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Abstract 

What is the impact of repression on opposition to authoritarian rule? Prior research has yielded 

contradictory results. Some research suggests that repression reduces popular resistance while 

others show that it creates backlash and more dissent. To account for such divergent findings, in 

this article we present an informational theory of repression. We argue that the impact of 

repression hinges on the degree of censorship. Where alternative media is present, violence 

increases support for opposition. By contrast, where alternative sources of information are 

limited, repression may actually increase support for incumbents. We test and confirm these 

expectations using an original panel survey that spanned the authoritarian repression of electoral 

protests in Moldova in 2009 and combined with geo-coded data on the subnational variation in 

repression and alternative information availability. The hypothesized interaction between 

repression and censorship is confirmed in cross-national analysis of repression, censorship and 

government support (2004-2016). 

Introduction 
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 Repression – including arrests, harassment, torture, and mass killing by government – is 

an extremely widespread response by autocratic governments to challenges to the political 

system. Yet, research has been divided as to whether repression actually reduces dissent. 

Evidence exists to support “almost every possible relationship” between violence and opposition 

(Carey 2006, 1). Christian Davenport (2007) has referred to these contradictory findings as the 

“punishment puzzle.” 

On the one hand, many studies have suggested that repression undermines support for the 

government and heightens dissent by generating a backlash against the authoritarian 

incumbents.1 Acts of violence often violate community norms and create additional grievances 

and outrage against the government. For example, Bratton and Masunungure (2006) argue that 

exposure to Robert Mugabe’s highly violent Operation Murambatsvina campaign in 2005 in 

Zimbabwe led to increased expression of discontent with state institutions and support for the 

country’s opposition Movement for Democratic Change. Similarly, in Ukraine in late November 

2013, government harassment of protesters contributed to a dramatic increase in protest activity 

that eventually led to the downfall of the regime of President Viktor Yanukovych (Way 2015). 

On the other hand, some studies have shown that repression reduces future opposition 

mobilization.2  In China in 1989, Cameroon in 1991, Algeria in 1991-2, and Iran in 2009, large-

scale repression effectively shut down significant opposition movements. Still other studies 

suggest that repression may enhance incumbent popularity. While repression is conventionally 

assumed to be something that autocrats need to hide, Jean Lachapelle (2019) argues that, in 

                                                 
1 See e.g. Lichbach (1987); Mason and Kran (1989); Opp and Roehl (1990); Francisco (1996, 
2005); Rasler (1996); Carr (2003); Hess and Martin (2006); Findley and Young (2007); Saxton 
and Benson (2008); Stephan and Chenoweth (2008); Zhukov (2017); Blaydes (2018) 
2 See Hibbs (1973, 91); Tilly (1978, 7-32); Opp and Roehl (1990); White (1993); Olzak, Beasley 
and Oliver (2003); Lyall (2009); Weyland (2009); Downes and Cochran (2010) 
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contexts of high polarization, violence may actually be a source of support for the government. If 

opposition is viewed as a threat, citizens may be very happy that the government is cracking 

down. In such cases, repression can have the dual function of discouraging opposition and 

building support for autocrats among other parts of the population. For example, the killing of 

hundreds of thousands of leftists in 1965-1966 in Indonesia garnered Suharto significant popular 

support. (Robinson 2018, 16-21)  More recently, the Egyptian military’s heavy-handed 

crackdown on the Muslim Brotherhood in 2013 in Egypt attracted significant middle class 

support (Lachapelle 2019). Even in less extreme cases, it is plausible that repression against 

unpopular opposition will enhance incumbent support. 

 

An Informational Theory of Repression 

 Efforts to resolve the “punishment puzzle” have focused on a variety of factors, including 

the type of repression,3 its intensity (Zhukov 2017), its consistency (Lichbach 1987; Rasler 

1996), degree of polarization (Lachapelle 2019), and the character of social network structures in 

which repression is embedded (Siegel 2011). In this article we propose a different approach, 

which examines how the impact of repression is affected by the availability of alternative, non-

state-controlled sources of information and the population’s resultant exposure to anti-

government narratives. There is significant evidence that limiting alternative sources of 

information has a powerful impact on the levels of dissent. (Johnson and Parta 2010; Enikopolov 

et al. 2011; Zhu et al. 2013; Guriev and Treisman 2016). For example, Enikopolov et al. (2011) 

argue that access to independent TV in Russia substantially reduced support for the pro-

                                                 
3 Davenport (2015) focuses on whether coercion is overt or covert.  Mason and Krane (1989), 
Kalyvas (2006) and Lyall (2009) focus on whether repression is targeted or indiscriminate. 
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government party in the 1999 parliamentary elections. Similarly, Guriev and Treisman’s (2016) 

survey of 128 countries between 2005 and 2014 shows that press freedom is negatively 

associated with government popularity. Finally, Johnson and Parta (2010) suggest that western 

mass media penetration into the communist bloc undermined the legitimacy of communist 

regimes in parts of Eastern Europe.4 Thus, while repression is sometimes defined broadly to 

include both violence and free speech restrictions, it is useful to distinguish these different types 

of activities.5   

 The degree of censorship likely affects popular reactions to repression, which we define 

as the actual or threatened use of force to deter specific activities.6  Because the vast majority of 

citizens generally do not have direct experience with repression, their reactions will mostly 

depend on whether and how the media covers such repression. Therefore, censorship may shape 

the reaction to repression in at least two ways. First, the government may reduce backlash by 

simply limiting the spread of news about the repression so that the public has nothing to react to 

(Hess and Martin 2006).  This was the approach used in the aftermath of the Soviet massacre of 

strikers in Novocherkassk in 1962, the Chinese suppression of Tiananmen Square protesters in 

1989, and the crackdown on protests in Andijan, Uzbekistan in 2005. Second, the government 

may (also) use its control over the media to stigmatize opposition – thereby legitimizing 

                                                 
4 On the other hand, Kern and Hainmueller (2009) argue that East Germans consumed West 
German media primarily as a source of entertainment rather than political information, and 
actually helped to stabilize the East German regime.  
5 See Davenport (2007); Tanneberg (2019) and Chenowith et al. (2017) for a discussion of the 
diversity of forms of repression.  Disaggregating repression is advocated by McCormick and 
Mitchell (1997, 516); Earl (2003, 46); Boudreau (2004); Davenport (2007); Tanneberg (2019). 
6 This definition is adapted from Davenport (2007: 2) who defines repression as “the actual or 
threatened use of physical sanctions against an individual or organization … for the purpose of 
imposing a cost on the target as well as deterring specific activities and/or beliefs perceived to be 
challenging to government personnel, practices or institutions.” 
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government attacks as justified responses to opposition threats to public order.  Indeed, it is 

widely recognized that the public’s reaction to violence will hinge on whether repression is seen 

as legitimate or illegitimate (Opp and Roehl 1990). Stigmatizing opposition was the primary 

approach used by governments in Indonesia in 1966 and Egypt in 2013.  In such cases, we might 

expect repression to enhance public support for the incumbent.  

Overall, where censorship is effective, repression should be less likely to generate 

backlash and may even enhance support for the incumbent.7  By contrast, when censorship is less 

effective, citizens have access to media that affirms the legitimacy of opposition goals and 

actions. The population is more likely to be informed about government repression and to be 

exposed to coverage that portrays repression as a violation of community norms and opposition 

as innocent victims. Under such circumstances, popular backlash against authoritarian repression 

becomes more likely.  

In sum, there is good reason to think that the availability of alternative information 

sources have a profound effect on the “punishment puzzle.” To be clear, we do not think it is the 

only factor that explains diverging findings.8 However, censorship is likely to be an important 

factor that affects whether government attacks either provoke popular backlash against autocratic 

rule, or by contrast enhance popular support for incumbent autocrats. While the hypothesized 

interactive effects of censorship and repression are plausible, no one to our knowledge has 

examined the impact of this interaction or theorized how it may resolve the punishment puzzle.  

                                                 
7 In a similar vein, Hess and Martin (2006, 251) note that governments may respond to the threat 
of backlash by “covering up the situation” through censorship and by stigmatizing opposition. 
They also argue that censorship itself may provoke backlash. However, they do not present a 
theory of the interaction between information control and repression or empirically test the 
impact of this interaction.  
8 In particular, the consistency of repression also likely explains why violence is sometimes 
successful and sometimes not. See Lichbach (1987), Rasler (1996), Bellin (2004, 2012).  



 5

To test this argument, we analyze a panel survey undertaken before and after a 

government crackdown during Moldova’s 2009 “Twitter revolution” – a series of mass protests 

against perceived electoral fraud that led eventually to the downfall of the ruling Communist 

Party of Moldova (PCRM) (Mungiu-Pippidi and Munteanu 2009; Way 2015). As in many crises 

generated by mass unrest, these protests were attended by both repression (in the form of arrests 

and police beatings of protesters) and competing claims about who was responsible for the 

violence that occurred during the demonstrations. The government claimed that the violence, 

which included the burning of government buildings and some looting, threatened Moldova’s 

national integrity and that it was perpetrated by the opponents of the regime with encouragement 

from the Romanian government. By contrast, the opposition claimed that government agents 

instigated these violent acts to delegitimize the initially peaceful protests. At the same time, as in 

many hybrid or competitive authoritarian regimes, Moldova was split between regions that had 

access to an independent TV station (ProTV) and those that did not have access to such 

alternative sources of information.  

We examine the impact of government arrests in both parts of Moldova – those with 

access to independent television and those without. We assess three different hypotheses. The 

first is that repression consistently generates backlash. If this hypothesis is correct, we should 

find that repression is associated with lower support for the government and government 

narratives irrespective of the information environment. A second, alternative hypothesis is that 

repression does not generate backlash but instead enhances government popularity. Arrests 

should not be associated with lower government support and linked to greater support for the 

incumbent across the country. A final third hypothesis, consistent with our informational theory 

of repression, is that the impact of repression depends on the mass media environment. From this 
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perspective, we predict that repression bolsters support for the government in areas without 

access to opposition television, but provokes backlash in those areas with opposition television 

access.  

In a nutshell, we find support for the third hypothesis: repression “worked” – by 

increasing support for the ruling party and the government’s interpretation of protest violence – 

in those areas without access to independent TV. By contrast, greater repression generated an 

antigovernment backlash – decreasing support for the ruling party as well as the government 

interpretation of protest events – in those areas with access to opposition media.  

  

Moldova’s Twitter Revolution 

Moldova emerged as an independent country after the collapse of the Soviet Union in 

1991. Historically part of both Romania as well as the Russian empire, Moldova was highly 

polarized over whether Moldova should ally with Russia or the European Union (Roper 2006, 

88). After an initial period of relatively democratic rule in the 1990s, Moldova became a standard 

competitive authoritarian regime9 in 2001 when the Communist Party (PCRM) took power.10 

While the country experienced significant autocratic abuses, competitive elections remained the 

sole legitimate means of gaining and keeping power. On the one hand, the Communists violated 

some civil liberties. In elections in 2005 and 2009, opposition faced increasing difficulties 

finding sites for meetings, while public employees were discouraged from attending pro-

                                                 
9 Competitive authoritarianism describes regimes in which the coexistence of meaningful 
democratic institutions and serious incumbent abuse yields electoral competition that is real but 
unfair. (Levitsky and Way 2010) 
10 Levitsky and Way (2010: 369-371); Hale (2015); Way (2015) In 2008, Moldova had a 
combined Freedom House score of 8 – which was the median score for all of the competitive 
authoritarian regimes examined by Levitsky and Way (2010) in that year. 
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opposition rallies.11 Opposition also found it increasingly hard to attract donations from 

businesses and other sources. In addition, the government instituted increasing controls on the 

media – firing the previous directors of public radio and television and replacing them with 

regime loyalists.12 State-run television was tightly controlled grew increasingly biased. 

Independent talk shows were taken off the air.13  

At the same time, democratic institutions continued to function in important ways. 

Competitive elections were the only route to political power. Outright electoral fraud was 

minimal in the 2000s.14 Furthermore, in contrast to more authoritarian countries such as Belarus, 

large independent media (such as ProTV) did not stop operating – giving the population 

significant access to non-government controlled sources of information. (Dura 2008) However, 

as discussed in greater detail below, these broadcasts were only available in some areas of the 

country.  

The Communists faced a significant crisis in April 2009 following parliamentary elections. 

After the announcement that the Communist Party had won the previous day’s parliamentary 

elections with 49.5 percent of the vote, civil society organizations and anti-communist opposition 

                                                 
11 ODIHR (2005, 9-10); ODIHR (2009a; 2009b). 
12 Infotag 27 April 2001.  According to the National Committee for the Freedom of the Press, 
approximately one third of journalists working for National Radio and Television were fired 
after the Communist victory.    
13 Way (2002a: 131). ODIHR (2005: 1).  In the run-up to the election, the government threatened 
to deprive Pro TV of its broadcasting license but backed down in the face of external pressure.  
14 March and Herd (2006: 366); Popescu (2012: 38). Thus, in elections in 2005 and July 2009, 
international observers noted many problems but identified few clear violations in the vote count 
or tabulation – concluding that “procedures were mostly followed.” (ODIHR (2005: 21, 20); see 
also ODIHR (2009b: 16-18). While serious accusations were made about voter lists in the April 
2009 elections, evidence was unclear and the vote process was in other respects assessed 
positively. (ODHIR (2009a: 20); also ODIHR (2009a: 2-3); Hale (2013: 497).  Simultaneously, 
the opposition was able to mount serious national campaigns and garnered critical success in 
elections – including a victory in the mayoral election in the capital.  No serious candidates were 
excluded from the electoral process. 
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parties came onto the streets of Moldova’s capital, Chişinău, to denounce what they considered 

widespread election fraud. However, the opposition parties rapidly lost control over events and 

protesters stormed, ransacked and set fire to the Parliament and the Presidential palace. Flags of 

the European Union and Romania appeared over parliament.15 The government’s response was 

swift: hundreds of activists were arrested and many Romanians were forced to flee the country.16 

INGOs such as Amnesty International faced increasing pressure from authorities.17  

These events were followed by a remarkably large share of the population: according to 

our survey, 96.4% of respondents had heard about the post-electoral protests. Yet, Moldovan 

citizens received starkly different versions of what happened depending on whether they were 

exposed to the Communist or opposition narratives about what occurred. The Communists 

claimed that opposition parties and Romanian authorities had attempted to mount a coup d’état in 

order to pursue the ultimate (and unpopular) goal of Romanian unification.18 At a televised press 

conference, President Voronin charged that “a handful of Fascists drunk with fury are trying to 

                                                 
15 “Spiker parlamenta Moldavii obvinil v organizatsii besporiadkov v Kishineve ‘vneshnie sili,’” 
Regnum 7 April 2009 (www.regnum.ru). It has never been firmly determined whether opposition 
activists raised this flag – or whether this was done by government officials to discredit the 
demonstrations. One photo distributed by the opposition appeared to show the outline of the 
distinctive police hats near the flag as it was being raised. See “Vybory bez vyborov” 
Kommersant Plus 28 May 2009. 
16“Restive Diplomatic, Security Situation Belie Moldovan Calm,” RFE/RL Reports 9 April 2009;  
“Amnesty International protests detentions,” Associated Press 11 April 2009; “Spiski 
zaderzhanykh vo vremia massovykh besporiadkov,” Moldavskie Vedemosti 15 April 2009.  
17 “For One Moldovan Activist, 'We Are Freer, Because We Have Nothing To Lose,'” RFE/RL 
Reports15 May 2009. 
18 The accusation was also echoed by the Russian Foreign Ministry, and by Alexei Ostrovsky, 
Chairman of the Russian State Duma's Standing Committee for CIS Affairs, who claimed that 
Romanian efforts to destabilize Moldova were part of a broader campaign by Western secret 
services to destabilize former Soviet republics in order to draw them into Euro-Atlantic 
structures. (Cited in Romania Libera 4/8/2009 http://www.romanialibera.ro/a150916/moscova-
acuza-bucurestiul-ca-destabilizeaza-moldova.html.) 
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commit a coup d’etat.”19  By contrast, opposition leaders on ProTV compared the events to Hitler’s 

burning of the Reichstag20 and suggested that “Voronin organized the provocation at the 

Parliament and the Presidency, to cover up the crimes he committed” (ProTV 6 April 2009). 

ProTV also gave significant coverage to police brutality (Centrul Independent de Jurnalism 2009, 7). 

Both sides denied any involvement in the violence. Overall, state TV and Russian stations focused on 

the government accusations against the opposition, while ProTV provided more balanced reporting, 

airing both government and opposition perspectives (Centrul Independent de Jurnalism 2009). 

Below, we examine the impact of government arrests on popular support for the ruling party 

and government narrative of events. If repression predominantly generates backlash, we should find 

that arrests are consistently associated with greater opposition to the government and weaker 

adherence to government versions of events. By contrast, if repression “works,” we should find that 

arrests generate greater support for the government and government narratives. Finally, if our 

informational theory is valid, we should find that repression weakens support for the government 

where citizens had significant access to non-government controlled media but enhances popular 

support in parts of the country where there were fewer alternative sources of information. 

 

Data and methods 

Our analysis relies primarily on data from a two-wave public opinion survey we 

commissioned in Moldova before and after the protests and crackdown that followed the April 5 

2009 elections. The first wave took place from March 7-April 2, 2009 using a representative sample 

of 1028 adult Moldovan citizens, while in the second wave (May 7-30, 2009) we re-interviewed 501 

                                                 
19 Hotnews 04/07/2009 
20 “Revolta in Moldova! Un moldovean a murit dupa ce a fost batut de politie” Stirileprotv.ro 6 
April 2009. 
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of the first-wave respondents. This panel setup allows us to assess the changes in individual attitudes 

in reaction to the April events, and given that the two waves were on average less than six weeks 

apart,21 it reduces the likelihood that any attitude changes are due to other factors, such as the 

unfolding economic crisis or subsequent political developments.22 

To gauge the attitudinal impact of repression and censorship we analyze three types of 

outcomes. One set of questions focuses on the immediate interpretation of the nature of the protests 

and subsequent government repression with a specific focus on the frames used by the government 

and the opposition. The first indicator captures the government’s framing of the protests using a 

dichotomous measure of whether the respondent agreed that the violence in the protests should be 

blamed on “the opposition with help from Romania.”23 The second indicator captures how 

respondents evaluated the government’s response to the protests. The survey question allowed for 

three options – “too tough”, “in line with the facts” or “too lenient” – and we use a dichotomous 

indicator coded one for respondents choosing the two latter options (45%) and zero otherwise. 

Finally, given that the direct questions about the protests/repression in an uncertain political 

environment may have triggered concerns about respondents revealing their true opinions, we also 

included a list experiment, which listed a number of possible reasons for people being upset and 

which as a sensitive item included the option “the arrest of protesters after the recent elections.”  

                                                 
21 While we had planned to start the second survey wave by mid-April, the political instability forced 
us to postpone it by three weeks to lower the risk of non-random interview refusals and the possibility 
of biased answers. 
22 Fortunately, fieldwork for our second survey wave was finished before major government defections 
altered the dynamics of the April events. 
23 This option was endorsed by 23% of respondents, while another 15% blamed to opposition but 
not Romania (results are unchanged if we include the second group into a broader opposition 
blame variable – see Table A11 in the appendix.) By contrast, 20% of respondents blamed 
government instigation, while the rest either refused to answer or chose the vague “Somebody 
else” category.  
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The remaining dependent variables are concerned with the broader political consequences of 

the protests and the subsequent repression. Thus, we coded whether respondents intended to vote for 

the Communist Party and (separately) whether they intended to vote for one of the three main anti-

communist opposition parties: the Liberal Party (PL), the Liberal Democratic Party (PLDM) and the 

Alliance “Our Moldova” (AMN). Since we asked the vote intention questions in both survey waves, 

we can capture changes in electoral choices during the six weeks separating the two surveys. The 

final outcome variable taps into non-electoral forms of resistance, as captured by a question – also 

asked in both survey waves – about the likelihood that the respondent would be willing to protest in 

response to electoral irregularities in the next elections. 

The two main independent variables in this analysis are the degree of repression and the degree 

of information control. Our repression data is based on geocoding the addresses of over 300 people 

arrested in the aftermath of the April 2009 electoral protests. The primary source for these arrests was 

a list published by the mayor’s office in Chisinau, which we complemented with additional names 

published by the mass media (Hotnews 2009) and the Moldovan Interior Ministry. Based on the 

home addresses of those arrested, we calculated the share of arrests per one hundred thousand 

inhabitants at the raion (county) level.24  Our assumption is that arrests that occur in the same 

raion or that involve local residents will be more salient to respondents than those that occur 

farther away and do not involve local residents. However, in separate tests we also allow for the 

possibility that respondents react to national-level repression rather than local variations, and we 

find similar response patterns. 

                                                 
24 Our survey had respondents from 35 raioane (with an average population of just under 80000 
inhabitants) and two freestanding municipii (Balti and Chisinau). We used raion instead of 
locality-level averages because the locality of those arrested was not always available and 
because the raioane were a sufficiently small aggregation unit. 
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Since TV was the most important source of political information in Moldova at the time25, our 

censorship measure focuses on the availability of alternative TV sources. Given that the Moldovan 

government successfully controlled the programming on the state-run Moldova 1 channel and that 

most of the other main TV stations (including Russian TV) available to Moldovan viewers also aired 

the government’s version of the conflict, the main TV source presenting the alternative version of 

events was ProTV, the Moldovan subsidiary of a Romanian TV station.26 However, as illustrated in 

Figure A1 in the appendix, ProTV programming was not available in all parts of the country. We 

coded localities based on whether their residents had access to ProTV either via cable or via 

terrestrial signal. Based on this fairly conservative approach, we estimate that roughly 63% of the 

respondents in our panel survey lived in localities with ProTV access during the crisis, though the 

actual number of households who actually had access to the station was lower, given that not all 

households had cable access.27  

Since neither TV coverage nor arrests were randomly assigned, we need to address the 

challenges posed by this non-randomness for our ability to draw inferences about the effects of 

repression and information control. In part, these concerns can be addressed by the fact that, for vote 

choices and protest willingness, our models control for responses to the same questions six weeks 

earlier. This should capture any longer-term structural differences between localities with/without 

ProTV access or with low/high arrests levels. Of course, this approach still leaves open the 

                                                 
25 91.8% of the respondents to our survey reported that they had followed the protests on TV. By 
comparison, only 9.1% of respondents used the internet to access political news. However, in the 
appendix (Tables A9&A10) we show that our findings are robust to incorporating internet news 
consumption into our alternative news measure. 
26 See Centrul Independent de Jurnalism (2009) 
27 As we show in Tables A7&A8 in the appendix, our results are robust to coding households 
without cable access as not having ProTV access if the station was only available via cable in 
their locality. 
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possibility that attitudinal change between the two survey waves could be driven by alternative 

factors at both the individual and locality-level, and to the extent that these factors are correlated with 

TV coverage or arrests, their omission would bias our results. Therefore, we will now briefly discuss 

the factors that may raise such concerns, and explain our approach to accounting for them in our 

analysis. 

The most obvious concern in assessing the impact of repression would be that since arrests 

occurred in response to protests, higher arrests might not only capture repression differentials but also 

differences in the likelihood of protests between different parts of the country. Since participating in 

protests or even being in the proximity of protests may significantly shape political attitudes,28 we 

collected information on the location of electoral protests and coded whether a respondent lived in 

the locality where such protests had taken place. Relatedly, we may worry that both protests and 

repression were more likely to occur in areas with higher prior levels of support for the opposition. 

Therefore, building on an extensive literature about the impact of party ID in shaping political 

attitudes, in our regressions we control for the individual level partisanship of respondents in the first 

wave.29 Furthermore, to account for the role of local elites in shaping public opinion, we also control 

for the partisan affiliation of the town’s mayor.  

                                                 
28 Branton et al. (2015), Madestam et al. (2013), Tertytchnaya and Lankina (2020) 
29 To capture partisanship we used a survey question, which asked respondents whether there was a 
political party that represented their interests, and if such a party existed to identify which party it 
was. While the Moldovan elections of April 2009 were contested by twelve political parties (of 
which nine received at least 1% of valid votes), our main focus here is on the main contestants on the 
two sides of the April protests: the incumbent PCRM on the one side, and the three main anti-
communist opposition parties (PL, PLDM and AMN) on the other. Therefore, our variable of 
interests identifies respondents who identified with either the Communists or one of the three 
opposition parties, while supporters of other parties and respondents without partisan allegiances 
represent the residual category for the purpose of the statistical tests. 
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The inferential challenges for assessing the impact of censorship are slightly different, and arise 

from the fact that, as a private for-profit company, ProTV appears to have prioritized reaching more 

urban, wealthier areas with its terrestrial coverage, and this effect was exacerbated by the fact that 

cable was also primarily available in urban areas. To ensure that the effects of ProTV access are not 

confounded by these factors, our regressions control for locality size, an ownership index to capture 

income, as well as employment status and sector, education, age and gender of respondents. Since 

access to alternative media sources could affect general political knowledge and political interest, 

which in turn may shape reactions to new information, we also include controls for these factors. 

Political knowledge is an index measuring the number of correct responses to a set of factual 

questions about politics, while political interest is measured using a 5-point scale, ranging from not at 

all to very interested.  

Finally, given the aforementioned foreign policy dimension of the crisis, and its strong link to 

Moldova’s ethno-linguistic cleavages, we need to ensure that our results are not driven by differences 

in the ethnic and language background of respondents. To do so we included controls about the 

respondent’s home language30, the ethnic mix of the locality31, as well as whether they reported 

being able to speak a Western language (which may have given them access to additional 

information sources.)  

We take advantage of the panel nature of our data, and control for the lagged dependent 

variable for the vote choice and protest willingness models.32 Furthermore, to reduce the concerns 

about post-treatment bias, all of the survey-based independent variables discussed above are based on 

                                                 
30 The main languages spoken were Romanian/Moldovan and Russian, but since the categories 
were neither exclusive nor exhaustive, we included dummy variables for both. 
31 We calculated this as the share of respondents in any given locality who identified as 
ethnically Moldovan/Romanian. 
32 For obvious reasons, the protest reaction questions were not asked in the first wave. 
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responses from the first survey wave.33 To account for uneven attrition between survey waves, we 

weighed respondents using the inverse of the probability of being included in the second survey 

wave. Finally, we report standard errors clustered at the locality level to account for the fact that 

some of our variables were measured at the locality rather than the individual level.34  

Before turning to the results, we want to note that all three of our hypotheses can be tested 

with a model specification that interacts local differences in arrests with the availability of TV 

stations broadcasting the alternative narrative about the protests and the government response. 

For the backlash hypothesis to be true, we should observe anti-government effects of greater 

arrests irrespective of the local information environment. Conversely, for the hypothesis that 

repression is effective, we should observe pro-government effects across different types of media 

environments. Finally, for our informational theory of repression to be confirmed, we would 

need to observe anti-government effects if higher repression occurs in relatively pluralist media 

environments, but pro-government effects in areas with fewer alternative information sources.  

 To facilitate interpretation of these interaction effects, we present the key results 

graphically. The figures below show the marginal effects of higher arrests in areas with/without 

access to the anti-government ProTV station, while keeping the other independent variables at 

the sample mean. Full regression results are available in Table A2 in the electronic appendix. 

 

Results 

                                                 
33 With respect to information control, since differences in ProTV coverage also precede the first 
survey wave, several items (such as political knowledge, political interest, and partisan 
identification) could still be affected by post-treatment bias. However, since we are here 
interested in the short-term reactions to crises and repression, we decided to include them in the 
models. However, our main results are not affected by the inclusion of these variables.  
34 Our results are robust to using hierarchical linear models (HLM) – see Tables A5&A6.  
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As a first step, in Figure 1 we report how repression affected citizen reactions to the 

protests and the government’s response to these protests. The results show that the impact of 

repression was not consistent across regions with different levels of information control. As 

predicted by our informational theory of repression (hypothesis 3), Figure 1 shows that the 

marginal effects of higher arrests differed significantly between towns with and without access to 

the competing narrative available on the ProTV station. Thus, according to the left panel, higher 

arrests in areas with ProTV access were associated in a substantively large and statistically 

significant reduction in the likelihood of blaming the Romanian-backed opposition for the 

violence: whereas in low-repression areas (corresponding to the 10th percentile in arrests) 30 

percent of respondents agreed with the government’s interpretation of the protests, in high-

repression areas (90th percentile) the share of pro-government views dropped to 11 percent.35 

However, in places with more effective information control (due to the absence of ProTV) the 

impact of repression was in the opposite direction and of a similar magnitude (though it was 

more imprecisely estimated due to the smaller sample size.)  

The right panel in Figure 1 reveals a similar pattern with respect to evaluations of the 

government’s response: greater repression triggered a more critical reaction in places with access 

to alternative political information, but a larger (and more statistically significant) increase in 

support for the government’s handling of the protests in areas where the regime’s dominance 

over the mass media environment was more pronounced.  

                                                 
35 When we include respondents who blamed the opposition (but not Romania) for the violence 
(see Table A11), the predicted share of pro-government responses in places with ProTV access 
rises to 46 percent in low-arrests areas and 23% in high-arrests areas. 
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While the analysis so far has confirmed the importance of censorship in shaping the 

immediate political responses to repression, we now test their broader political effects. In Figure 

2 we show how local variations in arrests affected electoral preferences. As mentioned earlier, 

since we can control for vote preferences in the first survey wave, we can capture changes in 

electoral choice in response to the new information revealed by the events in the six weeks 

between the two survey waves.  

The electoral impact of repression is largely in line with the short-term reactions discussed 

above. The estimates in Figure 2 provide strong support for our theoretical prediction that the 

political impact of repression is shaped by the information environment. Thus, according to the 

left panel, higher arrests translated into a significant increase in Communist Party support in 

areas without ProTV access36, whereas in towns where the pro-opposition TV station was 

available the attitudinal effects of repression were negligible. Conversely, the right panel shows 

                                                 
36 The effects were substantively large: predicted CP vote intentions increased from 29.6% in 
low-repression areas (corresponding to the 10th percentile in arrests) to 63.6% in high-repression 
areas (90th percentile). 

No alternative TV

Alternative TV

-.2 -.1 0 .1 .2
Marginal effect of Arrests(log)

Blame Opposition for Violence

No alternative TV

Alternative TV

-.2 -.1 0 .1 .2
Marginal effect of Arrests(log)

Government Response Appropriate

Figure 1 shows the effects of higher local arrests on the likelihood of blaming violence on the opposition (left panel)
and on judging the government response as being appropriate (right panel). Estimates are marginal effects and we
report 95% confidence intervals (one-tailed). Full regression results are in Table A2 in the Appendix.

Fig.1 Immediate Reactions to Protests and Repression
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that higher arrests translated into noticeably stronger electoral support for the opposition only in 

areas with alternative TV, while in high-information control areas the effects were negative (but 

statistically insignificant.) 

  

Finally, given that some of the most serious challenges to authoritarian regimes come not 

just from electoral turnovers but from episodes of non-electoral mass mobilization, our final 

analysis focuses on the impact of the crisis on the willingness of Moldovan citizens to participate 

in anti-regime protests. While it is important to keep in mind that we are simply capturing 

attitudes towards a hypothetical protest rather than actual protest behavior, the wording of the 

question, which specifically asks about protesting in response to electoral fraud accusations, 

nevertheless allows us to test the extent to which the government’s repression of the protests has 

triggered either greater reluctance or greater willingness to protest. 

Once again, our analysis reinforces the knife-edge nature of the repression effects revealed 

by the earlier tests. In towns with more limited access to alternative information, higher arrests 

were indeed effective in reducing the likelihood of future protests against the regime: as the 

No alternative TV

Alternative TV

-.1 0 .1 .2 .3
Marginal effect of Arrests(log)

Communist Vote Intention

No alternative TV

Alternative TV

-.1 0 .1 .2 .3
Marginal effect of Arrests(log)

Opposition Vote Intention

Figure 2 shows the effects of higher local arrests on the likelihood of Communist Party vote intentions (left panel)
and opposition vote intentions (right panel). Estimates are marginal effects and we report 95% confidence
intervals (one-tailed). Full regression results are in Table A2 in the Appendix.

Fig.2 Electoral Impact of Repression
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lower estimate in Figure 3 shows, the deterrence effect of higher arrests in high information 

control areas was statistically significant and substantively large.37 By contrast, in more 

competitive information environments the effects were reversed, as repression appears to have 

triggered greater determination to resist the regime.38 

  

Overall, then, repression generated backlash in the absence of effective censorship but 

strengthened government support in areas with greater information control. Citizens with access 

to ProTV responded to repression by disproportionately rejecting the government interpretation 

of events, supporting opposition candidates, and expressing a slightly higher willingness to 

engage in electoral protest. By contrast, repression failed to generate backlash, and in fact 

enhanced support for the government, where censorship was more effective. In areas without 

access to ProTV, repression was associated with greater adherence to the government framing of 

the crisis, greater electoral support for the Communists, and lower willingness to engage in 

protests.  

                                                 
37 Protest willingness declined by 70% of a standard deviation (equivalent to almost one point on 
the four-point scale of the survey question) in high-repression areas (90th percentile) compared 
to low-repression areas (corresponding to the 10th percentile in arrests).   
38 However, these effects were substantively smaller and fell short of statistical significance. 

No alternative TV

Alternative TV

-.3 -.2 -.1 0 .1
Marginal effect of Arrests(log)

Figure 3 shows the effects of higher local arrests on the likelihood of being willing to protest
in response to electoral irregularities. Estimates are marginal effects and we report 95%
confidence intervals (one-tailed). Full regression results are in Table A2 in the Appendix.

Fig.3 Repression and Electoral Protest Likelihood
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Extensions and additional analyses 

While the analysis so far has focused on local variations in arrests as a way to gauge how 

Moldovans reacted to government repression, given the small size of the country it is also 

plausible that ordinary citizens would respond to national-level events. This possibility suggests 

an additional testable implication of our informational theory of repression: if the theory is 

correct, then we should observe the uniform national repression “treatment”, which occurred 

between the two waves of our panel survey, to produce uneven political effects as a function of 

the local information environment. In other words we would expect both short-term evaluations 

of the protests and repression and the broader political implications (in terms of voting and 

protest willingness) to move in a more pro-government direction in areas with effective 

censorship but in an anti-government direction in areas with greater mass media choices.  

To test these predictions, we used the same model specifications as for the analyses in the 

previous section but we no longer include the interaction effect between local arrests and local 

ProTV availability.39 Since the main variable of interest is now the local information 

environment, in Figure 4 we show the marginal effects of ProTV availability, while holding all 

other variables (including lagged political attitudes and local arrests) to their mean.  

                                                 
39 While for a cross-sectional survey this model specification would be equivalent to just testing 
the effects of information control on political attitudes, our panel survey setup allows us to test 
how information control affects responses to repression. Since we control for lagged political 
attitudes, which capture the pre-repression attitudinal effects of information control, the effects 
of information control in these models essentially capture how information control affects 
attitudinal change between the two survey waves. Given the close temporal proximity of the two 
survey waves, it is reasonable to expect that the main driver of attitudinal change over this six-
week period was the political crisis following the April elections, and particularly the protests 
and the subsequent repression.  
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The results in Figure 4 provide additional support for our informational theory of 

repression. Across all five outcomes, greater mass media access was associated with attitudinal 

change in an anti-government direction, and, except for opposition voting, the effects were at 

least marginally significant. Thus, respondents in areas with ProTV access were less likely to 

blame the opposition for the protest violence and less likely to think that the government’s 

response to the protests was appropriate than their counterparts in areas with more effective 

censorship. Furthermore, even accounting for prior differences in electoral preferences and 

protest willingness, respondents from low-censorship areas were less likely to support the 

Communist incumbents and more likely to protest against electoral irregularities in the second 

survey wave.  

A second extension of our empirical tests addresses concerns the role of fear/preference 

falsification in the aftermath of an (albeit fairly mild) authoritarian crackdown. To do so, we 

analyze the results of the list experiment included in the second wave of the survey. All 

respondents were given a list of three neutral questions, while the treatment group was also 

exposed to an additional item about being upset about the government’s arrests of protesters. 

While a simple comparison of the control and treatment groups suggests that about one third of 

Protest willingness

Opposition vote

CP vote

Gov't response appropriate

Opposition blame for violence

-.3 -.2 -.1 0 .1 .2
Marginal effect of ProTV access

Figure 4 shows the marginal effects of alternative mass media (ProTV) access on the 
five outcome variables. Estimates are marginal effects and we report 95% confidence 
intervals (one-tailed). Full regression results are in Table A3 in the Appendix.

Fig.4 Censorship and post-repression attitude change
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respondents were upset about the arrests, in Figure 5 we investigate how these reactions differed 

as a function of local censorship.40  

 

Figure 5 tests how the information environment affects the reactions to the uniform 

national repression treatment.41 The results are strongly supportive of the informational 

hypothesis: whereas in areas with access to the balanced Pro-TV coverage around half of 

respondents were upset by arrests, in towns without alternative TV access the proportion was 

indistinguishable from zero. Moreover, the difference between the two effects was statistically 

significant (at .02 two-tailed.) 

 

                                                 
40 The estimates in Figure 5 are based on regressions in which we interacted the treatment 
dummy with ProTV access, while controlling for the standard variables included in our other 
regressions (see Table A4 in the appendix). However, we get very similar results using t-tests on 
subsets of the data (with or without ProTV access.) 
41 In Figure A2 in the appendix we show that, as expected, the effects of higher local arrests are 
stronger in towns with alternative TV access, but the effects are substantively small and 
statistically insignificant. 

No alternative TV

Alternative TV

-.5 0 .5 1
Proportion Upset by Protester Arrests

Figure 5 is based on a list experiment for which the sensitive item was being
upset at the government's arrest of protesters. It shows that the proportion of
upset respondents was much higher towns with alternative TV access. We report
95% confidence intervals (one-tailed).

Fig. 5: Responses to Repression (List Experiment)
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Scope conditions and generalizability 

What are the implications of these findings for our understanding of authoritarian politics 

beyond the Moldovan context? We expect the impact of repression to be moderated by the nature 

of the mass media environment in other authoritarian and hybrid regimes. According to our 

argument, repression should be a relatively risky proposition for authoritarian incumbents in 

countries where the mass media is sufficiently free to offer alternative accounts of the events, but 

repression should be more effective in closed environments where autocrats have a free hand in 

framing attacks against the opposition. The applicability to democracies is more uncertain: while 

repression and censorship are less likely in democratic regimes, they are not completely absent, 

and, to the extent that they occur, we expect to see similar informational effects as in non-

democracies. 

A second scope condition is with respect to the severity of the repression used in the 

Moldovan case, and its implications for the broader relevance of our findings. With hundreds of 

arrests and a moderate amount of police brutality (which resulted in hundreds of injuries and at 

least four deaths), the Moldovan events of April 2009 are fairly typical of the tactics employed 

by many modern-day authoritarian and hybrid regimes. Therefore, we expect to see broadly 

similar dynamics in other cases of moderate repression. However, given Zhukov’s (2017) 

findings about the greater effectiveness of massive repression (compared to the types of low-to-

moderate analyzed here) the applicability of our framework to such episodes is less certain.  

Finally, it is conceivable that the impact of repression on public opinion could be 

moderated by a variety of other contextual factors, including the particular triggers of the crisis, 

and various characteristics of the authoritarian incumbents (their economic track record, their 

perceived competence/corruption etc.) and of their political opponents. However, these factors 
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are not necessarily at odds with our emphasis on the moderating role of the media environment. 

In fact, it is likely that at least some of these factors (such as public perceptions about the relative 

strengths and weaknesses of the incumbents and the challengers) are themselves shaped by the 

extent to which citizens are exposed to political viewpoints at odds with the master narrative of 

the authoritarian regime. 

While a definitive answer to these questions would require the replication of our 

subnational analysis across a broad range of regimes, in the remainder of this section we take a 

first step towards testing the broader generalizability of our theory and findings. To do so, we 

leverage two main sources of cross-national data: the Gallup World Poll, a cross-national survey 

that covers an unprecedented range of countries over the past 15 years,42 and the Varieties of 

Democracy (V-Dem) project, which offers similarly broad geographic and temporal coverage for 

several regime and governance indicators that match our theoretical focus.  

In line with our argument, we test how media censorship/pluralism moderates the effects of 

repression on popular support for incumbents. The dependent variable is based on a dichotomous 

survey question that asks respondents whether they have confidence in their country’s 

government.43 To measure repression we used the V-Dem civil society organization (CSO) 

repression index (v2csreprss), rescaled to 0-1 with higher values indicating greater repression.  

To capture the information environment we used the V-Dem alternative sources of information 

index (v2xme_altinf), which is scaled from 0-1 with higher values indicating greater information 

availability.  

                                                 
42 See appendix Table A14 for a full set of countries and years included in the analysis. 
43 We chose this variable since it provides a more cross-nationally comparable indicator of 
popular support for incumbents than vote choice questions (which were quite limited in the 
Gallup surveys.)  



 25

In addition to the two main independent variables (and their multiplicative interaction term) 

the models include country-year level controls for two key alternative explanations of leadership 

popularity: corruption, which is measured using the V-Dem political corruption index and 

economic performance, measured as the annual change in GDP. In addition, to capture other 

cross-country developmental differences we control for logged GDP per capita and a series of 

eight regional dummies. Since the time period covered by the Gallup surveys (2004-2016) 

includes the global financial crisis, our regressions also include year dummies to capture any 

temporal variations in incumbent popularity. Finally, our regressions include individual-level 

controls for respondent age, gender, urban-rural residence, education level and household 

income. 

Given that we measure our main independent variables at the country-year level, while the 

dependent variable is measured at the individual level, we ran hierarchical linear models with 

random intercepts, using Gallup’s survey weights at the individual level and a set of country-year 

weights designed to compensate for differences in sample size across different surveys. To avoid 

reverse causation concerns, the country-year governance and economic variables are lagged by 

one year. For space reasons, and because interaction effects are difficult to interpret on the basis 

of regression coefficients, we present our main results graphically in Figure 6 below, while full 

regression results are available in Table A12 in the appendix.  
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The patterns in Figure 6 are in line with our theoretical expectations and the earlier findings 

from the Moldovan case: whereas in countries with high degrees of alternative information 

greater repression results in lower popular confidence in the government, these effects are 

reversed in settings with limited alternative information, where the incumbents can control the 

narrative about the reasons and the nature of repression. These differences are not only 

statistically significant but also substantively meaningful: thus, among nondemocratic regimes in 

the upper part of figure 6, a one-standard deviation increase in repression (about .2 on the 0-1 

index scale) has a roughly 10 percent more positive impact on confidence in government in low 

compared to high media freedom settings.  

While cross-national comparisons of survey results need to be interpreted cautiously, we 

are nevertheless reassured by the fact that these findings are robust to changes in sample 

composition (such as including democratic regimes in the bottom of Figure 6, or excluding the 

most authoritarian regimes, where survey responses may be more vulnerable to dissimulation 

Alternative information - low

Alternative information - high

All countries

Alternative information - low

Alternative information - high

Non-democracies
 

-.2 0 .2 .4 .6 .8
Marginal effect of repression

Figure 6 shows the marginal effects with 95 percent CIs of changes in the V-Dem CSO repression index on confidence in government at
low (10th percentile) vs. high (90th percentile) values of the V-Dem alternative information index. The results in the upper part of
the figure are based on a sample restricted to non-democratic regimes, while the bottom half includes all regimes represented in the
Gallup World Poll. Both sets of results show that the effect of higher repression on confidence in government is negative when media
freedom is high but positive when media freedom is low.

Figure 6: Repression effects on confidence in government
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bias44), different statistical model choices (such as running OLS and probit models with clustered 

standard errors instead of HLM models), and to using alternative measures for the dependent 

variable and key independent variables.45 Overall, these results strengthen our confidence that 

our theoretical predictions and the findings from the Moldovan case from the previous section 

apply to a broader set of contemporary regimes.  

Discussion and conclusions 

In this article we address a core question in authoritarian politics: to what extent and under 

what circumstances is repression likely to enhance or reduce dissent? Our analysis provides a 

possible response to the “punishment puzzle.” We argue that the contradictory findings in the 

prior literature can be explained (at least in part) by the interaction between repression and 

censorship. The extent to which repression triggers popular acquiescence versus resistance 

depends on the nature of the information environment in which the repression unfolds. Where 

the government can effectively control the flow of information (through mass media censorship), 

we expect repression to yield more favorable reactions than in situations where citizens are 

exposed to alternative viewpoints.  

Our panel survey – conducted shortly before and after a government crackdown in 

Moldova in 2009 – provides a rare opportunity to examine the dynamic short-to-medium term 

impact of repression on dissent. Using a variety of different outcomes – ranging from immediate 

evaluations of the protests and repression to broader changes in electoral preferences and 

willingness to engage in protest – we consistently found that the effects of repression were not 

only different but typically diametrically opposed depending on the extent to which the 

                                                 
44 We address this issue in greater detail when discussing Table A13 in the appendix. 
45 See Table A13 in the appendix. 
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government’s version of the events was challenged by alternative narratives in the mass media at 

the local level. Where the government faced limited informational competition, greater 

repression generally triggered not only crisis views in line with the official story but also pro-

government shifts in electoral support and lower willingness to protest. By contrast, repression in 

competitive media environments triggered more critical short-term evaluations of the crisis, as 

well as increases in electoral support for the opposition and marginally greater willingness to 

participate in future electoral protests. We find similarly strong support for our informational 

hypothesis when focusing on national repression rather than sub-national variations in 

repression.  

In the final empirical section we used cross-national survey evidence from 135 countries 

over more than a decade (2004-2016) to show that our main argument – that the impact of 

repression on popular support for the incumbents is moderated by the degree of alternative 

information availability – applies to a much broader set of countries across a wide range of 

regimes. The remarkable consistency of these patterns in analyses based on two very different 

data sources – a fine-grained analysis of subnational attitudinal change using a panel survey from 

Moldova and a large-scale cross-national and cross-temporal analysis across a broad set of 

regimes – strengthens our confidence in the internal and external validity of our findings. 

These findings have important implications for our understanding of how repression 

influences authoritarian survival. While earlier studies of authoritarian durability focused mostly 

on institutions of cooptation such as parties and legislatures (Geddes 1999; Brownlee 2007; 

Gandhi 2008), more recent scholarship has concentrated on the crucial role of coercion in 



 29

ensuring regime survival.46 These studies have tended to concentrate on coercive capacity (e.g., 

how well funded and extensive the police are) as well as the loyalty of the armed services to the 

regime in power (e.g., how fragmented the military is or whether it is penetrated by the ruling 

party).  Our study contributes to this literature by showing how regime characteristics completely 

outside the armed services and civil-military relations – autocratic choices about media control – 

may have a profound impact on the dictator’s capacity to use repression to beat back 

challenges.47  

Issues of censorship are particularly important during crises created by mass protest when 

dictators must decide whether to use large-scale repression or, alternatively, to wait the protest 

out. Our findings suggest that repression is particularly risky for autocrats in competitive 

authoritarian regimes with more open media environments. In such cases, violence is likely to 

strengthen opposition support, rather than keep the incumbent in power. This perspective may 

explain why authoritarian incumbents sometimes refrain from using repression in the face of 

mass protests (as in the case of Georgia in 2003 or Ukraine in 2004) and why repression 

backfired in Ukraine in 2013-14, when independent media was available to a significant part of 

the population.48 Thus, President Yanukovych’s efforts to crack down on protests in late 

November 2013 sparked far larger protests49 and the regime collapsed three months later.  By 

contrast, dictators in countries with greater censorship (such as China in 1989, Belarus in 2006; 

                                                 
46 See e.g. Levitsky and Way (2010); Slater (2010); Bellin (2012); Svolik (2012); Way (2015); 
Greitens (2016)  
47 Of course, choices about media control may themselves be affected by a range of institutional, 
historical, economic, and structural factors. 
48 Office for Democratic Institutions and Human Rights (2013). 
49 “Разгон Майдана. Как Это Было. Сложный Диагноз – Йолка,” Ukrainska Pravda 30 
ноября 2013, 05:41; “Ukraine Protests Persists as Bid to Oust Government Fails,” The New York 
Times 2 December 2013. 
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Iran in 2009; and Russia in 2011) have been far more effective in their use of repression to quash 

protest movements. Our informational theory of repression is a promising approach to 

understanding the “punishment puzzle” and a useful complement to existing theories of 

authoritarian durability. 
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Figure A1: ProTV coverage map 

 

Source: Frosat (2010) http://www.frosat.net/images/efir/maps/1105.jpg 

 

Figure A2 shows the results of the list experiment when focusing on the interaction between local arrests and alternative 
TV availability. The results show very limited evidence that the effects of local arrests differ as a function of censorship: 

Low Arrests & no alternative TV

High Arrests & no alternative TV

Low Arrests & alternative TV

High Arrests & alternative TV

-.5 0 .5 1
Proportion Upset by Protester Arrests

Figure A2 is based on a list experiment for which the sensitive item was being
upset at the government's arrest of protesters. We report 95% confidence
95% confidence intervals (one-tailed).

Fig. A2: Responses to Repression (List Experiment)
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while the proportion of respondents upset about the arrests is marginally higher in high arrest places with alternative TV 
than in low-arrest places with alternative TV (48.5% vs. 45.6%) the difference is small and statistically insignificant.  

 

Figure A3 presents the results of running the same regressions as in Figure 6 in the main text but 
using a different dependent variable, which asked respondents whether they approved or 
disapproved of the country’s leadership. The results are very similar to those in Figure 6 and 
confirm that repression hurts incumbents when alternative information is freely available but 
helps the government when alternative information is low. 
  

Alternative information - low

Alternative information - high

All countries

Alternative information - low

Alternative information - high

Non-democracies

 

-.2 0 .2 .4 .6 .8
Marginal effect of repression

Figure A3: Repression effects on leadership approval
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Table A1: Summary statistics for Moldovan panel survey 

Variable Obs Mean S.D. Min Max 
Blame violence on opposition  501 .23 .42 0 1 
Gov’t response appropriate 501 .45 .50 0 1 
Communist Party vote (2) 501 .42 .49 0 1 
Communist Party vote (1) 501 .36 .48 0 1 
Opposition vote (2) 501 .24 .42 0 1 
Opposition vote (1) 501 .15 .36 0 1 
Electoral protest willingness (2) 405 .27 .33 0 1 
Electoral protest willingness (1) 416 .24 .29 0 1 
Arrests/population (log) 501 1.90 0.92 0 3.89 
Alternative TV access 501 .63 .48 0 1 
Communist partisanship (t-1) 501 .28 .45 0 1 
Opposition partisanship (t-1) 501 .14 .34 0 1 
Communist mayor 501 .39 .49 0 1 
Local protest  501 .23 .42 0 1 
Western lang speaker 501 .14 .35 0 1 
Moldovan speaker 501 .74 .44 0 1 
Russian speaker 501 .20 .40 0 1 
Mold speaker proportion 501 .73 .31 0 1 
Political knowledge 499 .26 1.45 -4.30 5.04 
Political interest 499 1.88 1.14 0 4 
Locality size 501 1.79 1.76 0 5 
HH goods index 501 -.04 .76 -1.58 1.24 
Computer owner 494 .22 .42 0 1 
State employee 501 .16 .37 0 1 
Private firm employee 501 .18 .39 0 1 
Unemployed 501 .19 .39 0 1 
Student 501 .04 .20 0 1 
Education 501 3.95 2.05 1 8 
Male 501 .38 .49 0 1 
Age 501 52.32 17.35 18 89 
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Table A2: Repression-censorship interaction and political attitudes (Figures 1, 2, 3) 
 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
 Blame violence 

on opposition 
Gov’t response 

appropriate 
Communist 
Party vote 

Opposition 
vote 

Protest 
willingness 

Arrests/population (log) .273 .440* .655* -.073 -.180# 
 (.207) (.181) (.267) (.204) (.092) 
Alternative TV access .389 .518 .200 -.362 -.175 
 (.411) (.395) (.510) (.484) (.158) 
Arrests/population (log)#  -.629* -.662** -.648* .344 .221* 
Alternative TV access (.261) (.240) (.301) (.257) (.099) 
Communist Party vote   .646**   
(t-1)   (.155)   
Opposition vote (t-1)    .268  
    (.224)  
Electoral protest willingness (t-
1) 

    .034 
    (.063) 

Local protest  .558 .451 -1.043** .841* -.034 
 (.391) (.357) (.331) (.428) (.106) 
Communist partisanship (t-1) .189 .216 .378* -.556* -.031 
 (.151) (.156) (.157) (.231) (.037) 
Opposition partisanship (t-1) -1.140** -.576** -.586* .506* .064 
 (.331) (.214) (.280) (.223) (.055) 
Communist mayor .054 -.207 -.064 .168 .020 
 (.205) (.188) (.177) (.203) (.057) 
Western lang speaker -.197 -.405* -.063 .295 -.071 
 (.264) (.158) (.194) (.180) (.048) 
Moldovan speaker .109 -.469# -.168 .292 -.065 
 (.322) (.278) (.354) (.308) (.065) 
Russian speaker -.025 -.248 .029 -.207 -.105 
 (.304) (.267) (.345) (.329) (.065) 
Mold speaker proportion -.754* .046 -.617 1.098* .170# 
 (.329) (.319) (.385) (.551) (.093) 
Political knowledge .002 -.034 -.040 .066# .029# 
 (.057) (.047) (.047) (.039) (.015) 
Political interest .170* .157* .004 -.076 .017 
 (.069) (.078) (.066) (.074) (.020) 
Locality size -.007 -.016 .262* -.091 .006 
 (.132) (.110) (.105) (.128) (.033) 
HH goods index .133 .039 -.173 -.017 .032 
 (.121) (.109) (.110) (.118) (.029) 
Computer owner -.329 .060 -.105 .465* .049 
 (.273) (.187) (.194) (.208) (.042) 
State employee -.046 .125 -.308 -.185 .005 
 (.204) (.208) (.219) (.258) (.057) 
Private firm employee -.297 -.227 -.182 .393# .057 
 (.231) (.219) (.202) (.204) (.048) 
Unemployed -.373* -.301 -.261 .234 .133* 
 (.183) (.188) (.211) (.204) (.059) 
Student .420 -.319 -.244 .633 .021 
 (.415) (.353) (.346) (.454) (.086) 
Education .025 .016 .025 .009 .011 
 (.036) (.033) (.040) (.038) (.011) 
Male .152 -.012 -.161 .182 -.007 
 (.149) (.115) (.164) (.182) (.040) 
Age .022 .007 .032 .003 -.003 
 (.030) (.025) (.024) (.026) (.005) 
Observations 492 492 492 492 338 

Note: Models 1-4 report probit regression coefficients, while model 5 reports OLS regression coefficients. Standard errors 
(clustered at locality level) in parentheses ** p<.01, * p<.05, # p<.1 (two-tailed). Models 1&2 are the basis for Figure 1 in 
the main text, models 3&4 are the basis for Figure 2 and model 5 is the basis for Figure 3. All survey-based control 
variables are based on responses to the first survey wave.  
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Table A3: Censorship and political attitude change (Figure 4) 
 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
 Blame violence 

on opposition 
Gov’t response 

appropriate 
Communist 
Party vote 

Opposition 
vote 

Protest 
willingness 

Alternative TV access -.435* -.351# -.636* .118 .123* 
 (.255) (.236) (.250) (.244) (.065) 
Arrests/population (log) -.200# -.090 .131 .207# .003 
 (.118) (.119) (.130) (.118) (.042) 
Communist Party vote   .622**   
(t-1)   (.152)   
Opposition vote (t-1)    .277  
    (.224)  
Electoral protest willingness (t-1)     .050 

    (.061) 
Local protest  .663# .544 -.918** .785# -.064 
 (.399) (.345) (.343) (.433) (.106) 
Communist partisanship (t-1) .231 .249 .416** -.563* -.049 
 (.153) (.155) (.154) (.233) (.037) 
Opposition partisanship (t-1) -1.102** -.556** -.583* .489* .059 
 (.326) (.207) (.265) (.223) (.056) 
Communist mayor -.005 -.262 -.119 .170 .033 
 (.213) (.197) (.182) (.202) (.059) 
Western lang speaker -.191 -.396* -.067 .290 -.070 
 (.260) (.156) (.194) (.180) (.048) 
Moldovan speaker .076 -.502# -.191 .336 -.048 
 (.318) (.273) (.339) (.304) (.066) 
Russian speaker -.083 -.300 -.026 -.157 -.079 
 (.291) (.252) (.320) (.327) (.074) 
Mold speaker proportion -.724* .093 -.557 1.040# .157# 
 (.335) (.327) (.369) (.535) (.092) 
Political knowledge -.001 -.034 -.043 .065# .028# 
 (.057) (.046) (.048) (.039) (.015) 
Political interest .167* .154* .003 -.072 .018 
 (.070) (.078) (.067) (.075) (.020) 
Locality size -.069 -.063 .208# -.076 .020 
 (.122) (.107) (.115) (.127) (.033) 
HH goods index .138 .046 -.157 -.020 .030 
 (.122) (.111) (.114) (.118) (.029) 
Computer owner -.363 .014 -.151 .492* .067 
 (.275) (.182) (.186) (.207) (.043) 
State employee .005 .184 -.258 -.199 -.007 
 (.202) (.215) (.212) (.256) (.057) 
Private firm employee -.328 -.249 -.189 .405* .071 
 (.227) (.213) (.194) (.202) (.047) 
Unemployed -.373* -.301 -.262 .235 .139* 
 (.185) (.191) (.206) (.203) (.056) 
Student .351 -.379 -.301 .665 .050 
 (.413) (.344) (.341) (.448) (.091) 
Education .026 .017 .028 .011 .012 
 (.034) (.032) (.040) (.038) (.010) 
Male .174 .016 -.128 .171 -.016 
 (.151) (.117) (.163) (.178) (.041) 
Age .021 .008 .033 .004 -.002 
 (.030) (.024) (.024) (.025) (.005) 
Observations 492 492 492 492 338 

Note: Models 1-4 report probit regression coefficients, while model 5 reports OLS regression coefficients. Standard errors 
(clustered at locality level) in parentheses ** p<.01, * p<.05, # p<.1 (one-tailed where appropriate). Models 1-5 are the 
basis for Figure 4 in the main text. All survey-based control variables are based on responses to the first survey wave.  
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Table A4: List experiment results (Figure 5 & Figure A2) 
 

 (1) (2) 
 Total count Total count 
Sensitive item version -.099 -.112 
 (.156) (.325) 
Alt TV access -.348# -.681# 
 (.183) (.368) 
Arrests/pop (log) -.169# -.368 
 (.085) (.235) 
Sensitive item version*Alt TV access .561* .560 
 (.243) (.609) 
Sensitive item version*Arrests/pop (log)  .005 
  (.266) 
Alt TV access*Arrests/pop (log)  .246 
  (.257) 
Sensitive item version*Alt TV access*Arrests/pop (log)  .007 
  (.353) 
   
Demographic controls Yes Yes 
Observations 453 453 
R-squared .158 .179 

Note: OLS coefficient with robust standard errors in parentheses ** p<.01, * p<.05, # p<.1 Models 1is the basis for 
Figure 5 in the main text. Model 2 is the basis for Figure A2 above. Included but not reported are the same controls 
as in Table A2. 
 

Table A5: HLM versions of the tests in Table A2 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
VARIABLES Blame 

violence on 
opposition 

Gov’t 
response 

appropriate 

Communist 
Party vote 

Opposition 
vote 

Electoral 
protest 

willingness 
Arrests/population (log) .074 .129# .162* .007 -.219* 
 (.075) (.071) (.080) (.039) (.097) 
Alternative TV access .060 .145 .036 -.025 -.153 
 (.136) (.152) (.176) (.094) (.170) 
Arrests/population (log)#  -.137# -.197* -.164* .031 .240* 
Alternative TV access (.086) (.092) (.094) (.051) (.105) 
Communist Party vote   .232**   
(t-1)   (.057)   
Opposition vote (t-1)    .111  
    (.078)  
Electoral protest willingness 
(t-1) 

    -.029 
    (.048) 

      
Demographic controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Observations 492 492 492 492 338 
Number of groups 71 71 71 71 66 

Note: HLM models with random intercepts. Standard errors in parentheses.  ** p<.01, * p<.05, # p<.1, ^ p<.15 (one-
tailed where appropriate). Included but not reported are the same controls as in Table A2. Note that for models 1-4 
coefficients are not comparable to the probit coefficients in Table A2. However, the overall patterns for our key 
variables of interest are very similar as for the models in Table A2. 
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Table A6: HLM versions of the tests in Table A3 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
 Blame 

violence on 
opposition 

Gov’t 
response 

appropriate 

Communist 
Party vote 

Opposition 
vote 

Electoral 
protest 

willingness 
Alternative TV access -.126# -.121# -.185* .017 .172* 
 (.086) (.088) (.090) (.058) (.070) 
Arrests/population (log) -.039 -.033 .028 .032 -.020 
 (.038) (.047) (.045) (.029) (.045) 
Communist Party vote   .230**   
(t-1)   (.057)   
Opposition vote (t-1)    .112  
    (.078)  
Electoral protest willingness (t-
1) 

    -.025 
    (.048) 

      
Demographic controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Observations 492 492 492 492 338 
Number of groups 71 71 71 71 66 

Note: HLM models with random intercepts. Standard errors in parentheses.  ** p<.01, * p<.05, # p<.1, ^ p<.15 (one-
tailed where appropriate). Included but not reported are the same controls as in Table A3. All survey-based control 
variables are based on responses to the first survey wave. Note that for models 1-4 coefficients are not comparable 
to the probit coefficients in Table A3. However, the overall patterns for our key variables of interest are very similar 
as for the models in Table A3. 
 
 
Table A7: Robustness tests of interaction effects using alternative TV access measure  
   

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
VARIABLES Blame 

violence on 
opposition 

Gov’t 
response 

appropriate 

Communist 
Party vote 

Opposition 
vote 

Electoral 
protest 

willingness 
Arrests/population (log) .271 .422* .637* -.080 -.177# 
 (.210) (.178) (.259) (.207) (.092) 
Alternative TV access b .458 .550 .207 -.291 -.170 
 (.428) (.412) (.519) (.498) (.161) 
Arrests/population (log)#  -.627* -.644** -.617* .329 .215* 
Alternative TV access b (.263) (.243) (.299) (.264) (.100) 
Communist Party vote   .667**   
(t-1)   (.154)   
Opposition vote (t-1)    .272  
    (.224)  
Electoral protest willingness (t-
1) 

    .037 

     (.063) 
      
Demographic controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Observations 492 492 492 492 338 

Note: The models in Table A6 use the same model specifications as in Table A2 but use an alternative TV access 
variable coding, which counts respondents without cable access as not having access to ProTV in localities where 
the station was only available via cable but not terrestrial signal. Included but not reported are the same controls as 
in Table A2 Models 1-4 report probit regression coefficients, while model 5 reports OLS regression coefficients. 
Standard errors (clustered at locality level) in parentheses ** p<.01, * p<.05, # p<.1, ^ p<.15 (one-tailed where 
appropriate). The effects are very similar to those reported in Table A2. 
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Table A8: Robustness tests of censorship effects using alternative TV access measure 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
VARIABLES Blame 

violence on 
opposition 

Gov’t 
response 

appropriate 

Communist 
Party vote 

Oppositio
n vote 

Electoral 
protest 

willingness 
Alternative TV access b -.388# -.320# -.611* .175 .121* 
 (.247) (.234) (.239) (.241) (.065) 
Arrests/population (log) -.198 -.086 .144 .186 .001 
 (.121) (.122) (.135) (.122) (.043) 
Communist Party vote   .645**   
(t-1)   (.151)   
Opposition vote (t-1)    .279  
    (.224)  
Electoral protest willingness 
(t-1) 

    .052 
    (.062) 

      
Demographic controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Observations 492 492 492 492 338 

Note: The models in Table A7 use the same model specifications as in Table A3 but use an alternative TV access 
variable coding, which counts respondents without cable access as not having access to ProTV in localities where 
the station was only available via cable but not terrestrial signal. Included but not reported are the same controls as 
in Table A2. Models 1-4 report probit regression coefficients, while model 5 reports OLS regression coefficients. 
Standard errors (clustered at locality level) in parentheses ** p<.01, * p<.05, # p<.1 (one-tailed where appropriate). 
The effects are very similar to those reported in Table A3. 
 
Table A9: Robustness tests of interaction effects using alternative news access measure  

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
VARIABLES Blame 

violence on 
opposition 

Gov’t 
response 

appropriate 

Communist 
Party vote 

Opposition 
vote 

Electoral 
protest 

willingness 
Arrests/population (log) .263 .425* .661* -.098 -.189# 
 (.206) (.185) (.269) (.206) (.095) 
Alternative news access .374 .564 .190 -.327 -.214 
 (.402) (.398) (.507) (.469) (.166) 
Arrests/population (log)#  -.616* -.660** -.652* .357 .236* 
Alternative news access (.259) (.245) (.302) (.256) (.103) 
Communist Party vote   .646**   
(t-1)   (.156)   
Opposition vote (t-1)    .260  
    (.222)  
Electoral protest willingness (t-1)     .035 
     (.063) 
      
Demographic controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Observations 492 492 492 492 338 

 
Note: The models in Table A8 use the same model specifications as in Table A2 but using an alternative news 
access variable, which counts respondents who report reading news on the internet as having access to alternative 
information sources. Models 1-4 report probit regression coefficients, while model 5 reports OLS regression 
coefficients. Standard errors (clustered at locality level) in parentheses ** p<.01, * p<.05, # p<.1 (one-tailed where 
appropriate). The effects are very similar to those reported in Table A2. 
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Table A10: Robustness tests of censorship effects using alternative news access measure  
 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
 Blame 

violence on 
opposition 

Gov’t 
response 

appropriate 

Communist 
Party vote 

Opposition 
vote 

Electoral 
protest 

willingness 
Alternative TV access -.427* -.296# -.649** .168 .105# 
 (.252) (.234) (.248) (.235) (.065) 
Arrests/population (log) -.202# -.104 .132 .195# .007 
 (.118) (.118) (.130) (.116) (.041) 
Communist Party vote   .622**   
(t-1)   (.152)   
Opposition vote (t-1)    .269  
    (.223)  
Electoral protest willingness 
(t-1) 

    .053 
    (.061) 

      
Demographic controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Observations 492 492 492 492 338 

Note: The models in Table A10 use the same model specifications as in Table A3 but using an alternative news 
access variable, which also counts respondents who report reading news on the internet as having access to 
alternative information sources. Models 1-4 report probit regression coefficients, while model 5 reports OLS 
regression coefficients. Standard errors (clustered at locality level) in parentheses ** p<.01, * p<.05, # p<.1 (one-
tailed where appropriate). The effects are very similar to those reported in Table A3. 
 
Table A11: Robustness tests using alternative outcome indicators 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
VARIABLES Blame violence on 

opposition 
PCRM leader 

evaluation 
Opposition leader 

evaluation 
Arrests/population (log) -.148 .408# .028 .319** .177** .075 
 (.112) (.233) (.069) (.114) (.053) (.115) 
Alternative TV access -.378* .574# -.186# .292 .062 -.105 
 (.229) (.397) (.136) (.254) (.099) (.208) 
Arrests/population (log) #   -.724**  -.359*  .122 
Alternative TV access  (.269)  (.152)  (.139) 
Gov’t leader evaluation (t-1)   .288** .292**   
   (.044) (.043)   
Opposition leader evaluation (t-1)     .245** .243** 
     (.054) (.053) 
Demographic controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Observations 492 492 451 451 389 389 

Note: Models 1-2 report probit regression coefficients, while models 3-6 report OLS regression coefficients. 
Standard errors (clustered at locality level) in parentheses ** p<.01, * p<.05, # p<.1 (one-tailed where appropriate).  

The dependent variable in models 1-2 uses a modified coding of the government’s interpretation of protest violence, 
which in addition to blaming the opposition with support from Romania, also includes those blaming just the 
opposition (but not Romania). The results are similar to the baseline (model 1 in Tables A3 and A2 respectively).  

Models 3-4 use an index of respondent’s ratings of three prominent PCRM leaders (President Voronin, Prime 
Minister Greceanii, and Parliament Speaker Lupu), and reveals strong support for hypothesis 3 (in line with model 3 
of Tables A3 and A2 respectively). Models 5-6 use an index of respondent’s ratings of three prominent opposition 
leaders (Chirtoaca, Filat and Urecheanu) and like in model 4 of Tables A3 and A2 it show weaker support for 
hypothesis 3. 
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Table A12: Summary statistics for cross-national regressions 
 

Variable Obs Mean Std. Dev. Min Max 

Confidence in nat'l gov't 1253618 0.50 0.50 0 1 

Country leader approval 1143922 0.50 0.50 0 1 

VDem Alternative Information index 1598972 0.39 0.22 0 1 

VDem CSO repression index 1602972 0.71 0.26 0.02 0.99 

FH Free Press Score 1133406 0.88 0.77 0 2 

VDem Political Corruption Index 1602972 0.51 0.29 0.01 0.97 

WDI GDP/capita 1709734 6.89 3.41 0 11.36 

WDI GDP growth 1424912 4.21 4.69 -62.08 34.50 

Age 1700472 40.89 17.43 13 101 

Male 1709712 0.47 0.50 0 1 

Post-secondary education 1620060 0.16 0.37 0 1 

Secondary education 1620060 0.52 0.50 0 1 

Urban 1635103 0.47 0.50 0 1 

HH income/capita (log) 1310958 7.83 1.98 0 22.34 

Eastern Europe/FSU 1598475 0.18 0.39 0 1 

Latin America 1598475 0.13 0.34 0 1 

Middle East/North Africa 1598475 0.13 0.34 0 1 

Sub-Saharan Africa 1598475 0.19 0.40 0 1 

Western Europe 1598475 0.17 0.37 0 1 

East Asia 1598475 0.06 0.24 0 1 

Southeast Asia 1598475 0.06 0.24 0 1 

South Asia 1598475 0.06 0.25 0 1 

Carribean 1598475 0.00 0.06 0 1 

Year 1709734 2011.31 3.02 2005 2016 
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Table A13: Cross-national regressions and robustness tests 
 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 
VARIABLES Confidence in national 

government 
Approve country 

leadership 
Confidence in national 

government 
        
CSO repression (t-1) .568** .260# 1.104** .544** .428** .632** .619** 
 (.171) (.148) (.149) (.206) (.163) (.084) (.171) 
VD Alternative information 
(t-1) 

.104 -.257* .387** .007 -.156  .140 
(.134) (.101) (.123) (.166) (.112)  (.135) 

CSO repression (t-1) # -.796** -.407* -1.498** -.749** -.566**  -.802** 
VD Alternative information (.220) (.173) (.190) (.268) (.193)  (.228) 
FH Free Press (t-1)      .275**  
      (.048)  
CSO repression (t-1)#      -.573**  
FH Free Press (t-1)      (.099)  
Political corruption index -.246** -.169** -.297** -.101* -.143** -.268** -.258** 
 (.043) (.028) (.043) (.048) (.029) (.048) (.041) 
GDP/cap (t-1) .010 -.004 .003 .024* .003 .008 .012 
 (.009) (.006) (.009) (.010) (.006) (.011) (.009) 
GDP change (t-1) .006** .009** .001 .007** .010** .009** .006** 
 (.002) (.002) (.002) (.002) (.002) (.002) (.002) 
Age .001** .001** .001** .000* .000** .001** .001** 
 (.000) (.000) (.000) (.000) (.000) (.000) (.000) 
Male -.020** -.007** -.018** -.021** -.010** -.020** -.020** 
 (.002) (.002) (.002) (.002) (.002) (.003) (.003) 
Post-secondary education -.088** -.059** -.087** -.067** -.047** -.083** -.087** 
 (.006) (.004) (.006) (.006) (.004) (.006) (.007) 
Secondary education -.052** -.057** -.053** -.043** -.044** -.046** -.052** 
 (.003) (.002) (.004) (.003) (.002) (.004) (.005) 
Urban -.052** -.036** -.053** -.038** -.027** -.051** -.051** 
 (.004) (.003) (.004) (.004) (.003) (.005) (.006) 
HH income/capita (log) .002 .001 .001 .005** .004** .003# -.008** 
 (.001) (.001) (.001) (.001) (.001) (.001) (.003) 
        
Region f.e. Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Year f.e. Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Model type HLM HLM HLM HLM HLM HLM OLS 
Observations 482,374 1,078,677 450,175 449,138 993,574 365,960 482,374 
Number of groups 500 1,089 462 480 1,056 373 500 
Note: Models 1-6 are hierarchical linear models with random intercepts, while model 7 is OLS with standard errors 
clustered at the country-year level. ** p<.01, * p<.05, # p<.1 (one-tailed where appropriate) 
 
The first three models in Table A13 show the interaction between repression and censorship in 
driving approval for the national government for different regime types. Model 1, which is the 
basis for the top set of estimates in Figure 6 in the main document, includes all non-democracies 
in the Gallup surveys for which data was available. Model 2, which is the basis for the bottom set 
of estimates in Figure 6 in the main document, includes both non-democracies and democracies 
for which data was available. (See Table A14 below for details on country-years in each 
category). 
 
Model 3 addresses potential concerns about analyzing survey data from highly authoritarian 
countries. While this problem is partially alleviated by the fact that many of the regimes with the 
greatest freedom of speech limitations (North Korea, China, Saudi Arabia, Syria, Turkmenistan, 
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Uzbekistan, Sudan) were either not included in the Gallup surveys or the government approval 
question was not asked, in Model 3 we nevertheless take an additional precautionary step: we 
excluded surveys from country-years in which a country received the worst score (7) on either 
the Freedom House Political Rights or Civil Liberties Score (for details see Table A13 below.) 
Doing so does not change the nature of our findings. On the contrary, comparing the results in 
Models 1&3 suggests that the interaction effects are stronger when we exclude the most 
authoritarian countries in our sample.  
 
Models 4&5, which are the basis for Figure A3, run the same models specifications as in models 
1&2 but using a different dependent variable, which is based on a question about whether 
respondents approve of the country’s leadership. The results once again confirm the existence of 
a strong interaction effect between censorship and repression, and indicate that repression 
undermines evaluations of political leaders when the media is relatively free but promotes 
popular support when the media is tightly controlled.  
 
Model 6 uses an alternative indicator of the media environment – the Freedom House Press 
Freedom indicator (rated 0 for not free, 1 for partially free and 2 for free) – and confirms the 
robustness of our findings. 
 
Finally, Model 7 uses the same sample and model specification as model 1 but instead of 
hierarchical linear models we ran OLS with standard errors clustered at the country-year level. 
Once again, the results confirm those in our baseline models.  
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Table A14: Countries and years included in the Gallup survey tests presented in Table A13 
Afghanistan   2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Albania   2007     2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Angola       2011 2012 2013 2014   
Argentina  2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Armenia  2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Australia 2005  2007 2008  2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Austria  2006  2008  2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Azerbaijan 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Bangladesh 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Belarus  2006 2007 2008 2009 2010   2013 2014 2015 2016 

Belgium 2005  2007 2008  2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Benin  2006  2008   2011 2012 2013 2014 2015  
Bhutan         2013 2014 2015  
Bolivia  2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Bosnia Herzegovina  2007     2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Botswana 2006  2008  2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Brazil 2005  2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Bulgaria   2007   2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Burkina Faso 2006 2007 2008  2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Cameroon 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Canada 2005 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Central African Rep.. 2007 2010 2011 2016 

Chad  2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Colombia  2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Comoros     2009 2010 2011 2012     
Congo Brazzaville   2008   2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Congo Kinshasa    2009  2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Costa Rica 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Croatia   2007     2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Cuba  2006           
Cyprus  2006   2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 
Czech 
Republic 2005  2007   2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Denmark 2005  2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Djibouti    2008 2009 2010 2011      
Dominican Republic 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Ecuador  2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Egypt       2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

El Salvador 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Estonia  2006 2007 2008 2009  2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Ethiopia         2013 2014 2015 2016 

Finland  2006  2008  2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

France 2005 2006  2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Gabon       2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 
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Georgia  2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Germany 2005  2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Ghana  2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Greece 2005  2007  2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Guatemala 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Guinea       2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Guyana   2007          
Haiti  2006  2008  2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Honduras 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Hungary 2005  2007  2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Iceland    2008    2012 2013   2016 

India  2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Indonesia 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Iran 2005  2007 2008       2015 2016 

Iraq    2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Ireland  2006  2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Israel  2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Italy 2005  2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Ivory Coast    2009    2013 2014 2015 2016 

Jamaica  2006     2011  2013 2014   
Japan 2005  2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Kazakhstan 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Kenya 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Kyrgyzstan 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Latvia  2006 2007 2008 2009  2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Lebanon  2006  2008 2009     2014 2015 2016 

Lesotho       2011     2016 

Liberia   2007 2008  2010 2011  2013 2014 2015 2016 

Lithuania  2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Macedonia  2007          
Macedonia       2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Madagascar 2006  2008   2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Malawi  2006 2007  2009  2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Malaysia  2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015  
Mali  2006  2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Mauritania  2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Mauritius       2011   2014  2016 

Mexico 2005  2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Moldova  2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Mongolia   2007 2008  2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Montenegro  2007     2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Morocco        2012 2013    
Mozambique 2006 2007 2008   2011    2015  
Namibia   2007       2014   
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Nepal  2006 2007  2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Netherlands 2005  2007 2008  2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

New Zealand 2006 2007 2008  2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Nicaragua 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Niger  2006 2007 2008 2009   2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Nigeria  2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Norway  2006  2008    2012  2014 2015 2016 

Pakistan 2005  2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Panama  2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Paraguay  2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Peru  2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Philippines 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Poland 2005  2007  2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Portugal  2006  2008  2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Romania 2005  2007  2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Russia  2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Senegal  2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Serbia   2007     2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Sierra Leone 2006 2007 2008  2010 2011  2013 2014 2015 2016 

Singapore 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011  2013 2014 2015 2016 

Slovakia  2006    2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Slovenia 2006 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Somalia 2014 2015 2016 

South Africa 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

South Korea 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Spain 2005  2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Sri Lanka  2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015  
Suriname        2012     
Swaziland      2011      
Sweden 2005  2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Switzerland 2006   2009   2012  2014 2015 2016 

Taiwan  2006  2008  2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Tanzania  2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Thailand  2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Togo  2006  2008   2011   2014 2015 2016 

Trinidad and Tobago 2006  2008   2011  2013    
Tunisia      2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Turkey 2005  2007 2008  2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Uganda  2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Ukraine  2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 
United 
Kingdom 2005  2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

United States 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Uruguay  2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Venezuela 2005 2006  2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 
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Vietnam  2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013    
Yemen   2007  2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Zambia  2006 2007 2008 2009  2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Zimbabwe 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 
Note: Country-years included in models 1,2&3 of Table A13 are bolded. Country-years excluded 
in model 1 (i.e. classified as democratic in the preceding year) are neither bolded not italicized. 
Country-years excluded in model 3 (i.e. classified as the worst autocracies in the preceding year) 
are bolded and italicized. 
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Details about the Moldovan public opinion survey 
 
The survey was designed by the authors and implemented by IMAS-Moldova, a leading 
Moldovan survey research firm. IMAS Moldova, which is a member of ESOMAR, has extensive 
experience with socio-economic and political public opinion surveys in Moldova dating back to 
1998. Their client list includes: 
 Council of Europe – 2005, 2007, 2009 
 International Republican Institute (IRI)– 2007, 2009 
 European Values Survey - http://www.europeanvaluesstudy.eu/ 2008 
 Gorbi (Georgia), IPSOS, EBRD, World Bank – 2008, 2012 – Business environment in the 

Republic of Moldova http://www.ebrd.com/pages/research/economics/data/beeps.shtml; 
 EBRD and World Bank – 2010 – Life in transition – international project about economical 

effects in each country 
 IREX Moldova (Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation) – 2011-2013 – National study about 

usage of public libraries and Internet 
 National Democratic Institute 2013 
In addition, IMAS-Moldova coordinated and contributed to conducting two exit polls on March 
5, 2009 and July 29, 2009 (which produced the closest estimates to actual election results in 
Moldova’s history). 
 
The two waves of the survey analyzed in this manuscript consisted of 1028 pre-electoral 
interviews from March 8-April 3, 2009 (with a response rate of 49.8%), of which 501 
respondents were re-interviewed in the second wave from May 7-30, 2009. Of the remaining 
respondents from the first round, 229 (22.3%) could not be contacted in the second round and 
298(29%) refused to be interviewed. 
 

All interviews were executed face-to-face at the respondents’ residence using the PAPI 
(paper-based) method. Respondents were chosen based on IMAS-Moldova’s sampling plan, 
which identifies sampling points based on their location in the country’s 32 regions (raions) and 
the size of the locality (1. Municipalities 2. Towns with less than 15,000 inhabitants 3. Towns 
with 15,000 inhabitants or more 4. Rural). The number of interviews is proportionate to the size 
of the population in a given locality, and determines the number of Starting Sampling Units 
(streets), whose specific location is determined using either phonebooks (where available) or 
simple geographic criteria (one street from each side of a village). Within SSUs interviewers are 
instructed to use house/apartment numbers 2,7,12,17 etc. Within households, individuals are 
selected based on all the household residents (not just those present) based on the most recent 
birthday procedure. 
 

Question wording for key variables (Romanian/Moldovan and Russian versions available upon 
request) 
Responsibility for protest violence  
Who do you think was primarily responsible for the violence? 
a. The opposition with help from Romania 
b. The opposition acting on its own without any foreign assistance 
c. Protestors instigated by the government 
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d. Other________ 
e.  DK/NA 
 
Government reaction to protests 
 
What do you think of the government’s response to these demonstrations? 
a. Too severe 
b. About right 
c. Not resolute enough 
d. DK/NA 
 
Protest participation willingness 
 
How likely would you be to participate in protest if you thought elections were unfair?  
 
Very likely 1  
Fairly likely 2  
Not likely 3  
Very unlikely  4  
DK/NA 9  
 
 

 


