stiftung 
and the Lynde and Harry Bradley 
Foundation, the Transatlantic Academy 
is located at the German Marshall Fund 
of the United States in Washington, 
DC. The academy brings together 
scholars from Europe and North 
America to work on a single set of issues 
facing the transatlantic community. The 
theme of this year’s program is “The 
Future of the Western Liberal Order.” 
Academy Fellows will spend 9 months 
conducting individual research and 
developing a collaborative research 
project that will result in a policy paper. 
Proposals for research on one or more 
of the following questions are invited: 
the reshaped world order: how should 
democracies respond?; prospects for 
democracy in the West; and democracy 
promotion and global governance.

A minimum of four senior and two 
junior scholars, three from Europe 
and three from North America, will 
work in a collaborative environment. 
Applicants for senior fellowships must 
have a PhD and have professional 

experience equivalent to that of an 
Associate Professor. Postdoctoral 
fellowship applicants must complete 
their PhD before the fellowship begins 
or within the last two years. Applicants 
who combine academic excellence with 
practical field or policy experience 
will have an advantage. Fellows will 
be expected to present their own 
research and to react to the work of 
their colleagues on a regular basis. 
They will also be expected to discuss 
their research with policy makers, non 
governmental organizations and other 
policy oriented institutions, both in the 
United States and Europe. In addition 
to a generous monthly stipend, Fellows 
will receive travel expenses to and from 
the Academy and a research allowance. 

Fellowship applications can 
be downloaded at www.
transatlanticacademy.org and offers 
will be made beginning on July 1, 
2011. For more information and an 
application please contact Jessica 
Hirsch, Program Assistant, jhirsch@
transatlanticacademy.org. 
 
New IPSA Research Committee on 
Elections, Citizens and Parties:
The International Political Science 
Association is pleased to announce the 
creation of a new research committee 
on elections, citizens, and parties. The 
new network will be launched at a 

special one-day pre-IPSA Workshop 
on the Challenges of Electoral Integrity 
in Madrid on July 7, 2012. Two general 
panels on elections, citizens, and parties 
at the IPSA Congress will also be 
convened. To join the new committee, 
please visit www.ipsa-ecp.com. A call 
for papers for the Madrid meeting 
is also available. The deadline for 
submission is July 1, 2011.

Call for Applications: Reagan-Fascell 
Democracy Fellowships:
The Reagan-Fascell Democracy Fellows 
Program at the International Forum 
for Democratic Studies (IFDS, U.S.) 
invites applications for fellowships 
in 2012–2013. This federally funded 
program enables democracy activists, 
practitioners, scholars, and journalists 
from around the world to deepen 
their understanding of democracy 
and enhance their ability to promote 
democratic change. Dedicated to 
international exchange, this five-month, 
residential program offers a collegial 
environment for fellows to reflect on 
their experiences; conduct independent 
research and writing; consider best 
practices and lessons learned; engage 
with counterparts in the United States; 
and develop professional relationships 
within a global network of democracy 
advocates. 

The program is intended primarily 
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to support practitioners, scholars, 
and journalists from developing and 
aspiring democracies; distinguished 
scholars from established democracies 
may also apply. A working knowledge of 
English is required. All fellows receive 
a monthly payment, health insurance, 
travel assistance, and research support. 
The program does not fund professional 
training, fieldwork, or students working 
towards a degree. The program will host 
two five-month fellowship sessions 
in 2012–2013: Fall 2012 (October 
1, 2012–February 28, 2013) and 
Spring 2013 (March 1–July 31, 2013). 
More information and application 
instructions are available here. Flyers in 
English, French, Arabic, Chinese, Farsi, 
Spanish, Russian, and Portuguese are 
also available. Applications are due by 
Tuesday, November 1, 2011. 

Call for Submissions: Committee on 
Concepts and Methods:
The Committee on Concepts and 
Methods (C&M) invites submissions 
for its 2012 Award for Concept Analysis 
in Political Science. The award is given 
every three years at the World Congress 
of the International Political Science 
Association (IPSA). The fourth C&M 
award will be given to a scholarly work 
published between January 1, 2009 and 
December 31, 2011. Any category of 
formal publication may be submitted, 
including books, book chapters, and 
journal articles. The notion of “concept 
analysis” is to be understood broadly, 
to include concept analysis, concept 
formation, and conceptual innovation, 
as well as the fields of operationalization, 
measurement and data collection. More 
information can be found at the C&M 
website: www.concepts-methods.org. 

NEWS FROM MEMBERS:
Deina Abdelkader, assistant professor 
of political science, University 
of Massachusetts at Lowell, has 
published Islamic Activists: The Anti-
Enlightenment Democrats (Pluto Press, 
2011), in which she demonstrates what 

Islamic leaders and activists think about 
just governance. By explaining and 
comparing Islamist ideas, morals, and 
concepts of justice and minority rights, 
she reveals that democracy “is not the 
sole preserve of those who support 
Enlightenment values,” revealing the 
non-violent side of Islamic populism 
and activism. 

Catherine Boone, professor of 
comparative politics, University of 
Texas at Austin, will have her article 
“Politically Allocated Land Rights and 
the Geography of Electoral Violence in 
Kenya,” published in the October 2011 
Comparative Political Studies, which will 
be available online in June. Her paper 
probes the implications of the theory 
that private property regimes support 
liberal electoral regimes in the context 
of sub-Saharan Africa, where minimal 
rural property is privately owned. The 
paper seeks to determine whether this 
situation effects electoral dynamics, and 
if so, which ones and how?

Archie Brown, Emeritus Professor of 
Politics at Oxford University, who has 
already received the W.J.M. Mackenzie 
Prize for best political science book 
of the year from the Political Studies 
Association of the UK for The Rise 
and Fall of Communism (Ecco, 2009; 
paperback 2011), has also been awarded 
the Alexander Nove Prize of the 
British Association for Slavonic and 
East European Studies for the most 
outstanding book in Russian, Soviet 
and post-Soviet Studies. 

Jason Brownlee, associate professor 
of government, University of Texas 
at Austin, has published the article, 
“Executive Elections in the Arab World: 
When and How Do They Matter?” 
in the July 2011 Comparative Political 
Studies and currently available online. 
Seeking to better understand the role 
played by elections in nondemocracies, 
the author takes evidence from the Arab 
world and places it in a global context 

to test three theories on the importance 
of elections: safety valve, patronage 
network, and performance ritual. 

Valerie Bunce, professor of government, 
Cornell University, and Sharon Wolchik 
have published Defeating Authoritarian 
Leaders in Postcommunist Countries 
(Cambridge University Press, 2011). 
The authors compare six elections held 
in postcommunist Europe between 
1998 and 2005 that resulted in defeated 
incumbents or their designated 
successors, drawing conclusions that 
inform on opposition successes and 
how to achieve them. 

Javier Corrales, professor of political 
science, Amherst College, has had a 
Spanish language version of his book, 
Presidents without Parties (Penn State 
University Press, 2002), published in 
Argentina by Editorial Siglo XXI. By 
combining arguments on parties and 
executives with analytical perspectives, 
the book makes a significant 
contribution to existing literature on 
the comparative political economy of 
state and market reform. 

Todd Eisenstadt, associate professor 
and chair of the department of 
government, American University, 
has published the monograph, Politics, 
Identity and Mexico’s Indigenous Rights 
Movements (Cambridge University 
Press, 2011), which details the results of 
an original survey of more than 5,000 
respondents to support his argument 
that indigenous and non-indigenous 
person’s in Southern Mexico have been 
“united” by common socioeconomic 
conditions, land tenure institutions, and 
a sense of ethnic identity. 

John P. Entelis, professor of political 
science and director of the Middle East 
studies program, Fordham University, 
has published a review of Malika 
Zeghal’s book, Islamism in Morocco: 
Religion, Authoritarianism, and Electoral 
Politics, in the May 2011 International 

Section News
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Journal of Middle East Studies. 

Tulia Falleti has been promoted 
to associate professor of political 
science, with tenure, at the University 
of Pennsylvania. Additionally, she 
will publish the article, “Varieties of 
Authoritarianism: The Organization 
of the Military State and Its Effect on 
Federalism in Argentina and Brazil,” in 
a forthcoming Studies in Comparative 
International Development. Citing 
a lack of focus on the institutional 
organization of authoritarian regimes, 
Ms. Falleti investigates the resulting 
implications of the very different ways 
in which authoritarian and military 
regimes organize governments, operate 
the state apparatus, and modify the 
institutions of state. 

Bonnie Field has been promoted to 
associate professor of global studies at 
Bentley University. She also published 
“Interparty Consensus and Intraparty 
Discipline in Spain’s Transition to 
Democracy,” in The Politics and Memory 
of Democratic Transition, edited by 
Gregorio Also and Diego Muro. 
The chapter demonstrates that the 
Spanish model of transition is not only 
characterized by interparty consensus 
and pact making, but also by intra-party 
unity. 

Robert Fishman, professor of 
sociology and Kellogg Institute Fellow, 
Notre Dame University, has written the 
article, “Democratic Practice after the 
Revolution: The Case of Portugal and 
Beyond,” which will appear in the June 
2011 Politics and Society. His article uses 
an in-depth examination of Portugal’s 
post-revolution democratization 
experience as an opportunity to theorize 
democratic practice and the historical 
processes that shape democracy’s 
emergence.

Benjamin Goldfrank has been 
promoted to associate professor at 

Whitehead School of Diplomacy, Seton 
Hall University, and has published the 
book, Deepening Local Democracy in Latin 
America: Participation, Decentralization, 
and the Left (Pennsylvania State 
University Press, 2011). His book 
explores potential implications for the 
deepening of democracy that could 
result from the on-going resurgence of 
leftist regimes and leaders throughout 
Latin America over the past decade. 

Elliott Green, lecturer in development 
studies, London School of Economics, 
has published an article, “The Political 
Economy of Nation Formation in 
Modern Tanzania: Explaining Stability 
in the Face of Diversity,” in the Summer 
2011 Commonwealth & Comparative 
Politics. The article examines the success 
of Tanzania in preventing ethnic conflict 
and its success in nation formation, 
which stands in stark contrast to the 
widespread failure to achieve both 
throughout post-colonial Africa.

Kenneth F. Greene, associate 
professor of government, University 
of Texas at Austin, has published the 
article, “Campaign Persuasion and 
Nascent Partisanship in Mexico’s 
New Democracy,” in the April 2011 
American Journal of Political Science. 
The article seeks to identify the extent 
to which political campaigns are able 
to effectively influence voter decisions 
or if partisanship dominates decision 
making as it does in more mature 
democracies, such as the United States. 

Farid Guliyev, Ph.D. candidate in 
political science, Jacobs University 
Bremen, has published an article in the 
June 2011 Democratization. The article, 
“Personal Rule, Neopatrimonialism, 
and Regime Typologies: Integrating 
Dahlian and Weberian Approaches 
to Regime Studies,” reconsiders 
the concept of personal rule and 
related concepts, as well as advances 
a new conceptual scheme to study 

contemporary political regimes in the 
developing and postcommunist worlds.

Henry Hale, associate professor of 
political science and international 
affairs, George Washington University, 
has published the chapter, “Hybrid 
Regimes: When Democracy and 
Autocracy Mix,” in the book, Dynamics 
of Democratization: Dictatorship, 
Development, and Diffusion ( Johns 
Hopkins Press, 2011), edited by Nathan 
Brown. This edited volume focuses 
on three issues at the heart of today’s 
democracy discussions: dictatorship, 
development, and diffusion. The essays 
first consider the relationship between 
democracy and authoritarianism, then 
analyze the introduction of democracy 
in developing countries, and finally, 
explore how international forces can 
influence the democratization process. 

Daniel Hellinger, professor of political 
science, Webster University, has 
published Comparative Politics of Latin 
America: Democracy at Last? (Routledge 
Press, 2011). Incorporating comparative 
political theory, in-depth country case 
studies, culture, economics, historical 
influence, and more, this textbook 
draws on an exceptionally broad range 
of scholarly literature to clarify the ins 
and outs of politics in Latin America 
today. 

Susan D. Hyde, assistant professor 
of political science and international 
affairs, Yale University, has published the 
book, The Pseudo-Democrat’s Dilemma: 
Why Election Monitoring Became an 
International Norm (Cornell University 
Press, 2011). In her book, Ms. Hyde 
tries to understand why undemocratic 
leaders regularly invite international 
observation of elections they intend to 
manipulate. Further, recognizing the 
willingness of non-democratic regimes 
to embrace election monitoring, the 
author asks if election observation is 
in fact an effective tool of democracy 
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promotion or a means of legitimizing 
electoral autocracies?

Debra Javeline, associate professor of 
political science, University of Notre 
Dame, has been awarded a New 
Directions fellowship from the Andrew 
W. Mellon Foundation to pursue a 
project to support training in ecology 
and environmental law. Additionally, 
in collaboration with Notre Dame 
biologists and computer scientists, 
she has received a grant from the 
National Science Foundation for an 
interdisciplinary project on adaptation 
to climate change. She will lead the 
survey component which will ask the 
world’s top environmental biologists to 
assess the scientific, ethical, economic, 
and legal issues surrounding wildlife 
adaptation to climate change. 

Rieko Kage, associate professor of 
political science, University of Tokyo, has 
published the book, Civic Engagement 
in Postwar Japan: The Revival of a 
Defeated Society (Cambridge University 
Press, 2011). Despite reduced incomes 
and educational opportunities, and 
the psychological trauma of World 
War Two and Japan’s defeat, the years 
following surrender were marked by 
a surge in civic engagement which 
provided a foundation on which 
Japan’s young democracy was able to 
consolidate. Kage seeks to understand 
how and why this unlikely engagement 
occurred in order to better understand 
keys to making postwar democracies 
successful. 

An article by Ellen Lust, associate 
professor of political science, Yale 
University, will appear in the June 2011 
Studies in Comparative International 
Development. The article, “Missing 
the Third Wave: Islam, Institutions 
and Democracy in the Middle East?” 
explores the reasons why some countries 
and societies experienced far less 
political liberalization during the Third 

Wave of democratization than others. 
With a focus on the Muslim world, 
the article also seeks to determine 
when and how political Islam “hinders” 
democratization.

James Melton, assistant professor, 
IMT Institute for Advanced Studies, 
Tom Ginsburg, professor of law, 
University of Chicago School of Law, 
and Zach Elkins, assistant professor 
of government, University of Texas at 
Austin, published the article, “On the 
Evasion of Executive Term Limits,” 
in the May 2011 William and Mary 
Law Review. The article examines the 
recent global trend of leaders choosing 
to remain in office after their initial 
maximum number of terms has expired, 
typically doing so by amending or 
replacing constitutions. 

Eduardo Moncada successfully 
defended his dissertation, “Politics, 
Business, and Violence: Urban Security 
in Colombia (1988–2008),” at the 
Department of Political Science, Brown 
University. Starting in fall 2011, Mr. 
Moncada will be assistant professor and 
faculty fellow at New York University’s 
Wagner Graduate School of Public 
Service and assistant professor of 
political science at Rutgers University, 
Newark. 

Joan M. Nelson, Scholar in Residence, 
American University, has received the 
ASEAN Book Publishers Association’s 
prize for the best academic book 
published in their member countries 
in 2009, along with her co-authors, 
Jacob Meerman and Abdul Rahman 
Embong, for their book, Globalization 
and National Autonomy: The Experience 
of Malaysia (Institute of South East 
Asian Studies, Singapore and Institute 
of Malaysian and International Studies, 
Malaysia; 2009). The book explores 
the ways in which economic and 
Islamic globalization both enhanced 
and constrained the autonomy of the 

Malaysian state. 

Taberez Neyazi has been awarded 
a Japan Society for the Promotion 
of Science ( JSPS) Postdoctoral 
Fellowship for two years to work on the 
topic “Politics after Vernacularization: 
Hindi Media and the Deepening 
of Indian Democracy.” He has also 
recently published the article, “Politics 
after Vernacularization: Hindi Media 
and Indian Democracy,” in the March 
5, 2011, Economic and Political 
Weekly. Both focus on the implications 
the resurgence of Hindi language 
newspapers will have on cultural, social, 
and political spheres in India. This 
resurgence has reduced the previous 
dominance of English newspapers in all 
spheres, and in particular has widened 
political and cultural space available to 
marginalized groups. 

Olena Nikolayenko, assistant professor 
of political science, Fordham University, 
has published the book, Citizens in the 
Making in Post-Soviet States (Routledge, 
2011). Her book seeks to determine 
the political leanings and opinions 
of the first generation of citizens in 
Post-Soviet countries without any 
firsthand experience with communism, 
and determine the levels of trust and 
support they place regimes throughout 
the former Soviet Union, which fall 
somewhere between democracy and 
dictatorship. 

Pippa Norris, visiting professor of 
government and international relations, 
Harvard University, has been awarded, 
along with Ron Inglehart, the 2011 
Johan Skytte Prize in Political Science 
for their systematic investigation of 
the importance of “human values and 
value change for political behavior 
and societal life.” Ms. Norris has also 
published the book, Democratic Deficit: 
Critical Citizens Revisited (Cambridge 
University Press, 2011), which focuses 
on identifying that diverging gap 
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between the perceived democratic 
performance of states and public 
expectations. She compares system 
support in more than fifty countries 
to challenge the pervasive claim that 
a majority of established democracies 
have experienced ever increasing rates 
of political disaffection during the third 
wave era. 

Robert Person, visiting fellow, Kellogg 
Institute for International Studies, 
University of Notre Dame, will receive 
a Ph.D. in political science from 
Yale University in May 2011 and 
has accepted a position as assistant 
professor of international relations 
and comparative politics at the United 
States Military Academy at West Point.

Paulina Pospieszna, postdoctoral 
researcher, University of Konstanz, 
has published a chapter in the book 
The European Union’s Neighborhood 
Challenge: Transborder Cooperation, 
Migration, and Europeanization 
(Wroclaw University Press, 2011). 
Her chapter, “New EU Member States 
Taking the Lead in Democracy Aid: 
The Polish Case,” explores EU states 
bilateral democracy aid giving by 
focusing on the relatively new Polish 
aid program and seeks to determine 
what drives Polish aid, how the state 
prioritizes recipients, and the extent to 
which the Polish government gives aid 
as an extension of its desire to spread 
democracy. 

Richard Rose, visiting professor, 
European University Institute, and 
director, Center for the Study of Public 
Policy at the University of Aberdeen, 
has published the book, Popular Support 
for an Undemocratic Regimes: The 
Changing Views of Russians (Cambridge 
University Press, 2011). The book 
documents the changes in Russian 
public opinion from 1992 to 2009 using 
data from the New Russia Barometer. 
Mr. Rose is also heading a new project, 

“Small States in the European Union,” 
which will examine how the more than 
two thirds of member states that fall 
into this category can best represent 
their interests in the co-decision process 
that cannot be dominated by any one 
country, regardless of size.

Susanne Hoeber Rudolph, Professor of 
Political Science Emerita, University of 
Chicago, and Lloyd Rudolph, Professor 
of Political Science Emeritus, University 
of Chicago, have recently coauthored a 
book chapter and a journal article. The 
book chapter, “From Landed Class 
to Middle Class: Rajput Adaptation 
in Rajasthan,” appears in Elite and 
Everyman: The Cultural Politics of the 
Indian Middle Classes (Routledge, 2011), 
which examines the Indian middle class 
and their growing influence in shaping 
contemporary cultural politics in India. 
Their article, “Federalism as State 
Formation in India: A Theory of Shared 
and Negotiated Sovereignty,” in the 
November 2010 International Political 
Science Review challenges the presumed 
universal and natural nature of a state’s 
unified monopoly over sovereignty. 

Sanjay Ruparelia, assistant professor 
of politics, New School for Social 
Research, has edited, with Sanjay Reddy, 
John Harris, and Stuart Corbridge, 
Understanding India’s New Political 
Economy: A Great Transformation? 
(Routledge, 2011), which focuses on 
three large-scale transformations that 
have reshaped modern Indian society: 
the advent of liberal economic reforms, 
the ascendance of Hindu cultural 
nationalism, and the empowerment of 
historically subordinate classes through 
popular democratic mobilizations, 
while demonstrating and explaining 
empirical linkages between these three 
phenomena. 

Gulnaz Sharafutdinova has been 
promoted to associate professor with 
tenure at Miami University. Additionally, 

her book, Political Consequences of Crony 
Capitalism (University of Notre Dame 
Press, 2011), has been published. The 
book examines how crony capitalism 
and traditionally democratic institutions 
such as political competition and 
elections have coexisted in Russia since 
the fall of communism. She argues that 
the combination has produced a pattern 
of political evolution that is uniquely 
Russian. 

Oxana Shevel, assistant professor 
of political science, Tufts University, 
has recently published two journal 
articles. “The Politics of Memory in 
a Divided Society: A Comparison of 
Post-Franco Spain and Post-Soviet 
Ukraine,” appeared in the Spring 
2011 Slavic Review. In this article Ms. 
Shevel examines state responses to 
the challenges of dealing with divided 
historical memories by contrasting the 
experiences of Spain and Ukraine. Her 
second article, “Russian Nation-building 
from Yeltsin to Medvedev: Ethnic, 
Civic, or Purposefully Ambiguous?” was 
published in the March 2011 Europe–
Asia Studies. The article surveys Russian 
efforts at nation-building by focusing 
on five primary nation-building projects 
that have largely failed in their purpose 
of guiding state policies and identifies 
a potential emerging solution to the 
Russian nation-building dilemma. 

Lars Svåsand, professor of democracy 
and development, University of 
Bergen, has published an article, 
“Democratization in Malawi: Moving 
Forward, Stuck in Transition or 
Backsliding?” in a special Malawi-
focused edition of Forum for 
Development Studies in January 2011. 
All articles in this special edition are 
the result of a multi-year partnership 
between the University of Bergen and 
the University of Malawi on the research 
project, “Democratic Consolidation in 
Malawi.” His article tracks the progress, 
and backward steps, made in the 
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development of democracy in Malawi 
since the introduction of multi-party 
elections in 1993. 

Gunes Murat Tezcur, associate 
professor of political science, Loyola 
University Chicago, has published 
“Support for Democracy in Iran,” in the 
March 2011 Political Research Quarterly, 
with three Iranian scholars. Based 
on original survey data, the article 
offers the first systematic analysis of 
support for democracy within Iran as 
well as identifying a strong, negative 
relationship between religiosity and 
support for democracy within Iranian 
society. In addition, age and level of 
education, as well as dissatisfaction 
with the current regime are all 
demonstrated to be major determinants 
of an individual’s level of support for 
democratic reforms in Iran. 

Radwan Ziadeh, visiting scholar, 
Institute for Middle East Studies, 
George Washington University, has 
recently published a report and a book, 
each on Syria. His book, Power and 
Policy in Syria: Intelligence Services, 
Foreign Relations and Democracy in the 
Modern Middle East, presents a fresh 
analysis of Syria’s political structure—
state monopoly, a bureaucratic climate 
of fear, and a structure which centralizes 
control—with a focus on the country’s 
intelligence services and the state’s 
foreign policy decisions. His report, 
“A Multifaceted Response to Syria’s 
Brutality,” published through the Project 
on Middle East Peace, offers potential 
responses by those in and outside of 
Syria that seek to quickly end state-
sponsored violence and oppression, as 
well as end the long-time autocratic 
regime led by Bashar al-Assad. 

ConferenCe CaLendar

The 2011 IPSA-ECPR Joint Conference 
was held in Sao Paulo, Brazil from February 
16–19, 2011. The conference included 
panels on the role of constitutional courts 
in the process of democratization and the 
degree to which courts can be used to 
protect and promote human rights and 
the rule of law. The conference aimed to 
increase empirical knowledge, while also 
focusing on comparative institutionalism 
as a shared research perspective. More 
information can be found here. 

On March 16–19, 2011, the International 
Studies Association held its annual 
convention in Montreal, Canada. The 
theme of this year’s meeting was “Global 
Governance: Political Authority in 
Transition.” Among the many featured 
panels were “Democracy, Development 
and Governance in the 21st Century: New 
Ways of Measuring and Conceptualizing 
Democracy,” “International Organizations 
and Democracy Promotion,” and “The 
Chinese Puzzle: Democracy vs. Autocracy.” 
More information about the conference 
can be found here.

On April 19–21, 2011, the Political 
Science Association of the UK hosted its 
61st annual conference on “Transforming 
Politics: New Synergies” in London. 
Featured panels included “Comparing 
Deliberative Institutions,” “Democracy 
and Governance,” “Democracy in Latin 
America,” and “Democracy in Question: 
On Deliberation, Reason and a Democratic 
Paradox.” More information on the 
conference can be found here.

On June 2–4, 2011, the Slovenian Political 
Science Association will mark twenty years 
of Slovenian statehood at their 22nd annual 
“Slovenian Political Science Conference.” 
The conference will assess the considerable 
progress that Slovenia has made since 

the fall of communism and collapse of 
Yugoslavia, especially impressive in light of 
a previous absence of democratic traditions. 
It will also highlight missed opportunities, 
in order to answer questions as to how to 
utilize the country’s experiences from the 
last twenty years to maintain and further 
those democratic gains. Further details can 
be found here. 

The Association of Chinese Political 
Studies (ACPS) will hold an international 
symposium on June 17–19, 2011, at Kings 
College – London. Marking the 100th 
anniversary of the 1911 Revolution, ACPS 
will use this year’s conference to “consider 
where China is now and where it is headed.” 
Noting many parallels between today’s 
China and that which sparked the 1911 
revolution, such as pervasive corruption, 
environmental degradation, unemployment 
issues, and economic inequality, as well as 
external pressures on trade, diplomacy, and 
territorial disputes, ACPS invites paper 
submissions which analyze how these 
challenges, and their implications, are 
different from those faced in 1911. More 
information about the conference can be 
found here. 

The Athens Institute for Education 
and Research will host its 9th Annual 
International Conference on Politics 
and International Affairs on June 20–23, 
2011 in Athens, Greece. The deadline to 
register is May 20th. A full program, list 
of panels, speakers, and paper topics will 
all be available here, six weeks prior to the 
conference. 

The French Political Science Association 
will hold its 11th biannual conference 
August 31–September 2, 2011, in 
Strasbourg, France. Of particular interest 
will be the conference’s “Comparing 
Legislatures” panel which aims at “reviewing 
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current parliamentary researches building 
on a comparative perspective,” with a focus 
on methodological and analytical points 
of view to determine the nature of the 
relationship between comparative politics 
and legislative studies. More information is 
available here. 

The European Consortium for Political 
Research and the University of Iceland will 
host the 6th ECPR General Conference on 
August 25–27, 2011. The conference will 
include more than a dozen panel sessions 
and roundtables on a variety of subjects, 
including “Small States and the Global 
Economic Crisis,” and “Globalization and 
Inequality.” Registration instructions and 
further details can be found here. 

The American Political Science 
Association will hold its Annual Meeting 
and Exhibition September 1–4, 2011, in 
Seattle, Washington.  The theme of this 
year’s meeting is, “The Politics of Rights.” 
Registration has opened and a conference 
program will be available in May. Further 
information and registration are available 
here. 

The Australian National University will 
host the 2011 APSA Conference, “Crisis, 
Uncertainty and Democracy” on September 
26–28 in Canberra. The conference will 
focus on recent events throughout the 
world, from unexpected election results 
in Australia to uprisings in the Middle 
East, and their implications for democracy. 

Details on speakers, panel themes, and 
registration will be available here. 

The Association for Slavic, East European 
and Eurasian Studies will hold its annual 
convention, with the convention theme, 
“Authorities” on November 17–20, 2011, 
in Washington, D.C. This year’s conference 
will explore the “multiform characteristics 
and practices” of authority, by different 
actors and institutions, in Slavic, East 
European, and Eurasian states. A particular 
focus will be given to sources of legitimacy, 
power, and authority in these countries 
during the process of democratization that 
started after the fall of the Soviet Union. 
More information can be found here. 

neW reSearCh
Journal of Democracy
The April 2011 (Volume 22, no. 2) issue 
of the Journal of Democracy features 
a cluster of articles on liberation 
technology, the politics of personality 
in Brazil, Kenya’s new constitution, 
gay-rights in Latin America, elections 
in Jordan, FOI laws, and Mauritius. 
The full text of selected articles and 
the tables of contents of all issues are 
available on the Journal’s website. 

“Paradoxes of the New 
Authoritarianism” by Ivan Krastev
Why are the unfree regimes of the former 
Soviet world proving so durable? A lack 
of ideology and—perhaps surprisingly—a 
degree of openness are proving to be not 
so much problems for authoritarianism as 
bulwarks of it.

The Freedom House Survey for 2010
“Democracy Under Duress” by Arch 
Puddington
The past decade began at a high point for 
freedom but ended with freedom in peril. 
Yet the setbacks of the last five years do not 
outweigh the democratic gains of the last 
forty.

Liberation Technology

I. “China’s ‘Networked 
Authoritarianism’” by Rebecca 
MacKinnon
Chinese authoritarianism has deftly 
adapted to the Internet Age, employing 
various forms of technological 
controls. China’s brand of networked 
authoritarianism serves as a model for 
other regions, such as those of Iran and 
Russia.

II. “The Battle for the Chinese Internet” 
by Xiao Qiang
In China, the Internet is not merely 
contested space between citizen and 
government. It is also a catalyst for social 
and political transformation, offering 
the possibility of better governance with 
greater citizen participation.

III. “Whither Internet Control?” by 
Evgeny Morozov
Paradoxically, the rising profile of 
“liberation technology” may push Internet-
control efforts into nontechnological 
areas—imprisonment rather than 
censorship, for example—for which there 
is no easy technical “fix.”

“The Politics of Personality in Brazil” 
by Amaury de Souza

Dilma Rousseff won the 2010 presidential 
election as the handpicked successor of a 
towering political personality. Now she 
must assert firm sway over a ruling party 
and coalition to which has remarkable 
slender tires, and face new challenges that 
her country cannot meet with “more of the 
same.”

“Kenya’s New Constitution” by Eric 
Kramon and Daniel N. Posner
Wracked by postelection violence in 2007 
and 2008, Kenya embarked upon a course 
of constitutional change that culminated 
in an August 2010 referendum. How was 
the new basic law framed and passed, and 
what will it mean for democracy in this 
key East African country?

“Latin America’s Gay-Rights 
Revolution” by Omar G. Encarnación
Even before Argentina’s landmark gay-
marriage law was passed in July 2010, a 
gay-rights revolution was well underway 
across Latin America. But do gay rights by 
law equal acceptance of gays in practice?

“Jordan Votes: Election or Selection?” 
by Ellen Lust and Sami Hourani
In late 2010, not long before seismic 
political change was to erupt across the 

Conferences/Research
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Middle East, Jordan held parliamentary 
elections. Officials were eager to present 
these as a fresh start, but a closer look  tells 
a different tale.

“Sri Lanka: From Turmoil to Dynasty” 
by Neil DeVotta
Having only recently emerged from a 
prolonged and remarkably bitter civil 
war, Sri Lanka is now slipping steadily 
under the hardening authoritarian control 
of President Mahinda Rajapaksa and his 
family.

“FOI Laws Around the World” by 
Greg Mitchener
Are laws guaranteeing citizens freedom of 
access to public information (FOI laws) 
among the most important democratic 
innovations of the last century?

“Mauritius: Paradise Reconsidered” by 
Roukaya Kassenally
Once dismissed as an “overcrowded 
barracoon,” this Indian Ocean island 
nation has more recently been hailed as one 
of Africa’s “emerging success stories,” by the 
truth is that some troublesome shadings 
haunt this rosy picture. 

Democratization
 The April 2011 (Volume 18, no. 2) 
Democratization is a special issue 
on “Democratization in Africa: 
Challenges and Prospects” and features 
guest editors Gordon Crawford and 
Gabrielle Lynch

“Democratization in Africa 1990–
2010: An Assessment” by Gabrille 
Lynch and Gordon Crawford

“The Abrogation of the Electorate: An 
Emergent African Phenomenon” by 
Wale Adebanwi and Ebenezer Obadare

“The Internal Dynamics of Power-
Sharing in Africa” by Nic Cheeseman

“Taking Back our Democracy? 
The Trials and Travails of Nigerian 

Elections since 1999” by Cyril Obi

“An Autocrat’s Toolkit: Adaptation 
and Manipulation in ‘Democratic’ 
Cameroon” by Ericka A. Albaugh

“Can Democratization Undermine 
Democracy? Economic and Political 
Reform in Uganda” by Michael F. 
Keating

“Democracy Promotion in Africa: The 
Institutional Context” by Oda van 
Cranenburgh

“Ethnicity and Party Preference in 
Sub-Saharan Africa” by Matthias 
Basedau, Gero Erdmann, Jann Lay, and 
Alexander Stroh

“Democracy, Identity, and the Politics 
of Exclusion in Post-Genocide 
Rwanda: The Case of the Batwa” by 
Danielle Beswick

“‘Well, What Can You Expect?’ Donor 
Officials’ Apologetics for Hybrid 
Regimes in Africa” by Stephen Brown

“Democratic Crisis or Crisis of 
Confidence? What Local Perceptual 
Lenses Tell Us about Madagascar’s 
2009 Political Crisis” by Lauren Leigh 
Hinthorne

The February 2011 (Volume 18, no. 
1) Democratization features articles on 
democratic performance evaluation 
in Israel, the Supreme Court in El 
Salvador, Pakistan, citizen participation 
in Latin America, civil society in 
Nigeria, and trust is post-socialist civil 
organizations.

“Stateness First?” by Jørgen Møller and 
Svend-Erik Skaaning

“The Religious Experience as Affecting 
Ambivalence: The Case of Democratic 
Performance Evaluation in Israel” by 
Pazit Ben-Nun-Bloom; Mina Zemach, 

and Asher Arian

“Democracy and ‘Punitive Populism’: 
Exploring the Supreme Court’s Role 
in El Salvador” by Elena Martinez 
Barahona and Sebastian Linares 
Lejarraga

“Military Extrication and Temporary 
Democracy: The Case of Pakistan” by 
Michael Hoffman

“Obstacles to  Citizen Participation by 
Direct Democracy in Latin America: 
A Comparative Regional Analysis of 
Legal Frameworks and Evidence from 
the Costa Rican Case” by Anita Breuer

“Questioning Tocqueville in Africa: 
Continuity and Change in Civil Society 
During Nigeria’s Democratization” by 
A. Carl LeVan

“When Government Fails Us: Trust in 
Post-Socialist Civil Organizations” by 
Dani M. Marinova

“Democratization by Decree: The Case 
of Bhutan” by Mark Turner, Sonam 
Chuki, and Jit Tshering

“Democratic Agency in the Local 
Political Sphere. Reflections on 
Inclusion in Bolivia” by Nancy Thede

“Structural Factors vs. Regime 
Change: Moldova’s Difficult Quest for 
Democracy” by Theodor Tudoroiu

SELECTED JOURNAL 
ARTICLES ON DEMOCRACY 

This section features selected articles 
on democracy that appeared in journals 
received by the NED’s Democracy 
Resource Center, January 1–May 6, 
2011.

African Affairs, Vol. 110, no. 439, April 
2011
“Real Governance beyond the ‘Failed 

New Research
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State’: Negotiating Education in the 
Democratic Republic of the Congo” by 
Kristof Titeca and Tom de Herdt

“Gold and Governance: Legal 
Injustices and Lost Opportunities in 
Tanzania” by Siri Lange

“Religion in Public Spaces: Emerging 
Muslim-Christian Polemics in 
Ethiopia” by Jon Abbink

“Briefing: The 2010 Coup d’Etat in 
Niger: A Praetorian Regulation of 
Politics?” by Virginie Baudais and 
Gregory Chauzal

African Affairs, Vol. 110, no. 438, 
January 2011
“Constructing the Truth, Dealing 
with Dissent, Domesticating the 
World: Governance in Post-Genocide 
Rwanda” by Filip Reyntjens

“A Trust Commission Goes Abroad: 
Liberian Transitional Justice in New 
York” by Jonny Steinberg

“Briefing: The Ethiopian 2010 
Federal and Regional Elections: Re-
establishing the One-Party State” by 
Kjetil Tronvoll

Communist and Post-Communist 
Studies, Vol. 44, no. 1, March 2011
“A Game Theoretic Model for Protest 
in the Context of Post-Communism” 
by Konstantin Ash

“Fighting Corruption in Public 
Procurement in Post-Communist 
States: Obstacles and Solutions” by Åse 
Berit Grødeland and Aadne Aasland

“Expediency Always Wins over 
Ideology: Putin’s Attitudes toward the 
Russian Communist Party” by Vladimir 
Shlapentokh

“Assessing Civil Society in Putin’s 
Russia: The Plight of Women’s Crisis 
Centers” by Janet Elise Johnson and 

Aino Saarinen

“Legitimating Totalitarianism: 
Melodrama and Mass Politics in North 
Korean Film” by Alexander Dukalskis 
and Zachary Hooker

“Printmedia Poll Reporting in Poland: 
Poll as News in Polish Parliamentary 
Campaigns, 1991–2007” by Robert 
Szwed

“Georgian Readiness for NATO 
Membership after Russian-Georgian 
Armed Conflict” by Zdenek Kriz and 
Zinaida Shevchuk

Communist and Post-Communist 
Studies, Vol. 43, no. 4, December 2010
“The New Authoritarianism in the 
Former Soviet Union” by Lucan Way

“‘Survival of the Fittest:’ Domestic 
and International Dimensions of the 
Authoritarian Reaction in the Former 
Soviet Union Following the Colored 
Revolution” by Vitali Silitski

“Authoritarian Legality and Informal 
Practices: Judges, Lawyers and the 
State in Russia and China” by Peter H. 
Solomon Jr.

“Elite Recruitment and State-
Society Relations in Technocratic 
Authoritarian Regimes: The Russian 
Case” by Eugene Huskey

“Social Contracts and Authoritarian 
Projects in Post-Soviet Space: The Use 
of Administrative Resource” by Jessica 
Allina-Pisano

“State-Led Violence in Ukraine’s 2004 
Elections and Orange Revolution” by 
Taras Kuzio

“When the Center Can Hold: The 
Primacy of Politics in Shaping Russian 
Democracy” by Richard D. Anderson 
Jr.

“Constrained, Pragmatic Pro-
Democratic Appraising Constitutional 
Review Courts in Post-Soviet Politics” 
by Armen Mazmanyan

“The Civil Unrest as an Obstacle toward 
Financial Development in Georgia, 
1991–2007” by Yasushi Suzuki and 
Md. Dulal Miah

“Perceived Corruption, Distributive 
Justice, and the Legitimacy of the 
System of Social Stratification in the 
Czech Republic” by Michael L. Smith

Comparative Political Studies, Vol. 44, 
no. 5, May 2011
“Does It Take Democrats to 
Democratize? Lessons From Islamic 
and Secular Elite Values in Turkey” by
Murat Somer

“Shadows From the Past: Party System 
Institutionalization in Asia” by Allen 
Hicken and Erik Martinez Kuhonta

“Policy Regimes and Normative 
Conceptions of Nationalism in Mass 
Public Opinion” by Matthew Wright

Comparative Political Studies, Vol. 44, 
no. 4, April 2011
“Cross-Cutting Issues and Party 
Strategy in the European Union” by 
Craig Parsons and Till Weber

“Capitalist Systems, 
Deindustrialization, and the Politics of 
Public Education” by Carsten Jensen

“Remote Control: How the Media 
Sustain Authoritarian Rule in China” 
by Daniela Stockmann and Mary E. 
Gallagher

“To Call or Not to Call? Political 
Parties and Referendums on the EU’s 
Constitutional Treaty” by Andreas Dür 
and Gemma Mateo

Princes, Brokers, and Bureaucrats: Oil and 
the State in Saudi Arabia by S. Hertog. 
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Reviewed by Oksan Bayulgen

Land Reform in Russia: Institutional 
Design and Behavioral Responses by S.K. 
Wegren. Reviewed by Daniel J. Epstein

Comparative Political Studies, Vol. 44, 
no. 3, March 2011
“Voting for Our Story: A Narrative 
Model of Electoral Choice in 
Multiparty Systems” by Tamir Sheafer, 
Shaul R. Shenhav, and Kenneth 
Goldstein

“Clarity of Responsibility Beyond the 
Pocketbook: How Political Institutions 
Condition EU Issue Voting” by 
Catherine E. de Vries, Erica E. 
Edwards, and Erik R. Tillman

Comparative Political Studies, Vol. 44, 
no. 2, February 2011
“Political Institutions and Property 
Rights: Veto Players and Foreign 
Exchange Commitments in 127 
Countries” by Stephen Weymouth

Comparative Political Studies, Vol. 44, 
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patronage politics in postcommunist Eastern Europe. His latest 
research explores how the expansion of the European Union is 
changing the terrain of domestic politics in the postcommunist 
member-states, especially with regard to the protection of 
minority rights.
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science at the University of Florida. His research 
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2007 by Cornell University Press, and his articles have appeared 
in World Politics, the American Journal of Political Science, 
Studies in Comparative International Development, the Journal 
of International Affairs, and other journals and edited volumes. 
Mr. Smith is currently working on a book exploring the long-
term factors that shape the success of separatist movements.
 

Philip Williams is the director of the Center for 
Latin American Studies and a professor of political 
science and Latin American Studies at the University 
of Florida. He also co-directs the Latin American 

Immigrants in the New South project. His research interests 
include religion and politics, transnational migration, 
democratization, social movements, and civil-military relations. 
His latest book, A Place to Be: Brazilian, Guatemalan, and Mexican 
Immigrants in Florida’s New Destinations, was published by 
Rutgers University Press in 2009 and his articles have appeared 
in numerous academic journals, including Comparative Politics, 
Latin American Perspectives, Latin Studies, and the Journal of 
Latin American Studies. 
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for African Studies and associate professor of political 
science at the University of Florida. His research has 
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Niger.  He is the author of Islamic Society and State Power in 
Senegal (Cambridge University Press, 1995) and co-editor of 
The African State at a Critical Juncture: Between Disintegration 
and Reconfiguration (Lynne Rienner, 1998) and The Fate of 
Africa’s Democratic Experiments: Elites and Institutions (Indiana 
University Press, 2005), as well as of numerous articles and 
book chapters on politics and religion in West Africa. 
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