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Abstract

Authoritarian regimes do not only repress their citizens domestically, but they also repress their
diaspora across borders. This phenomenon is called transnational repression. When considering the
international context in which transnational repression takes place, this raises questions about the
influence of host country contexts on the nature of this phenomenon. Addressing this question,
Michealson and Ruijgrok (2023) studied how the host country’s regime type influences the type of
transnational repression conducted. Although their study found valuable results, it only engaged in the
topic through statistical analyses and failed to go into detail on the mechanisms between the variables.
Although they did draw theoretical expectations of how they expected the mechanisms to work, they
did not test these mechanisms in an empirical qualitative way. Filling this gap, this thesis addresses
the question of what the underlying mechanisms are that explain the influence of the host country
regime type on the nature (i.e. type) of transnational repression conducted by autocratic states. The
expectations of this thesis rest on Yosi Shain's theoretical model (1989) and the already expected
arguments identified in Michealson and Ruijkgrok's study. Using theory testing process-tracing
methods, this thesis conducts a qualitative within-case study of Russian transnational repression
practices, which reveals in detail how, confirming the theoretical expectations based on Shain and
Michaelson and Ruijgrok, the regime type of the host state influences the nature (i.e. type) of

transnational repression.

Keywords: transnational repression, host country, origin country, liberal democracy,
autocracy, direct attacks, cooperation incidents, threat perception, opportunities, cost-benefit

calculations.
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Chapter 1: Introduction

On October 2, 2018, Jamal Khashoggi, a critical journalist from Saudi Arabia, entered the
Saudi consulate in Istanbul. He never walked out alive. After entering, the dissident was allegedly
ambushed and strangled to death by Saudi officials (Harris & Dawsey, 2018) (BBC News, 2018).
Three years later, in May 2021, a Ryanair flight travelling from Greece to Lithuania was forced to
land at Minsk Airport after Belarussian air traffic control claimed there was a bomb on board
(Loginova, 2023). It was a false alarm. Instead, Belarussian authorities deliberately forced the plane to
the ground to arrest a critical journalist named Roman Pratosavich, who was on board the plane
(Loginova, 2023). The above incidents are examples of a phenomenon called ‘transnational
repression’, which is in this thesis defined as “attempts by regimes to punish, deter, undermine, and
silence activism in the diaspora” (Moss, 2022. p. 71). This label, also known as ‘TR’, was first used in
Dana Moss’s pioneering work in 2016 (Moss, 2016). Until a few years ago, research on ‘repression’
focused mainly on repressive activities within regimes' borders (Dukalskis et al., 2023). Domestic
repression was studied extensively by scholars like Davenport (1995) (2007) and Gerschewski (2013).
However, scholars from different academic fields, like Migration, International Relations and Area
Studies, have recently begun to focus more on this transnational aspect of the phenomena of
repression (Michaelson & Ruijgrok, 2023). Although the label of transnational repression (TR) is new,
the phenomenon is not. Historically, states have already engaged in political repression of diaspora
abroad for centuries, and academics also studied it, but under different labels and in a lesser quantity.
Yosi Shain studied the topic of ‘anti-exile measures’ already in 1989 in his book on exile political
activities in states. In one of the chapters, he engages in what would now be called ‘transnational
repression’ by analysing many historical cases like Napoleon (1850s), Mussolini's regime (1920), and
Stalin’s regime. Concluding on his case study, Shain argues that the factors of threat perception, cost-
benefit calculations and available options of coercive strategies are essential in gauging the likelihood
of a regime using these ‘counter-exile measures’; in other words, TR (Shain, 1989, p. 161). So, TR is
not new, and it has been the subject of research before. However, in recent years, the rapid

development of globalisation and communication and information technologies have resulted in a



visible increase in the international dimension of repression and an increasingly widespread nature of
TR cases (Furstenberg et al., 2021) (Dukalskis et al., 2023). With the phenomenon's increasing
visibility, scholarly attention also began to rise. This recent new wave of scholarly attention seeks to
explore the motivations, methods and effects of TR (Moss, 2016; Michaelsen, 2018; Lemon, 2019;
Baser & Ozturk, 2020; Dukalskis, 2021; Moss et al., 2022; Lewis, 2015; Furstenberg et al., 2021;
Tsourapas, 2021). There are many ways in which (mainly authoritarian) regimes try to silence
dissidents. From indirect ways like surveillance, online coercion and threats to the family to direct
physical operations like detentions, assaults, physical intimidation, unlawful deportations, renditions,

and suspected assassinations (Schenkkan & Linzer, 2021) (Abushammalah, 2023) (Tsourapas, 2021).

Unlike its domestic counterpart, TR is conducted in an international context and thus crosses
another country's jurisdiction. Therefore, when studying this phenomenon, one element in particular is
essential to consider: the context of the host country in which the diaspora is situated. Therefore,
origin regimes (regimes that engage in TR) must consider the context of the host country and their
relationship with it when determining a strategy to pursue a dissident abroad. This creates different
opportunities and constraints and influences how TR is conducted (Michaelson & Ruijgrok, 2023)
(Shain, 1989). Despite the seeming importance of the political host country context and the
relationship between origin and host countries, academics have largely neglected the topic
(Michaelson & Ruijgrok, 2023). Many studies focus on the origin regimes. Tsourapas (2021), who has
also specifically studied the strategies of origin countries, concluded that future studies could focus
more on the element of ‘the country of destination's regime type’ in developing repressive strategies.
In an attempt to fill this gap, Michaelson and Ruijgrok (2023) engaged in a statistical large-N study
using regression analyses to explore how the regime type of the host country influences the type of
successful acts of physical TR. Looking at their theoretical expectations, it becomes evident that they
use Yosi Shain's three factors to draw up their hypothesis: threat perceptions, opportunities (i.e.
options), and cost-benefit calculations. They expect that the host country's regime type (democratic or
autocratic) is important in shaping these three factors. They expect these factors will eventually

influence the type of physical repression the origin country engages in. Their study looks at two types



of physical TR: cooperation incidents and direct attacks. Their definitions of these TR types align with
Freedom House's definitions (Schenkkan & Linzer, 2021). Cooperation incidents involve TR
incidents “that required the cooperation of the host state’s institutions, including unlawful
deportations, detentions, and renditions” (Michaelson & Ruijgrok, 2023, pp. 7-8). Direct attacks are
cases of targeted physical attacks against dissidents abroad through physical assaults or assassinations
(or attempts) (Michaelson & Ruijgrok, 2023). They hypothesise that in authoritarian host countries,
perpetrating regimes have more opportunities and benefits because they find it easier to cooperate
with the host country due to shared illiberal values and a weak rule of law in that host country.
However, they expect that in democratic countries, the strong rule of law will result in fewer
opportunities for cooperation. Additionally, they expect that the liberal environment in these
democracies will support voicing opportunities for the diaspora and, subsequently, increase the threat
perception of the origin regime against the diaspora. Therefore, the origin regime would be more
eager to engage in direct attacks. They test these hypotheses statistically through regression analysis
and reveal that the likelihood of a cooperation incident does indeed increase in authoritarian host
states, while the probability of a direct attack increases in democratic host countries. The study
concludes that the host country’s regime type significantly influences the type of TR that origin

regimes engage in.

However, their study has a quantitative focus, aiming to determine the correlation between the
dependent and independent variables through regression analyses. As described above, they theorise
about how they expect the mechanisms to work to make hypotheses. Still, they do not use in-depth
gualitative analysis to study these underlying mechanisms empirically. This empirical shortcoming
leaves room for a complementary study on how the relationship between the host country regime type
and the type of TR works precisely. Therefore, this study aims to conduct an in-depth empirical case
study to unravel in great detail the underlying mechanism between the host country regime type and

the type of TR. Based on this aim, the following research question has been developed:

What are the underlying mechanisms that explain the influence of the host country regime type on

the nature of transnational repression by autocratic states?



The study uses Dana Moss's definition of transnational repression (TR) (2022). Regarding the
dependent variable (DV), this study looks specifically at the type of TR conducted. In other words,
how does an origin regime choose to punish, deter, undermine and silence the dissident diaspora? The
research question uses ‘nature transnational repression’ for readability purposes, but this does not alter
the DV, which remains the type of transhational repression. The terms ‘nature of transnational
repression’ and ‘type of transnational repression’ are used interchangeably in this study. This thesis
examines the same two types of TR that Michaelson and Ruijgrok (2023) focused on: cooperation
incidents and direct attacks. This thesis's independent variable (IV) is the ‘host country regime type’.
More specifically, the thesis looks at a country's level of liberal democracy. It chooses to focus on the
liberal aspects of democracy since it is theoretically expected that the liberal components of

democracy especially influence how TR is conducted.

To study in detail the process between this IV and the DV, this thesis conceptualises two
expected mechanisms. One is in which a high level of liberal democratic host country results in a
direct attack, and the other is in which a low level of liberal democratic host country (autocracy)
results in a cooperation incident. These expectations are identified mostly from Michaelson and
Ruijgrok’s study (2023) and are based on Shain's three factors, showing the importance of his
theoretical model in explaining the mechanisms. Shain's model is, therefore, also used as the main
theoretical framework for this thesis. The hypothesised mechanisms that this thesis will test are thus
also based on these theoretical foundations. These are tested through a qualitative within-case analysis
of Russian TR practices. The data, which consists mainly of qualitative data, will be analysed using

theory-testing process tracing methods.

With this qualitative research design, this thesis will uncover in-depth knowledge about
underlying mechanisms that are academically relevant to understanding the process between the IV
and the DV. Understanding complex phenomena like TR requires going beyond correlations into the
mechanisms to see how the underlying processes really work. In addition to academic relevance, the
results of this study are also of societal relevance, providing insights for individuals and organisations

tasked with countering TR. Countering TR is of societal importance since the phenomenon is clearly

10



on the rise and represents a significant threat to human security and freedom (Schenkkan & Linzer,
2021). This study not only raises awareness around the topic, but the findings also reveal how TR
mechanisms work and how host country contexts influence the type and nature of TR. Such insights
can help policymakers and law enforcement in these host countries to develop more effective

responses to counter TR practices.

Before engaging in the empirical analysis, this thesis will first review the literature
surrounding TR in Chapter 2.1. Subsequently, Chapter 2.2 will highlight the relevant theories, and
based on these, Chapter 2.3 conceptualises and illustrates two expected mechanisms. In Chapter 3, the
chosen methods and operationalisation will be addressed, after which Chapter 4 provides background
information in preparation for the analysis. Furthermore, in Chapter 5, the two mechanisms will be
tested empirically against the case of Russian TR. Finally, a conclusion will be drawn, and the study

will be reflected upon.
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Chapter 2: Theory and Literature

This chapter begins with a literature review (2.1) and proceeds with the theoretical framework
(2.2) that will be the foundation of this study. This framework will serve as a base for developing the

expected mechanisms in Chapter 2.3.

2.1 Literature Review

From broad to specific, this chapter first addresses state repression in general, after which the
literature on TR is described. The chapter proceeds by discussing TR strategies and the literature on

host country influences. Finally, the chapter concludes with the literature gaps.

2.1.1 Domestic State Repression

State repression is generally defined as “the actual or threatened use of physical sanctions
against an individual or organisation within the territorial jurisdiction of the state” (Davenport, 2007,
p. 2). Repression is a tool of political rule in authoritarian states. It is one of the key elements of
maintaining the regime's stability (Gerschewski, 2013), and it is one of the essential instruments that
authoritarian rulers use to stay in power (Olar, 2019). Empirical research on repression has
extensively studied why, how and when states choose to use terror against their own civilians (Olar,
2019; Davenport, 2007; Hill & Jones, 2014; Sullivan, 2017; Rivera, 2017; Gerschewski, 2013).
Repression aims to prevent, deter or punish actions of citizens that threaten the political stability
(Dukalskis et al., 2023). The perception of the regime's threat against its citizens is an important factor
in determining repression (Davenport, 1995). This relationship between threat perception and
repression is widely accepted in the literature. Mass political behaviour against the regime is viewed
as threatening to those in power. To manage this threat, authoritarian regimes use repression
(Davenport, 1995). It is often claimed that repression is mainly conducted by autocracies and that

democracies repress far less (deMeritt, 2016) (Davenport, 2007).

The logic of repression has been explained from a strategic and cost-benefit perspective (Olar,

2019). Strategically, repression is often used with a clear objective to help the regime in a specific

12



direction (Davenport, 2007) (Olar, 2019). Regarding cost-benefits, authoritarian rulers weigh the
benefits and the costs of repressive strategies and alternative means. If the benefits outweigh the costs,
then alternatives will likely not be the first choice, and repression will likely increase. If alternative
strategies are more beneficial than their costs, then that option will likely be chosen above repression
(Olar, 2019; Moore, 2000; Shellman, 2006; Bellin, 2004). Repression is a relatively costly strategy for
silencing dissidents because it takes many resources to succeed and could result in political backlash
(Olar, 2019). According to Gerschewski, repression is one of authoritarian regimes' three pillars of
stability (2013). Next to repression, authoritarian regimes rely on the pillars of legitimacy and co-
option (2013). Although repression is an important one, relying too much on this pillar will undermine
domestic and international legitimacy (second pillar) (Michealson & Ruijgrok, 2023). So, repression

cannot be done indefinitely without bearing its costs.

It is striking that the literature on state repression is almost entirely focused on the domestic
sphere (Dukalskis et al., 2023). Davenport's definition also only emphasises the sphere “within” a
country's territorial jurisdiction (Davenport, 2007, p. 2). Most repression studies do not capture the
dynamics of the international aspect of state repression, leaving many questions unanswered in a
globalising world where the international element of state repression is becoming increasingly more

salient.

2.1.2. Transnational Repression

These days, many academics describe the international aspect of state repression as
‘transnational repression’ (TR). Globally, this phenomenon has no universal definition (Gorohovskaia
et al., 2023), so academics use different definitions to describe it. This study follows the definition of
Dana Moss, who was the first to use the label TR. Moss claimed that academics neglected the
international aspect of repression (2016). She defines TR as: “attempts by regimes to punish, deter,
undermine, and silence activism in the diaspora” (Moss, 2022. p. 71). The core of the phenomenon,
which is also reflected in other definitions, involves that (mostly) authoritarian regimes try to control
the population abroad, which is seen as a threat to the stability of the regime (Dukalskis et al., 2022).

The populations abroad are diaspora that have dissident voices and are therefore targeted by the origin
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regime. In this study, these diasporas are also referred to as ‘exiles’, ‘political refugees’ or just

‘dissidents’.

In her pioneering case study of the Arab Spring, Moss explained that TR is an act “of political
control” in which populations cannot fully “exit” the authoritarian regime (Moss, 2016, p. 481). The
regime's campaign for control is following the diaspora even though they are outside the borders of
the state. In this context, TR follows the same rationale and aims as domestic repression (Dukalskis et
al., 2022). Both aim to silence and counter opposition and dissidents that threaten the stability of the
regime. According to many studies, TR is an ‘extension’ of the domestic repressive campaign
(Dukalskis et al., 2022) (Furstenberg et al., 2021). According to Michaelsen and Ruijgrok (2023), the
following scholars' main claim on domestic state repression also holds for TR: states repress as a
response to dissent that they perceive as a threat to their power. So, threat perception is also an
important factor in TR. Another resemblance that TR has with domestic repression is that TR also
seems to be conducted almost exclusively by authoritarian origin countries. According to Dukalskis et
al. (2022), who build on a study from deMeritt (2016), democracies allow dissent voices and provide
institutional and non-violent options to influence the regime. Therefore, democracies have far fewer
exiles in the first place. Even when democracies have exiled dissidents, there are far more legal and
democratic constraints and costs to targeting these populations (Dukalskis et al., 2022). This reflects
the reality because almost every TR incident known to Freedom House indeed has a low level of

democracy (Shenkkan & Linzer, 2021).

2.1.3. Old Phenomena, New Academic Interest

The phenomenon of TR is not new. There are numerous historical examples, such as the
Soviet Union assassinations in Mexico or coordinated cross-border repression in South America in the
70s and 80s (Dukalskis et al., 2023) (Lessa, 2019). The topic has also been studied under different
labels. Yosi Shain already studied the topic of ‘counter-exile measures’ in his book in 1989. In this
study, he systemically explores exile political activity through case studies. In Chapter 8, he dives into

the ‘counter-exile strategies’ of origin regimes, proposing a systematic framework of typologies to
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determine the likelihood of a regime’s counter-exile measures. The variables he highlights in this
typology are the origin regime’s threat perception against the exiles, the regime’s available options,
and the cost-benefit calculations in counter-exile operations (Shain, 1989). Although the theory dates
back three decades ago, it is still used in recent studies on TR (Michaelsen & Ruijgrok, 2023)
(Schenkkan & Linzer, 2021). These recent studies are part of a new increase in academic interest in
TR that has emerged in the last couple of years. The context of globalisation, migration and
technological developments in recent years has resulted in a staggering increase in TR cases
(Furstenberg et al., 2021) (Dukalskis et al., 2023), subsequently leading to increased academic interest
in the topic. This emerging research strand focuses on the motivations, methods, strategies and effects
of TR (Moss, 2016; Michaelsen, 2018; Lemon, 2019; Baser & Ozturk, 2020; Dukalskis, 2021;

Tsourapas, 2021; Moss et al., 2022; Abushammalah, 2023; Furstenberg et al., 2021).

2.1.4. Strategies of Transnational Repression

Many studies focus on authoritarian regime’s wide range of strategies to stifle dissent. These
tactics range from non-physical indirect repression to direct physical repressive operations. Non-
physical repression is sometimes called ‘everyday’ TR (Schenkkan & Linzer, 2021). This includes
surveillance, online coercion, and proxy punishment, where the origin regime targets the relatives of
the diaspora in their home country as a means of repression (Abushammalah, 2023) (Tsourapas, 2021)
(Schenkkan & Linzer, 2021). With the emergence of new technologies, the diaspora is becoming
increasingly vulnerable to digital repression that silences dissident voices (Abushammalah, 2023).
These forms of everyday repression are cost-effective for the origin states. Next to these non-physical
forms of TR, there are also several ways in which dissidents are targeted directly and physically.
Freedom House catalogues these physical direct cases of TR and labels them as cases in which
“authorities physically reached an individual living abroad, whether through detention, assault,
physical intimidation, unlawful deportation, rendition, or suspected assassination” (Schenkkan &
Linzer, 2021, p. 4). These physical TR incidents can be divided into two sub-categories: cooperation
incidents (or TR through co-option) and direct attacks. This thesis will, from now on, focus on these

two sub-categories, just like Michaelson and Ruijgrok did in their study.
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Cooperation incidents

Cooperation incidents are defined similarly to what Freedom House would call ‘co-opting
other countries’. According to them, “Co-opting other countries describes attacks that involve
manipulating other countries to act against a target through detention, unlawful deportation, and other
types of forced renditions, which are authorised through pro forma but meaningless legal procedures”
(Schenkkan & Linzer, 2021, p. 9). They claim that most direct physical forms of TR involve
cooperation between the host and the origin government to silence the diaspora. Cooperation incidents
account for two-thirds of the total TR cases (Schenkkan & Linzer, 2021). Compliance with the host
state is, in fact, an essential factor for successful TR, and unilateral TR operations are extremely rare
(Gorokhovskaia & Linzer, 2022). The most commonly used tactics are detentions and unlawful
extraditions (deportations) at the request of the origin country (Schenkkan & Linzer, 2021). These
forms of repression often involve many legal proceedings in which the origin country tries to target
the exile via the ‘legal’ institutions of the host state. This undermines the rule of law in the host states

(Schenkkan & Linzer, 2021).

There is an abundance of literature about cooperative TR. A review of this quickly leads to the
academic field of ‘autocratic cooperation’. In this research field, it is known from Leeds’s study that
autocratic regimes tend to cooperate more with regimes with similar autocratic institutional designs
(Leeds, 1999). A more recent research on authoritarian cooperation around security practises is the
study of Lewis (2014). Instead of using the label of TR, he speaks of ‘extraterritorial security
practices” aimed at countering exile opposition. The study showed how Uzbekistan's security
apparatus developed a network of extraterritorial security mechanisms that included detention and
forced deportations through co-opting with other authoritarian regimes in its neighbourhood to
respond to threats to the regime posed by exile communities abroad. The study of Furstenberg et al.
(2021) further contributes to these scholarly debates. Their research emphasises the ways in which
autocracies create spatial dimensions of security practises through international security cooperation.
Both the studies of Lewis (2014) and Furstenberg et al. (2021) focus on regional cooperation. They

show that regional clusters reinforce cooperation.
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Direct attacks

Direct attacks are a form of repression “in which an origin state carries out a targeted physical
attack against an individual abroad. This category includes assassinations, assaults, disappearances,
and physical intimidation” (Schenkkan & Linzer, 2021, p. 9). It is the most visible form of TR and has
a high impact on the target. Freedom House has counted 48 assassinations or assassination attempts
between 2014 and 2023, while the Authoritarian Actions Abroad Database (AAAD) counted 82
incidents between 1991 and 2019 (Dukalskis, 2021) (Freedom House, 2024a). The impact of direct
attacks goes beyond silencing the individual target of such repression. The fact that origin regimes are
capable of such difficult operations signals to other dissidents that they could be next (Moss, 2016)
(Schenkkan & Linzer, 2021). However, these direct attacks are difficult to carry out and are often
costly for the perpetrating regime. Moss explains that in order to conduct cross-border assassinations,
regimes must operate through covert operations. This violates the monopoly over violence in the host
country and risks backlash in terms of sanctions or jeopardising diplomatic relations (2016).
Additionally, Lewis describes how Uzbek security forces engaged in assassinations. He highlights the
costs of these actions by noting that these attacks in foreign territories challenge state sovereignty and
often provoke a fierce response (2014). Tsourapas's study (2021) illustrates how governments develop
strategies for TR. He elaborates on indirect repressive activities, cooperation between regimes, direct
attacks and assassinations. He claims that regimes often do not use one of these strategies in isolation
but rather combine them to produce an environment of fear, making exiles feel like there is no escape.
The combination of different strategies is also highlighted in the study by Furstenberg et al. (2021),
which describes a three-stage model of escalation in which exiles first go on notice and are threatened,
after which their movement is restricted in the second stage, often through physical detention. The
third and final stage entails the ‘violent closure of space’ in which the exile is assassinated or
physically removed and returned to their origin country. It reveals an incremental process in which the
end stage is the total ‘elimination of the extraterritorial space’ in which the dissident is silenced

through assassination or deportation.
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2.1.5. Importance of Host State Context

When looking at the above-described strategies of TR, it becomes clear that origin regimes
need to consider different elements in these international contexts than with domestic repression. TR
is characterised by a complex international interaction between the origin state (the country that
conducts the repression) and various transnational actors, including the host country (the country
where the diaspora is situated) (Dukalskis et al., 2022). Unlike in domestic repression, origin regimes
must now consider this host country context. The host country context and the relationship between
the origin and host countries can greatly influence the origin regime's opportunities, constraints and
costs when engaging in TR (Shain, 1989) (Michaelson & Ruijgrok, 2023). Therefore, the host
country's political context is a relevant variable for determining the repressive behaviour of the origin
countries. It could influence the origin country's calculus or behaviour and could affect TR likelihood
(Michaelson & Ruijgrok, 2023) (Shain, 1989). Despite the apparent importance of this characteristic,
it has been largely ignored by academics who study political repression. Until recently, the political
context in host countries and their relationship with origin countries had not been addressed in the
literature on TR (Michaelson & Ruijgrok, 2023). Tsourapas hinted at this literature gap by stating that
future studies should focus on the importance of “the country of destination's regime type” in the
development of autocracies’ strategies (2021, p. 637). Moss (2016) also mentioned that future studies
may improve the conceptualisation of TR by theorising how TR can also be influenced by ‘domestic
authorities’ that aim to counter common threats, for example, through rendition or extradition
agreements (2016). Here, Moss shows that more research is needed specifically on the cooperative TR

practices between host and origin countries with similar interests.

Michaelsen and Ruijgrok did a study on the influence of the host state context in 2023 and
tried to fill up the gap in the literature on this topic. More specifically, they studied how the regime
type of the host country influences the likelihood and type of successful acts of physical TR. From
what is known during this literature review, this is the only empirical study to this day that looks at the
variation in the regime type of the host state specifically and how this influences TR. They did this

through statistical regression analyses using data from Freedom House on TR. Michaelsen and
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Ruijgrok (2023) managed to statistically measure the influence of host state regime type
(operationalised through calculating the level of democracy) on the likelihood and type of TR. They
divided their DV (type of TR) into two main categories: direct assaults and cooperation incidents.
They looked at the extent to which the level of democracy in the host state affects the probability of
each type of TR. Similar to the definitions of Freedom House, their cooperation incidents included
unlawful deportations, detentions, and renditions, and their direct attacks included physical assaults,
assassinations, attempted assassinations, and unexplained disappearances. The results show a
significant positive Odds Ratio (above 1.0) for direct attacks and a significant negative Odds Ratio for
cooperation incidents (below 1.0). This suggests that there is significant evidence that the probability
of a direct attack increases when the host country becomes more democratic, while the probability of
a cooperation incident increases when a state is more authoritarian. They conclude that the host
country’s regime type affects the type of TR used. The study only uses statistical evidence to come up
with these conclusions and does not empirically study the mechanisms underlying the established
relationship qualitatively. They briefly discuss possible pathways but do not empirically test them or

go into detail. This leaves some potential gaps for future research.

2.1.6. Literature Gaps

To conclude, although the bulk of the state repression literature is focused on repression
‘within’ the territorial boundaries of the perpetrating state, the transnational element of this
phenomenon is gaining academic attention. Nevertheless, extra knowledge generation on this
particular aspect of state repression would merit the academic field of repression studies. More
specifically, additional research would be needed around the influence of the host country context on
TR. Tsourapas (2021) and Moss (2016) already mentioned this literature gap. Although Michaelsen
and Ruijgrok (2023) did study this, they left some questions unresolved. This lies in the fact that their
study has a quantitative focus. Their focus is mainly on establishing the associations of the variables
statistically through regression analyses, and they do not emphasise enough on the mechanisms and
processes underlying the variables. They do engage in some theorisation in order to draw hypotheses.

In this process, they identify some possible pathways for the relationship between host country regime
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type and the type of TR and substantiate these with some studies and examples. However, they do not
conduct any empirical study to test these arguments qualitatively. They remain very much on the
surface of the relationship and do not dive into the process. Michaelsen and Ruijgrok themselves also
acknowledge that the topic of host state context merits more attention. They say that their results
highlight the agency of host states and that this is “a focus area that needs more research” (2023, p.
19). Moreover, they claim that “there clearly is a need for studies investigating the host government
actors (...) in authoritarian repression across borders” (2023, p. 19). This research gap will be filled
by this qualitative study, which will answer how exactly the mechanisms between the host country
regime type and the type of TR work. Before this can be empirically studied, the theoretical

framework will be determined in the next chapter.

2.2 Theoretical Framework

This chapter elaborates on the theoretical framework around TR that is used for this thesis.
First, Yosi Shain’s three factors of TR will be elaborated on (1989). After this, the theoretical
arguments of Michaelsen and Ruijgrok regarding the effect of the host country regime type are
described. These host country influence arguments incorporate Shain’s factors like costs, benefits,
threat perception and opportunities. Other empirical studies that add to the theoretical body are also
described. Based on the theoretical framework discussed here, the mechanisms that are to be tested

are conceptualised further in Chapter 2.3.

2.2.1. Shain’s Theory

The theory of Shain (1989), which explains the driving factors of TR, is the theoretical basis
of this thesis. Shain does not use the label of TR himself but calls it ‘anti-exile measures’. In his book
“The Frontiers of Loyalty’ (1989), Shain provides a systematic overview of exile political activity in
states. He aims to develop theory by delving into detailed cases of Napoleon (1850s), Mussolini's
regime (1920), and the Soviet Union under Stalin. In Chapter 8, he delves deeper into “counter-exile

strategies by the home regime” (1989, p. 145). The ‘home regime’ here refers to what this study calls
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the ‘origin’ regime. In this chapter, he reveals a systematic approach to the research of counter-exile

measures through detailed case studies. Derived from the results from the case analysis, he concludes

the chapter by proposing a typology that “gauge(s) the likelihood of a regime’s using counter-exile

measures” (1989, p. 161). He argues that in order to determine the likelihood of whether a regime will

use counter-exile measures in a systematic analysis, one must consider the following interconnected

variables (Shain, 1989, p. 161):

1)

()

“The home regime’s perception (objective, subjective, or self-serving) of the exiles’ threat” (1989,
p. 161). The origin countries' perception of the exiles™ threat is impacted by the internal stability
of the regime, the abilities of the exiles to mobilise the national community for their cause at
home and abroad, and their ability to incite the international community (Shain, 1989).

“The regime’s available options and skills for suppressing the exiles’ threat through coercion”
(1989, p. 161). This variable is influenced by the range of skills that the origin regime has, the
location of the exile, the relationship between the origin regime and the exile’s host government,
and the origin regime’s capacity to incite the host regime to act against the exile. The latter
resembles what Michaelsen and Ruijgrok (2023) and Freedom House (Schenkkan & Linzer,
2021) categorise as a ‘cooperation incident’. Inciting the host government to act against the exile
is similar to coercing the host country to cooperate with repression. So, in other words, the
available options for the origin regime are influenced by the capacity of that origin regime to get
the host country to cooperate in repressing exiles. Shain argues that origin regimes are aware that
host regimes are an important factor in determining the effectiveness of exiles™ anti-regime
operations. Therefore, origin regimes are trying to get host regimes to suppress the exiles for them
or, in other words, cooperate with them to suppress exiles. Shain explains this by referring to
several cases in which the origin regime tries to make the host country co-opt with its repression
through expulsion, turnovers and arrests at the request of the origin regime. Additionally, Shain
claims that a strategy that encourages the host regime to cooperate in the repression “reduces the
home regime’s need to employ more drastic means like agents provocateurs and death squads,

which are costly, demand complicated operational skills, and are often very risky in the
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international arena” (1989, p. 155). Here, Shain already hints at the argument that regimes use
rational cost-benefit calculations in choosing a strategy.

(3) “The regime’s cost-benefit calculation of such coercive activities” (1989, p. 161). This variable
depends on to what extent the origin regime is vulnerable to outside criticism, its dependence on
economic, diplomatic or military support from international states or other actors, and the impact
that counter-exile measures abroad have on the national community. The costs Shain describes
seem to go primarily about reputational damage, but the study also mentions examples of

operational costs.

So, similar to other studies of Davenport (1995) and Olar (2019) that studied domestic state
repression, Shain also identifies threat perception and cost-benefit calculations as important factors in
explaining TR. However, Shain talks about anti-exile measures (i.e. TR), which are conducted in an
international context. Here, origin regimes thus need to consider host country contexts, as described in
the previous chapter. This international setting makes for different opportunities, constraints and
available options for the origin regime (Dukalskis et al., 2022) (Michaelson & Ruijgrok, 2023). The
host country's location (i.e. environment) and the relationship between host and origin regimes, which
subsequently influence ‘the available options for suppression through coercion’, play an important
role in explaining TR (Shain, 1989) (Michaelson & Ruijgrok, 2023). So, next to threat perception and
cost-benefit calculations, which were already addressed by other repression studies, the variable of
‘available options’ (i.e. opportunities) adds the factor of ‘host country contexts’ to Shain's model. Yosi
Shain explains that this typology can help other researchers to analyse counter-exile measures
systematically and that he proposes these “provisional” typologies for more “exhaustive case-by-case
studies of individual regimes” (1989, p. 145). He thus indicates that it is not yet a finished theoretical
framework but can be complemented by other case studies. One study that uses Shain’s theoretical

logic is the study of Michaelsen and Ruijgrok (2023) about host country influences.
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2.2.2. Theory on Host Country Influences

Based on Shain’s theoretical framework, it is possible to derive hypotheses on the likelihood of a
regime engaging in TR. This is also what Michaelsen and Ruijgrok (2023) did in their study. As
described earlier, their research found a statistical association between the host country’s regime type
and the likelihood of a certain type of TR. Their literature review already explains how repression is
determined by ‘threat perception’, ‘cost-benefit calculations’ and available opportunities (i.e. options)
for the origin regime to coerce (i.e. Shain’s factors). They subsequently used Shain’s factors to
formulate their theoretical arguments and hypotheses. Michaelsen and Ruijgrok expect that the host
country regime type (democracy or autocracy) is a major factor in shaping the threat perceptions,
opportunities, and cost-benefit calculations of origin regimes that conduct TR. They argue that a
variation in regime type subsequently leads to a variation in the likelihood of different types of TR
(direct attack or cooperation incident). Their definitions of ‘direct attacks’ and ‘cooperation incidents’
are similar to Freedom House's definitions of ‘co-option’ and ‘direct attacks’ (Shecnkkan & Linzer,
2021), which are also used in this thesis. Michaelsen and Ruijgrok expect that cooperation incidents
are more likely to occur in authoritarian host states, while direct attacks are more likely in more
democratic host states. The theoretical arguments they use to come up with these expectations reveal
the importance of the three factors of Shain for explaining how they expect regime type to cause

different types of TR. This is shown below.
Authoritarian host country influences

Regarding an authoritarian host country regime, Michaelsen and Ruijgrok argue that because
of the shared values of authoritarian regimes and the shared disregard for political and civil rights,
authoritarian regimes are more likely to cooperate with each other (2023). The weak rule of law in
these autocratic countries means that the judiciary will not block or prevent politically motivated
extraditions. They mention that law enforcement sometimes directly works along with authoritarian
counterparts in extradition requests, renditions and detentions. In this process, agreements on mutual
legal assistance between two autocratic states and international arrest warrants create a pretence of a

legal process before targets are forcibly extradited to the origin country. They claim that cooperation
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with host states gives the origin regimes greater opportunities and benefits. Also, cooperation costs
less because such acts tend to remain under the radar, reducing reputational costs. These arguments
reveal the incorporation of at least two of Shain’s factors: available options (opportunities) and cost-
benefits. They do not specifically talk about threat perception.

Their results show that the likelihood of cooperation seems to increase when both the host and the
origin regimes are autocratic. It indicates an instance of autocratic cooperation, which brings us to the
previously described argument of Leeds, who confirms this theoretical argument. Leeds’s study
claims that states with similar domestic institutional structures have higher levels of cooperation than
states with different structures (Leeds, 1999). So, democracies are more likely to cooperate with
democracies, while autocracies are more likely to cooperate with autocracies. This is because
autocracies have lower degrees of accountability towards the domestic population and higher levels of
policy flexibility. Therefore, autocracies suffer fewer costs when cooperation fails (e.g. due to their
partner's defection or their own withdrawal). They feel less reason to fulfil cooperation commitments.
They, therefore, allow for cooperation with riskier and less committed autocratic partners. This is
something a democracy would never do since failed cooperation is more costly for them because of

their high accountability and lesser extent of policy flexibility (Leeds, 1999).

Democratic host country influences

Michaelsen and Ruijgrok expect that the likelihood of direct attacks will increase in
democratic host countries because, in such states, origin countries find it harder to get the host state to
cooperate in the operation. The reason for this is that the rule of law and fundamental rights inherent
to democratic contexts provide protection for the diaspora against cooperation incidents from the
origin countries. Also, asylum protection laws and regulations for political refugees provide extra
protection for the diaspora. As described earlier, for cooperation, the complicity of the host country is
necessary (Gorokhovskaia & Linzer, 2022), and a democratic host country with its strong rule of law
and civic rights makes compliance with the host country much harder. Michaelsen and Ruijgrok
explicitly discuss ‘Western” democracies in their explanations and state that a strong rule of law is

inherent to them. This claim is valid since Western democracies are often high-level liberal
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democracies in which the rule of law is a necessary component (Nord et al., 2024) (Coppedge et al.,
2024a). This study defines the rule of law as follows: “all public authorities to act within the limits set
by the law, in accordance with the values of democracy and respect for fundamental rights (...) and

under the control of independent and impartial courts” (European Union, 2020, para. 1).

So, the democratic context protects exiles against cooperation incidents. However, there is no
guarantee of safety against the origin regime’s TR campaign. In some cases, the regime will switch to
cost-effective ‘everyday’ repression, such as proxy punishment or digital repression (Michaelsen &
Ruijgrok, 2023). However, sometimes, regimes choose more direct types of repression in the form of
assaults or assassinations (direct attacks), even though these might have potentially higher costs
(Michaelsen & Ruijgrok, 2023). They argue that this is because the liberal environment of democratic
host countries provides diasporas with greater voicing opportunities, which results in an increasing
threat perception of that exile to the origin regime. So, the liberal democratic host country context is
expected to increase voicing opportunities that subsequently increase threat perception for the origin
regime. Again, they explicitly talk about the liberal environment in the host country. In liberal
democracies, things like freedom of expression are indeed essential (Nord et al., 2024), which could
lead to more voicing opportunities for the diaspora and the subsequent increased threat perception. In
this thesis, freedom of expression means the freedom to “hold opinions and to receive and impart
information and ideas without interference by public authority” (European Commission, n.d., para. 1).

This argument is backed by other research. Moss states that exiles who settle in democracies
gain the capacity to voice their opposition to their former home regime (Moss, 2020). Also, Brand
(2006) claims that diaspora mobilisation in democracies is often likely to be viewed as more
threatening because autocratic regimes cannot rely on democratic authorities to repress these
dissidents for them. According to Michaelsen and Ruijgrok, with this increased threat perception,
origin regimes are more likely to choose direct attacks when cooperation is impossible, even though
such direct attacks have higher operational and reputational costs. A rational cost-benefit calculation
seems to be made here. This reveals how this theoretical argument includes the logic of Shain's

theory, in which a combination of fewer available options for cooperation, an increased threat
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perception, and the influence this has on the costs and benefits result in an increased likelihood of
direct attacks.

To conclude, Shains theory is still used in recent studies and reports, signalling the relevance
of his theory to this day. Most importantly, the study of Michaelsen and Ruijgrok (2023), on which
this thesis builds, uses the factors of Shain to formulate their hypotheses and theoretical arguments.
Their arguments reveal the importance of the factors of threat perception, available options and cost-
benefit calculations in explaining how the host country regime type influences the likelihood of the
type of TR that occurs. Shain’s theory thus seems to be important in explaining the mechanism that
underlies the correlations that Michaelsen and Ruijgrok establish between regime type (democracy or
autocracy) and type of TR (direct or cooperation). However, as described earlier, they do not
empirically test these mechanisms through a qualitative study. This is where this thesis comes in,
which will study and test the mechanisms that underlie the correlation between host country regime
type and type of TR, using the theoretical model of Yosi Shain (1989). Studying this might indicate an
extension of Shain’s model, which only talks about the likelihood of TR in general and does not
specifically explain different types of TR. Any specification of the theoretical model that will be made
on this part is valuable. The same counts for this thesis's additional value as a complementary study of
Michaelsen and Ruijgrok’s article. This thesis empirically tests their expected mechanisms. The
following chapter will conceptualise the expected mechanisms based on the theoretical arguments

from this chapter.

2.3 Conceptualizing Mechanisms

Before the underlying mechanisms can be studied empirically, it is important to conceptualise
the expected mechanisms first (Beach & Pedersen, 2013). Based on the previously reviewed literature
and theories, two presumed plausible mechanisms can be deductively identified and conceptualised.
In doing so, it is important to specify the mechanism’s logical reasoning and capture the process
between X and Y. Below, the scope conditions are first determined, and then the mechanisms are

described broadly and unpacked into smaller parts. Each part forms a smaller expectation to be tested
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(Beach & Pedersen, 2013). Combined, these parts form two separate mechanisms, illustrated in

Figures 1 and 2.

2.3.1. Independent and Dependent Variable

The DV of this study is the type of TR conducted. Like Michealson and Ruijgrok, this thesis
focuses specifically on two types of TR: direct attacks and cooperation incidents. These are defined in
Chapter 2.1. Regarding the 1V, this study looks specifically at the regime type of the host country. It
will look at whether it is a liberal democracy or an autocracy. The emphasis on liberal components is
chosen because the previous chapters showed that liberal components (like the rule of law, freedom of
expression and civic rights) are expected to be important in influencing the outcome. Therefore, this
study looks specifically at the level of liberal democracy to determine the regime type. This thesis
defines a liberal democracy similarly to the categorisation of V-Dem, which defines it as a democracy
in which both the electoral and the liberal elements are present (Nord et al., 2024). This is further
operationalised in Chapter 3.1.
2.3.2. Scope Conditions

When conceptualising mechanisms, these propositions apply under some scope conditions:

(1) Threat perception: For an autocratic regime to even feel the necessity to engage in a foreign
operation to silence the diaspora, the origin regime must perceive at least some threat from
the diaspora. Otherwise, it would not care enough to engage in TR. In every case that this
study looks into, the diaspora is at least engaging in some activist activities or has inside
knowledge of some kind, which poses a threat to the origin regime (Dukalskis et al., 2023).

(2) Cost-Benefit rationale: Both Michaelson and Ruijgrok, as well as Shain, portray the origin
regime as a rational actor that bases its choices on cost-benefit calculations. This is, therefore,
the rationale that this thesis also assumes for the origin countries. By assuming a rational
logic, it is expected that origin regimes carefully weigh the costs and benefits of repression,
the likelihood of success and potential alternatives. If the costs outweigh the benefits, it is

more likely that the origin regime will try alternatives. If the benefits outweigh the costs,
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however, the origin regime will engage in this strategy of repression instead of searching for
alternatives.

(3) Autocratic origin state: Although some democracies engage in TR, it is almost exclusively
done by authoritarian origin countries (Dukalskis et al., 2022). Therefore, this study focuses
only on origin countries categorised by V-Dem as electoral autocracies or closed autocracies
(Nord et al., 2024).

(4) Diaspora: For origin countries to engage in TR, the host country must have at least one

diaspora in the host country for TR to be possible.

2.3.3. Mechanism 1 (Direct Attack)

This mechanism explains how a high level of liberal democracy in host countries (X)
increases the probability of a direct physical attack (). The mechanism is divided into three parts (A,
B, and C). Together, they make up the complete mechanism shown in Figure 1. It includes all three of

Shain’s factors: available opportunities (options), threat perception, and cost-benefit calculation.

Mechanism 1, part A: A high level of liberal democracy in the host country that ensures the rule of

law results in a legal protective environment for the diaspora, obstructing Russia's opportunities to

cooperate with the host country to repress the dissident diaspora.

This mechanism starts with a high level of liberal democracy. This liberal democracy
inherently has an environment with a strong rule of law and an independent judiciary that checks the
executive power (Michaelsen & Ruijgrok, 2023). This subsequently results in a more protected
environment for political refugees and dissidents. This liberal-democratic host state environment thus
grants exiles more legal protection against cooperation operations of an origin regime. Extraditions
and renditions are expected to become more difficult to successfully realise because the independent
judiciary and the rule of law will acknowledge the rights of exiles and will prevent unlawful
cooperation incidents. Shain argues that the capacity of the origin regime to cooperate with the host
regime in repressing the exile, as well as the location in which the dissident is situated, influences the
available options for that origin regime to engage in TR. According to this logic, the protective liberal
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host state environment (i.e., the protected location in which the dissident is situated) is expected to
obstruct cooperation options for the origin regime, which decreases the available opportunities for the

origin regime to conduct cooperative TR operations.

Mechanism 1, part B: High level of liberal democracy in host countries ensures freedom of

expression, which results in more voicing opportunities for the dissident diaspora, increasing the

threat perception of the origin regime against the dissidents.

Additionally, a high level of liberal democracy in the host state grants individuals in that state
a sufficient amount of freedom of expression. This increases the opportunities for the diaspora to
freely voice their political and personal opinions (Michaelsen & Ruijgrok, 2023). Subsequently, these
increasing voicing opportunities are expected to increase the ability of that diaspora to mobilise
opposition in the origin country or incite the international community for its cause. The dissident is
not constrained in its critical campaign against the origin regime. According to Shain, this ability to
incite domestic and international audiences impacts the origin regime’s threat perception as opposed
to the dissident (1989). This reveals how the host country’s liberal democracy eventually leads to an

increased threat perception of the origin regime vis-a-vis the diaspora.

Mechanism 1, part C: Fewer options for cooperation in combination with an increased threat

perception leads to a direct attack.

A high level of liberal democracy in the host state results in both a protective environment for
the dissident diaspora and more voicing opportunities for this diaspora. Subsequently, these factors
result in an obstruction of cooperation opportunities for the origin and an increasing threat perception,
as opposed to the dissident diaspora living in the host state. According to Shain's logic, the obstruction
of cooperation opportunities on its own is expected to decrease the likelihood of TR. However,
combined with the increasing threat perception that the dissident now has, the origin regime is
expected to be more determined to continue its campaign to try and silence the dissident. This is
because the increasing threat that the dissident now poses means that silencing this threat becomes
more beneficial. Not repressing, and letting the exile continue its critical campaign against the origin
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regime becomes more costly. With the option of cooperation being ruled out, other more drastic
means, like direct attacks, become an increasingly likely option for the origin regime to achieve its
goal (Shain, 1989). Even though direct attacks involve more operations and reputational costs for the
origin regime, this option now still outweighs the high costs of doing nothing (Shain, 1989). Through
these pathways, a highly liberal democratic host state eventually increases the likelihood of a direct
attack.

Figure 1: Direct Attack Mechanism
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2.3.4. Mechanism 2 (Cooperation Incident)

This mechanism explains how a low level of liberal democracy in host countries (X) increases
the probability of cooperation incidents (). It is divided into three parts (A, B, and C). Together, they
make up the complete mechanism shown in Figure 2. From the theory, it becomes clear that this
mechanism mainly emphasises two of Shain's three factors: available opportunities (options) and cost-
benefit calculation. Threat perception is not emphasised in the theory regarding this mechanism.
However, threat perception is still part of this mechanism as a scope condition. The threat perception
of the exile is at least high enough for the origin country to try and put effort into repressing the

dissident.
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Mechanism 2, part A: Low level of Liberal democracy in host countries ensures shared illiberal

values, institutions and interests with the origin regime. This supports a strong cooperative

relationship, which increases the available cooperation opportunities around TR for the origin

regime.

This mechanism begins with a low level of liberal democracy in the host country (i.e.
autocracy). This autocratic host regime inherently has illiberal values, which increase the likelihood
that the host country has similarly shared illiberal values and non-democratic institutional structures
with the original regime, which is also an autocratic state. Both regimes are expected to have a shared
disregard for human rights protection and refugee rights. Following Leeds's argument, which claims
that autocratic regimes are more likely to cooperate with other autocratic regimes due to their similar
domestic institution structures, these similar institutions will probably increase the likelihood that the
host and the origin country have a cooperative relationship. According to Shain, the relationship
between the host and the origin regime influences the available options for the origin regime to
repress (1989). In this case, strong cooperative relationships between the host and the origin state are
expected to increase the available opportunities for cooperation on TR. Cooperation around TR often
involves collaboration with law enforcement and security services (Shenkkan & Linzer, 2021)
(Michealson & Ruijgrok, 2023). Therefore, strong cooperation relationships, especially in these policy
fields, are expected to provide the origin regimes with increasing opportunities to repress through

these cooperative channels.

Mechanism 2, part B: Low level of democracy in the host country inherently has a weak rule of law,

which results in a less protective environment for dissident diaspora against cooperation incidents,

creating more available opportunities for the origin regime to engage in TR through cooperation.

Secondly, these available opportunities for cooperation are also expected to increase due to
the less legally protective environment this low liberal democratic host country has. Autocratic host
countries often have weaker rule of law systems in which the judiciary is not independent
(Michealson & Ruijgrok, 2023). This means that politically motivated extradition requests are not
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blocked through legal proceedings. Instead, law enforcement may collaborate in extradition through
arrests and deportations (Michealson & Ruijgrok, 2023). So, when an exile is located in an autocratic
host regime, this environment allows less legal protection against cooperation through unlawful
renditions and extraditions. The location (i.e. environment) in which the dissident finds itself
influences the options that the origin country has, according to the logic of Shain (1989) (Michealson
& Ruijgrok, 2023). In this case, it is expected that the less legally protective environment (i.e. the
location where the dissident finds itself) makes it easier for origin regimes to engage in cooperation

successfully and thus increases the cooperation opportunities for the origin regime.

Mechanism 2, part C: Cooperation incidents are less costly than direct attacks. This, in combination

with more available cooperation opportunities, causes the origin regime to choose a cooperation

operation when the opportunity arises.

Based on the assumed cost-benefit rationale of the origin country, it will always seek an
outcome in which the benefits outweigh the costs. From the theory, two kinds of costs can be derived:
operation costs and reputational costs. Cooperation incidents are expected to be a less costly option as
opposed to direct attacks (Michaelson & Ruijgrok, 2023) (Shain, 1989). Therefore, when the
opportunities for cooperation operations increase, these cooperative tactics are also more appealing in
terms of costs and benefits. Cooperation is expected to be chosen above direct attack when the
opportunity is available. This opportunity will be available, especially in autocratic host country
contexts, due to the strong cooperative ties and an unsafe environment where the diaspora is less
protected against cooperation incidents. Collaborations in areas such as security and law enforcement
are especially expected to influence these opportunities. These increasing opportunities for
cooperative operations, combined with the fact that this option costs less, make this option more
appealing to the origin countries than a direct attack. This subsequently increases the likelihood that

the origin regime will choose to conduct TR through cooperation to silence the target.

32



Figure 2: Cooperation Incident Mechanism
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Chapter 3: Methods and Operationalisation

The previous chapter established the thesis's theoretical underpinnings. This chapter
elaborates on the methodological approach to testing the expected mechanisms. First, important

variables and causal links are operationalised, after which methods and data are addressed.

3.1 Operationalization

The most important concepts and variables are conceptualised throughout the first two
chapters. In Chapter 2.3, the expected mechanisms were illustrated, as seen in Figures 1 and 2. Now,
these theoretical expectations are operationalised. Operationalising in process tracing entails that the
theoretical expectations must be translated into predictions of what observable manifestations the
mechanism should have for it to be present in a case (Beach & Pederson, 2011). Tables 1 and 2 reveal
how the expected causal links and the variables they contain can be observed and how they could
manifest themselves. It has to be said that these are examples of possible manifestations and that it is
not set in stone that all causal links are manifested precisely in these ways. A qualitative method like
this involves a certain amount of flexibility in this area. Before discussing the tables, an extra

explanation is provided on the V-Dem indexes used.

3.1.1. V-Dem Indexes

Additionally to qualitative data, this thesis also uses V-Dem indexes to indicate the value of

some variables.
Host country regime type

The 1V of this study is the host country regime type. This is operationalised through V-Dem's
Liberal Democracy Index (LDI). The LDI is a combination of the Electoral Democracy Index (EDI)
and the Liberal Component Index (LCI) (Nord et al., 2024). The EDI seeks to capture electoral
components like quality of elections and freedom of association. The LCI captures “the liberal
aspects, including checks and balances on the executive, respect for civil liberties, the rule of law, and

the independence of the legislature and the judiciary” (Nord et al., 2024, p. 9). Together, they form the
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LDI. Based on the data of the LDI, VV-Dem categorises countries into four different regime types
(Nord et al., 2024, p. 11-12). All the scales that are shown below go from 0.00 (lowest) to 1.00

(highest).

(1) Closed autocracy: ‘“No multiparty elections for the chief executive or the legislator”
(Coppedge et al., 20244, p. 292).

(2) Electoral Autocracy: There are multiparty elections, but they are “failing to achieve that
elections are free and fair, or de-facto multiparty, or a minimum level of Dahl’s institutional
prerequisites of polyarchy" as measured by V-Dem's EDI (Coppedge et al., 20244, p. 292).

(3) Electoral Democracy: This category scores well on EDI indicators but fails to provide for
liberal indicators like access to independent justice, rule of law, or civic rights and liberties
(Coppedge et al., 20244, p. 292).

(4) Liberal Democracy: “De-facto free and fair multiparty elections and a minimum level of
Dahl’s institutional prerequisites for polyarchy as measured by V- Dem’s Electoral
Democracy Index are guaranteed as well as access to justice, transparent law enforcement and
the liberal principles of respect for personal liberties, rule of law, and judicial as well as
legislative constraints on the executive satisfied” as measured by V-Dem's LDI (Coppedge et

al., 2024a, p. 292).

Rule of Law

In addition to qualitative data, this thesis uses V-Dem's Rule of Law Index (D) (v2x_rule) to
determine the level of rule of law in host countries. This index measures to what extent laws are
“transparently, independently, predictably, impartially, and equally enforced” (Coppedge et al., 20244,
p. 308). It includes indicators like the independence of courts, access to justice, and executive

compliance with the judiciary.
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Voicing opportunities

Additionally to qualitative data, voicing opportunities are measured through the Freedom of

Expression Index (D) (v2x_freexp). This index measures “To what extent does government respect

press and media freedom, the freedom of ordinary people to discuss political matters at home and in

the public sphere” (Coppedge et al., 2024a, p. 316). Other indexes could determine if a country grants

freedom of expression and voicing opportunities to all citizens, including political refugees and

diaspora.

- Social group equality in respect for civil liberties (C) (v2clsocgrp): “Do all social groups, (...)

enjoy the same level of civil liberties, or are some groups generally in a more favourable

position?” (Coppedge et al., 20244, p. 185).

- Core civil society index (D) (v2xcs_ccsi): “Provide a measure of a robust civil society, understood

as one that enjoys autonomy from the state and in which citizens freely and actively pursue their

political and civic goals” (Coppedge et al., 2024a, p. 314).

Table 1: Mechanism 1 (Direct Attack)

Causal Links

Possible Observable Manifestation(s)

High level of liberal

democracy in the host

country that ensures the

rule of law, results in a

protective environment for

the diaspora

Protective environment

obstructs cooperation

opportunities for the origin

regime

LDI measures reveal a high level of liberal democracy in the host country.
Rule of Law Index shows a strong rule of law in that host country.
Additionally, analysing specific TR cases through legal documents,
investigation reports, news outlets or NGO reports could reveal how the
strong rule of law in that host country provides the diaspora with a certain

degree of protection against unlawful actions of the origin regime.

Analysing specific TR cases could further reveal how cooperation
attempts (e.g. extraditions) fail because of the constraints caused by the
strong rule of law of that democratic host government. Therefore

decreasing cooperation opportunities.

High level of liberal

democracy in the host

country ensures freedom of

LDI reveals a high level of liberal democracy in the host country.
The Freedom of Expression Index and Core Civil Society Index could

reveal how the host country respects individuals' freedom to express and
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expression, which causes

more voicing opportunities

Higher voicing
opportunities result in a

higher threat perception

discuss political matters openly, indicating voicing opportunities.
The social group equality index reveals how such rights apply to every
social group in the host country, including political refugees and the

diaspora.

Analysing specific TR cases through legal documents, investigation
reports, news outlets, or NGO reports might reveal how the diaspora uses
these voicing opportunities for activities that increase their threat as

opposed to the origin regime.

Fewer options for

cooperation, in
combination with the

increased threat
perception, leads to a

direct attack

Further analysing specific TR cases could reveal whether both the factors
of decreasing options for cooperation and increasing threat perception are
present. Combined with the assumption that the origin regime is a rational
actor, this case analysis could showcase how the presence of these two
factors results in a cost-benefit calculation of the origin regime in which
there is an increasing likelihood that the origin regime will choose a direct
attack.

Table 2: Mechanism 2 (Cooperation Incident)

Causal Link

Possible Observable Manifestation(s)

Low level of liberal

democracy in the host state

ensures shared illiberal

values, institutions and

interests with the origin

regime

This subsequently supports

a cooperative relationship

LDI measures the low level of liberal democracy in the host country.
Comparing institutional characteristics and illiberal indicators between
the host and origin country in NGO country analyses and think tank
reports could reveal how they share institutional structures, illiberal

values, and objectives.

Foreign ministry and government documents, leaders' statements, and
think tank reports in which host-origin country cooperative relationships
are described could reveal strong cooperative ties and how these are
based on previously described shared authoritarian institutions, illiberal
values, and objectives.

Further analyses of these documents could also reveal how these
cooperative relationships translate into cooperation in policy fields that
are specifically interesting to examine when studying TR, like security

and law enforcement.
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Increases available -

opportunities for the origin

country for cooperation

around TR

Analysing multiple TR cases through legal documents, investigation
reports, news outlets, or NGO reports could illustrate how these strong
cooperative relationships (especially in policy areas like security) are
essential in successfully conducting cooperative TR. Thus providing

origin countries with more opportunities.

Low level of liberal -

democratic host countries -

inherently have a weak -

rule of law, resulting in a

less protective environment

for dissidents against

cooperation incidents

Increases available

opportunities for the origin

regime to engage in TR

through cooperation

LDI measures the low level of liberal democracy in the host country
Rule of Law Index shows a weak rule of law in that host country
Analysing additional (international) law documents and NGO reports
could reveal how this weak rule of law environment in authoritarian

regimes provides fewer legal rights and protection for political refugees.

Analysing specific TR cases through legal documents, investigation
reports, news outlets, or NGO reports could reveal how such a weak
protective environment in the host state is an essential factor for
successful cooperation operations and provides origin regimes with

more opportunities.

Cooperation incidents are

less costly than direct

attacks

Low cooperation costs,

combined with more

available cooperation

options, cause the origin

regime to choose a

cooperation operation

when the opportunity

arises

Comparing host country responses, international community attention,
and sanction packages after cooperative and direct attacks reveal the
costs that such operations induce for the origin regime.

Comparing specific TR cases reveals operational cost differences.

Analysing specific TR cases through legal documents, investigation
reports, news outlets, or NGO reports could reveal a case where low-
cost cooperation opportunities increased. Combined with the assumed
rational (cost-benefit) behaviour, this could showcase how these
combined factors eventually result in a rational cost-benefit calculation in
which it is more likely that the origin regime will choose a cooperation

operation.
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3.2 Methods and Data

In order to conduct an in-depth analysis and explore the underlying expected mechanisms
between the IV and the DV, this thesis uses a qualitative within-case study design. This is in line with
Bennet (2004), who states that researchers use case studies to develop or evaluate theories and explain
phenomena using theories and mechanisms. It is, therefore, a well-suited method regarding the
objective of this study. Below, the data analysis method, the case selection strategy, the data collection
methods and the study's validity and reliability are discussed.

3.2.1. Process Tracing

To analyse the case, this study uses process tracing methods. Process tracing is a widespread
method in case study research (George & Bennett, 2005). According to George and Bennett, process
tracing is “a procedure for identifying steps in a causal process leading to the outcome of a given
dependent variable of a particular case in a particular historical context” (2005, p. 176). With process
tracing, the researcher can assess a theory by identifying the causal process that links the X-variable
(cause) with the Y-variable (outcome) (Vennesson, 2008). Process tracing aims to unpack the
relationship between causes and outcomes and provide a narrative explanation of that causal path
(Vennesson, 2008). This aim corresponds with the objective of this study as described in Chapter 1,
which also emphasises uncovering the mechanism between causes and outcomes. This thesis goes
beyond correlations, which is the essence of process tracing, according to Beach and Pedersen (2013).

This makes process tracing a well-suited method for this study.

Process tracing can be used to develop and test theories. Theory testing is the best-suited
option for this thesis. Theory testing process tracing is a deductive within-case approach (Beach &
Pedersen, 2013). Beach and Pedersen explain that “in theory- testing process- tracing, we know both
X and Y, and we either have existing conjectures about a plausible mechanism or are able to deduce
one relatively easily from existing theorisation” (2013, p. 56). In this thesis, X and Y are already
known. Additionally, the theoretical arguments of Yosi Shain (1989) and Michaelson and Ruijgrok

(2023), amongst others, provide us with these already existing assumptions about plausible
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mechanisms between X and Y. For these reasons, theory testing is the best-suited method for this

study.

3.2.2. Case Selection

The article by Beach and Pedersen (2012) claims that when the research has an in-depth case-
based design and aims to trace the mechanism between X and Y, a typical case strategy is the only
type of case selection that makes sense. This is because a typical case strategy ensures that you can
expect the X and Y and, thus, the mechanism between them to be present. They define typical cases as
“the cases where a priori we can expect the theorised X to Y relationship through the theorised
mechanism to be present” (2012, p. 12). Since this thesis also has an in-depth case-based research
design that aims to trace mechanisms, it chooses a typical case selection strategy. The Russian
Federation is a country that has the correct values for both the IV and the DV in both mechanisms.
Russian TR operations are therefore suited to choose as a typical case in this thesis.

- Russia, as an origin country, has a very high quantity of direct physical TR assaults (Freedom
House, 2024a). These attacks occur primarily in highly (liberal) democratic European host states.
So, for the ‘direct attack’ mechanism, Russian TR attacks in Europe are cases in which both X
(high level of liberal democratic host states) and Y (high level of direct attacks) are expected to be
present. It can be expected that the mechanism is also present.

- Regarding the ‘cooperation’ mechanism, Russia conducts many cooperation operations with and
in former Soviet countries like Belarus, Tajikistan and Kazakhstan (Freedom House, 2024a).
Russia and these former Soviet countries all have a low level of liberal democracy. This reveals
that both X (low level of liberal democratic host states) and Y (high level of cooperation

incidents) are present. Therefore, the mechanism is expected to be present.

Therefore, Russia can be considered a typical case that is well-suited for studying both
mechanisms. It will be an in-depth and within-case analysis focusing on Russia as the country of
origin. The unit of analysis is ‘Russian TR operations’. Within this focus, different TR operations that
Russia engages in will be analysed. These are sub-cases in which Russia engages in TR in another

country and are used to go in-depth into Russian TR. The origin country (Russia) remains the same.
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Only the host countries differ. The sub-cases are chosen partly based on the regime type of the host
country and the data availability. Still, this thesis is a within-case study since all cases remain within
the demarcation of Russian TR. Choosing multiple sub-cases instead of one single ‘origin to host’
case in which Russia conducts a TR operation in a host country allows us to access more sources and

data.

3.2.3. Data Collection

Before moving on to the data collection methods of this study, there are a couple of data
collection challenges that need to be addressed. The article by Vennesson (2008) claims that process
tracing can only work when sufficient, accurate and reliable sources are reached. According to this
article, the existence and accessibility of data are challenges in case studies. This is especially the case
with this topic. TR operations often revolve around secrecy and ambiguity. They are often hard to
prove, and the evidence is not always straightforward. There is thus a data availability pitfall here.
Furthermore, research on non-democratic contexts is complex to study in general. Often, there is less
extensive data on such topics (Bellin et al., 2019). Additionally, research on TR necessitates tackling a
significant research bias: the repressive cases may never become public knowledge because they are
often extremely hard to detect (Tsourapas, 2021). The cases that do come into the public are often of
well-known, high-profile targets like elites. Non-elite targets of repression may never come to light in
the first place and are omitted from studies, which limits the knowledge on this topic (Tsourapas,
2021). This study considers these issues when developing a robust and diverse data collection
strategy, as shown below.

This study draws on diverse primary and secondary sources, including news outlet articles,
research papers, statements, court and legal documents, investigation reports, international
organisation reports, government documents, and NGO reports. Next to qualitative public sources,
this study draws from two databases that account for TR cases worldwide. These are the Freedom
House (2024a) and AAAD (Dukalskis, 2021) databases. The goal is not to engage in these statistical
analyses here but to retrieve sources and cases from it. These databases and qualitative sources are

consulted to gain in-depth case-specific data, which is necessary to trace the mechanisms. The sources
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are all carefully selected on quality to maintain validity and reliability. Using multiple data sources
from different people, individuals or groups to gain more perspectives ensures ‘data source
triangulation’ (Carter et al., 2014). The following paragraph reveals how these data collection

strategies positively influence the reliability and validity of this thesis.

3.2.4. Validity and Reliability

According to Coleman (2022), reliability in qualitative research is often referred to as
‘consistency’ or ‘dependability’. It is about justifying choices and transparently showing the research
process to ensure consistency and replicability (Bisman, 2010) (Coleman, 2022). Detailed
documentation of the research process ensures this (Coleman, 2022). In order to achieve this, the
thesis provides thorough explanations and argumentations for each choice made in the methods part.
Additionally, the process tracing method and the associated operationalisation ensure a systematic
approach in which every step is documented and accounted for. This way, consistency and
transparency are achieved. Additionally, the public source data used in this study also increases

replicability.

Validity is more about ensuring rigorousness and trustworthiness (Golafshani, 2003).
Triangulation of methods and data is a typical strategy for improving validity in qualitative research
(Golafshani, 2003). Triangulation of methods is not feasible in this study due to a lack of time and
resources, which is a shortfall. However, the triangulation of data sources can be achieved by bringing
together data from different sources and, thus, different perspectives (Carter et al., 2014). For that
purpose, this study draws its evidence from a diverse range of data sources, as seen in the data
collection paragraph. Lastly, in qualitative studies like these, the notion of reflexivity must be
acknowledged and examined to ensure validity (Coleman, 2022). During this study, the researcher
will make a conscious effort to examine his own biases and take these into account during the

research process.
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Chapter 4: Background on TR in Russia

Preceding the empirical case study analysis, a short historical background review of Russian

TR is provided.

4.1. Russian Institutional Design

The Russian Federation is characterised by a highly centralised authoritarian political system
with one dominant leader, President Vladimir Putin. The lower house (State Duma) and the upper
house (Federation Council) lack independence from the executive (United States Department of State,
2022a). The Kremlin manipulates elections to consolidate the power of the regime. This concentration
of power is maintained by a subservient judiciary, media control, repressed opposition parties, and
loyalist security forces (Freedom House, n.d.). Since Putin came to power in 1999, V-Dem has
categorised Russia as an electoral autocracy (Nord et al., 2024). From then on, the country started to
become increasingly autocratic (Freedom House, n.d.) (Smith, 2024) (Rogov, 2018). Putin slowly
centralised power and established a political monopoly. Around 2011, massive protests challenged this
monopoly for the first time. From this point, the regime began to harden its attitude towards political
dissidents, installing the ‘politics of fear’ and increasing repression aimed at maintaining the
autocratic regime (Rogov, 2018) (Smith, 2024). After the Russian invasion of Ukraine in 2022,

domestic repression increased even further and reached unprecedented levels (Schlein, 2023).

4.2. Approach to Political Dissidents

According to the United States Department of State human rights report (2022a), Human
Rights Watch (2024), and Freedom House (Zavadskaya, 2024), Russia conducts grand-scale
operations to silence political opponents, regime critics, and former insiders. These reports show that
the Russian State engages in extrajudicial killings, enforced disappearances, torture, arbitrary arrests,
politically motivated detentions, suppression of free speech and media, violence against journalists,
use of anti-extremist laws to prosecute peaceful dissidents, suppression of freedom of association, and
severely restricting political participation and civil society. Putin's regime maintains autocracy

through intense repression of dissidents and physically attacking Putin’s critics (Smith, 2024). The
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most famous example of this is the poisoning of Alexei Navalny (Smith, 2024). Additionally, there
have been several cases of high-profile killings in recent years, like the death of the critical journalist
Timur Kuashev in 2014 and the death of the minority activist Ruslan Magomedragimon in 2015

(United States Department of State, 2022a).

4.3. TR by Russia

The repression of the Russian Federation has not remained within its borders. As a part of
Russia’s determined campaign to silence political opponents, activists and dissidents, it has also
engaged in TR (United States Department of State, 2022a). According to Freedom House (2021),
Russia is not conducting the most TR operations in quantity. However, it conducts them with
exceptional violence (Freedom House, 2021). The AAAD database counts 21 Russian assassinations
or attempts (from 1991 - 2019) (Dukalskis, 2021), and the Freedom House database (2024a) reveals
12 Russian assassinations or attempts (from 2014 - 2023). Assassinations are an important tool of
Putin’s repressive strategy. Both databases reveal that Russia accounts for roughly 25% of the total
assassinations or attempts. Most of these direct attacks are being done in European liberal
democracies. Additionally, it conducts extraditions, renditions, detentions, and assaults (Freedom
House, 2021). Many of these Russian repressive operations are linked with the Russian Republic of
Chechnya. Chechnya is governed by Ramzan Kadyrov, a close ally of Vladimir Putin. Kadyrov is
governing the Russian republic in a dictatorial manner and has employed a brutal campaign of control
against its opponents. While Kadyrov directs this campaign, the Russian State approves and

sometimes facilitates them (Freedom House, 2021).

The Kremlin's TR tactics are an extension of the Russian ‘political warfare’ concept
(Freedom House, 2021). Political warfare is the grey area between regular political, economic and
diplomatic interactions and war (Shekhovtsov, 2020). Since Putin came into power, he has engaged in
‘political warfare’ campaigns in Europe and the US. These tactics include disinformation and hacking
operations but also targeting political opponents through assassinations. Targeting opponents with
such violence not only silences the targeted dissident but also sends a message to any opponent of the
Russian regime (Freedom House, 2021).
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Unlike other TR-origin regimes, Putin’s Russia does not seek to control the entire Russian diaspora
(Freedom House, 2021). It seems that many of the diaspora are not a big priority of Russia. The
Kremlin does not believe that the opposition can significantly affect the domestic presence from the
outside. Instead, the regime focuses on former insiders and political opponents who have ‘defected’ to
Western opponents or clashed with people in power and are deemed a more significant threat to the
regime's stability. However, since the start of the war in Ukraine in 2022, it seems that TR is being
conducted against a broader range of dissidents now, including anti-war critics and activists who fled

the country after the invasion (Gorokhovskaia, 2023) (Freedom House, 2024b).
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Chapter 5: Russian Case Study

Two mechanisms were conceptualised in Chapter 2. This chapter will empirically test whether
these mechanisms hold in reality. This is done through a within-case study of Russian TR operations,
in which qualitative evidence is provided to prove the expectations. When eventually enough evidence
is gathered, it can be proven that the theoretical mechanism is the cause for the phenomenon this
thesis tries to explain, and it becomes evident how the process that underlies X to Y exactly works.
This chapter proceeds by discussing the mechanisms one by one. Each mechanism is divided into
different parts (A, B, and C) that together comprise the entire mechanism. For the analyses, several
‘sub-cases’ (in which Russia conducts TR against one dissident in a host country) are sought from
different TR reports and databases. To explain and test the mechanisms concretely, one well-
documented TR ‘sub-case’ will be chosen as a basis for each mechanism. On top of that, other direct
attack and cooperation cases will be briefly elaborated and used as additional evidence to strengthen

arguments.

5.1. Mechanism 1: How high-level liberal democratic host states result in

more direct attacks

As was described in Chapter 4, direct attacks, in the form of assassinations, are an important
tool for Russia’s repressive strategy. This mechanism reveals how the high level of liberal democracy
in European countries increases the likelihood that Russia conducts TR through direct attacks. There
are numerous potential cases that may reveal evidence that confirms this mechanism. This chapter
uses the assassination of Aleksandr Litvinenko as the basis to test the mechanism. Additionally, other

direct attack cases are used to reinforce arguments.

Russian assassination of Litvinenko in the United Kingdom

Aleksandr Litvinenko was a former agent for the Soviet and Russian security services
(European Court of Human Rights, 2021). After falling out with the Russian security agencies, he
became public and defected. He was fired and fled to the United Kingdom (UK), where he and his
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family were granted asylum in 2001 (Home Office, 2016). Five years later, Litvinenko was poisoned
in London with the radioactive substance Polonium 210 and died. The UK Home Office carried out an
official inquiry into his death and concluded that it had been carried out by Mr Lugovoy and Mr
Kovtun, who acted on behalf of someone else (Home Office, 2016). In 2021, the European Court of
Human Rights found strong evidence that both suspects had acted as agents on Russia's behalf (

2021). Below, the expected mechanism is tested against this case.

5.1.1. Mechanism 1, Part A

This chapter reveals how a high level of liberal democracy in the host country that ensures the
rule of law, subsequently results in a legal protective environment for the diaspora, obstructing

Russia's opportunity to cooperate with the host country to repress the dissident diaspora.

Figure 3: Mechanism 1, part A
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The UK is labelled as a ‘liberal democracy’ according to V-Dem, which entails that the

High level liberal
democracy in
host state

requirements of an electoral democracy are met along with the protection of civil liberties and
equality (Papada et al., 2023). It scored the 20" highest liberal index score in 2022 (Papada et al.,
2023). Since 2013, the UK's democracy score remained stable. The country also scores high on the
Rule of Law Index (see Appendix A) (Coppedge et al., 2024b). This reveals the strong and

independent rule of law inherent to the UK's liberal democracy. Democracy and the rule of law are
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both intertwined in the British constitution. The rule of law is an essential part of democracy in the

UK; without it, it cannot be a healthy democracy (The Constitution Unit, 2023).

The strong rule of law in the UK makes sure that the exile is situated in a protective
environment which protects it against unlawful operations of the Russian origin regime. This is
clearly visible in the case of Litvinenko, which shows that the UK's strong rule of law results in a
protective environment for Litvinenko, which constrains the opportunities for Russia to cooperate
with the UK on TR through cooperation (in this case, extradition). This shows a decrease in the
available cooperation options for Russia. This becomes visible when analysing Russian extradition
requests for Litvinenko. Russia tried to get Litvinenko extradited, which is evidenced by statements
made in the official inquiry into the death of Litvinenko (Home Office, 2016). In this report,
Chairman Sir Robert Owen claims that he was aware that “the ongoing proceedings against Mr
Litvinenko in Russia gave rise to at least one attempt on the part of the Russian authorities to secure
his extradition” (2016, p. 53). After that, Owen states, "Unsurprisingly given Mr Litvinenko’s
successful asylum claim, the request was not granted” (2016, p. 53). Also, other sources claim that
Russian authorities have been trying to extradite Litvinenko but that these failed because of the
asylum procedures (Walsh, 2002). These sources reveal how the UK's strong rule of law and the
associated asylum protection rights ensure such extradition requests are rejected. One of the
frameworks through which this protection is granted is the UK Extradition Act (2003), which entails
the legal framework around extraditions in the UK and presents numerous ‘bars’ that can prevent
extradition requests (Authority of the House of Lords, 2015, p. 9). The act states that “extradition
from the UK must be compliant with the European Convention on Human Rights” (Authority of the
House of Lords, 2015, p. 9). Extraditions can be rejected in ‘improperly motivated’ cases or when
there is a risk of ‘prejudice to the requested person’ because the request is improperly motivated
(Freedom House, 2022). Moreover, requests can be blocked if the extradited individual is expected to
be subject to torture or inhumane treatment or punishment (European Union Agency for Fundamental
Rights, 2015). The case of Litvinenko is not the only example in which the UK rule of law prevented

extradition to Russia. The Russian Embassy in the UK presented a list in 2017 that showed 22
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Russian individuals who lived in the UK and were wanted by Russia (The Embassy of the Russian
Federation to the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, 2017). Extradition was
sought for all of them but was prevented by the UK courts in all cases. Most of the individuals were
wanted for fraud cases. However, the number one on the list, Nikolai Glushkov, was also a fierce
Putin critique and activist. Two years after his failed extradition attempt in 2016, Glushkov was
strangled to death in his London residence, according to a coroner (BBC News, 2021). The murderers
tried to make it look like a suicide. Despite many fingers pointing towards the Kremlin, no evidence
has been found that Russia was behind it (Harding, 2021). Glushkov, just like Litvinenko, was an
associate of Boris Berezovsky, one of the most activistic Putin critics. Berezovsky was a famous
Russian oligarch before he fell out with Putin, resulting in him fleeing Russia and granting asylum in
the UK in 2003 (Jones et al., 2017). Russia also tried to get him extradited two times. However, these
requests were also rejected by the UK court because they did not believe that Berezovsky could be
safely extradited and would receive a fair trial in Russia (Wintour & Smith, 2007). A few years after
the extradition attempts, Berezovsky was found dead in London under mysterious circumstances
(BBC News, 2014). The investigation into his death ended in an open verdict, and a Russian link
could not be determined (BBC News, 2014). Although the Russian link in the death of Berezovsky
and Glushkov is unproven, these cases and the list published by the Russian Embassy reveal how the
independent rule of law in the UK prevents extradition attempts from being successful. Freedom
House states the UK “has strong provisions against unlawful extraditions” (Freedom House, 2022,
Migration section). These cases provide evidence for the many legal obstructions that countries with a
strong rule of law, like the UK, have that prevent extradition requests from being successful. These

obstructions prevent cooperative TR actions from Russia that involve such extraditions.

In other ‘direct attack’ cases in liberal democracies, a similar pattern in which a strong rule of
law ensures a protective legal environment for the dissident diaspora can be seen. For example, in the
assassination of the Chechen political refugee Umar Israilov in Austria (European Centre for
Constitutional and Human Rights, 2011) (Abbas, 2009). Israilov was born in Chechnya and fought in

a rebel group against the Russians in the Second Chechen War. He was eventually taken hostage and
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detained in 2003. During his captivity, he was severely tortured and also witnessed numerous
accounts of human rights abuses like systemic torture and executions of others. Eventually, he
escaped Chechnya, received asylum in Austria and became a critique of the Chechen government
(European Centre for Constitutional and Human Rights, 2011). In 2009, Umar Israilov was shot and
killed in Austria. The Austrian police believed that Chechen authorities were behind the assassination,
and the courts found three Chechen men guilty of murder (Chope, 2023). When looking at the host
country context of Austria, this resembles the UK in many aspects. V-Dem labels both as a ‘liberal
democracy’ (Papada et al., 2023) and, just like the UK, Austria has a strong rule of law system that
grants asylum seekers protection. Austria's scores on liberal indicators resemble the level of the UK
(see Appendix B) (Coppedge et al., 2024b). The principle of the rule of law, along with the principle
of democracy, is one of the basic principles of the constitution of Austria (Koetter et al., 2010). Just as
in the case of Litvinenko, Russia also tried to cooperate with the host government, in this case,
Austria, to repress the dissident before his assassination in 2009. According to the European Court of
Human Rights (2016) report, the Russian Federation tried to get Israilov extradited in July 2007.
However, this request was rejected by an Austrian court, calling the evidence for extradition
‘insufficient’ (Chivers, 2009) (European Court of Human Rights, 2016). Austria must comply with the
EU Charter of Fundamental Rights, which states that a person may not be extradited where there is a
severe risk that the individual would be subjected to torture or inhuman treatment (European Union
Agency for Fundamental Rights, 2015). Israilov, being already tortured in Chechnya before, therefore,
would have had a slight chance of getting extradited to Chechnya. The rule of law in Austria thus
provides a protective environment for dissidents like Israilov, protecting them against cooperative TR

operations like extraditions.

In sum, in the case of Litvinenko, as well as the other described cases, the Russian efforts to
get these dissidents extradited point to an attempt to cooperate with liberal democracies to repress
Russian dissidents abroad. It reveals a cooperative TR attempt. However, the fact that these attempts
fail due to the firm and independent rule of law in these liberal democracies provides evidence for the

expectation that a strong rule of law ensures a protective environment for the exile, which prevents
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origin countries from cooperating with the host state. This leaves the origin regime with fewer
available cooperation options for repressing dissidents.
5.1.2. Mechanism 1, Part B

This chapter explores how a high level of liberal democracy in host countries ensures freedom
of expression, resulting in more voicing opportunities for the dissident diaspora and increasing the

threat perception of the origin regime towards the dissidents.

Figure 4: Mechanism 1, part B
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The UK, being a highly liberal democracy, has high values on VV-Dem indicators like the ‘Freedom of
Expression Index’ and the ‘Core Civil Society Index’ (see Appendix A) (Coppedge et al., 2024b). This
reveals that the UK respects the freedom of ordinary people to discuss political matters in the public
sphere and that the country’s civil society can operate autonomously in which every citizen can freely
pursue their civic and political goals (Coppedge et al., 2024a). The high levels of ‘social group
equality in respect for civil liberties’ indicate that every social group (also the Russian diaspora) has
fairly equal rights and thus has the same voicing opportunities in the UK (see Appendix A) (Coppedge
et al., 2024b). UK law itself reveals that “everyone has the right to freedom of expression” and that

this freedom is “necessary in a democratic society” (CARE, n.d., Intro section). This reveals that the
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UK, with its high level of democracy, indeed ensures freedom of speech, which subsequently supports

voicing opportunities for diaspora and refugees.

By analysing Litvinenko's case further and focusing on his critical and activist activities
against Putin’s regime, it becomes clear that the proposition that voicing opportunities for exile also
results in an increased threat perception as opposed to that exile is also true. Litvinenko was one of the
most prominent critics of Putin's regime at that time (Home Office, 2016). Analysing Litvinenko's
activistic practices reveals that his critical activities against the Russian State increased after his
asylum was granted in 2001. From the UK's inquiry into Litvinenko's poisoning, it becomes clear that
the anger the FSB, which is the federal security service in Russia, had regarding Litvinenko after his
‘betrayal’ did not decrease on his departure from Russia but instead increased between 2000 and 2006
(Home Office, 2016). This was partly due to the certain belief that Litvinenko began working together
with MI6 after he arrived in the UK and the publication of several highly critical books accusing the
FSB of corruption and the murder of hundreds of Russian civilians. Following this argument,
Chairman Sir Robert Owen claims that “It is therefore at least possible that Mr Litvinenko’s profile
amongst members of the FSB (and also perhaps amongst the wider military establishment) as an
insider who had betrayed his own organisation did not decline following the press conference and Mr
Litvinenko’s departure from Russia, but in fact increased between 2000 and 2006” (2016, p. 54).
Furthermore, the inquiry stated a quote from a witness that said, “some kind of action by the FSB
against Berezovsky and his associates, especially Litvinenko, was made likely by their sustained
media campaign against the Putin administration” (2016, p. 55). In addition to this critical media
campaign, Litvinenko wrote two books that revealed his criticism against the Russian regime. One of
these books was published in both English and Russian language, and one of the books was only
published in Russian, revealing its target audience: the international community and the domestic
community. Litvinko also helped in making a critical international film about these topics. It shows
that Litvinenko had significant abilities to incite both the national and the international community.
Because of Litvinenko's unique former insider position and the sensitive knowledge he possessed

made him even more of a direct threat to Putin’s regime (Dukalskis et al., 2023). These pieces of
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evidence reveal that, since his asylum was granted in the UK, Litvinenko increased his critical
campaign against Putin through the media, publishing books and films and collaborating with the UK
government. These were targeted at both the national community inside Russia and the international
community. This reveals that, at least partly, the UK’s liberal environment and freedom of expression
made it possible for Litvinenko to express himself in such a way, increasing his voicing opportunities.
These increasing voicing opportunities supported the ability to incite both the national and the
international community, which increased the perceived threat that the Russian government had

against Litvinenko.

Also, other cases, like the one of Umar Israilov, show how the liberal democratic environment
boosted voicing opportunities. Austria, like the UK, also scores similarly high values on V-Dem
indicators like the ‘freedom of expression’ index and the ‘core civil society” index, which shows that
the country gives people the freedom to freely discuss political matters (see Appendix B) (Coppedge
et al., 2024b). In Austria, the promotion of freedom of expression is cited in the constitution (United
States Department of State, 2022b). Also, the indicator for ‘social group equality in respect for civil
liberties” scored high in Austria, revealing that every social group, including political refugees, have
fairly equal rights and thus grant these voicing opportunities (see Appendix B). The free and open
environment of Austria granted Umar Israilov voicing opportunities, which increased the threat
perception of Russia on him. After Israilov fled abroad, he immediately became a target for the
Chechen authorities. According to Dukalskis et al. (2023), exiles and dissidents who flee abroad may
have witnessed severe human rights abuses or domestic repression and may want to communicate
these stories to the outside world and the international community. This so-called ‘naming and
shaming’, can bring about reputational damage or sanction costs, and is a threat to the origin regime
(Dukalskis et al., 2023). This was also seen in the case of Israilov, who became a fierce critic of the
Chechen regime and was willing to testify about atrocities he witnessed during his detention (Chope,
2023). These included atrocities committed by Adam Delimkhanov (now a member of the Russian
parliament) and Ramzan Kadyrov, who became the leader of Chechnya in 2007 (Chope, 2023). In

June 2008, Israilov was threatened in person by a man who approached him in Austria. The man said
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Ramzan Kadyrov had sent him, and he came to convince him to return to Chechnya and withdraw his
allegations against Kadyrov (European Court of Human Rights, 2016). The very fact that such efforts
were made to ensure that Umar stayed quiet shows that Umar was seen as a significant threat to the
Kadyrov regime. The Chechens were anxious that Umar would tell his story to the international
community, which could result in reputational damage for the regime. Their fear was not in vain
because this is exactly what Umar planned to do. An official communication report from the European
Court of Human Rights (2016) that looked into the case stated that Umar worked with the New York
Times around January 2009. They prepared a comprehensive article based on Umar's allegations
(European Court of Human Rights, 2016). This resembles what Dukalskis would call ‘naming and
shaming’ (Dukalskis et al., 2023). However, before Umar could tell his story, he was silenced. On
January 9, 2009, Umar was “prepared to publicise his story” (Abbas, 2009, para. 11). The New York
Times later stated that the article was finished and ready to be publicised (European Court of Human
Rights, 2016). After advice from Umar’s legal lawyers, the New York Times notified Putin’s office
that it wanted to talk about the allegations that Israilov had been preparing (Abbas, 2009) (European
Court of Human Rights, 2016). Putin’s spokesman refused to comment on it. Four days later, Israilov
was shot dead in Vienna. (Abbas, 2009) (European Centre for Constitutional and Human Rights,
2011).

In sum, this evidence shows that, similarly to the Litvinenko case, Israilov gained significant
voicing opportunities after he fled to Austria. It reveals how Austria, an open, liberal society, grants its
citizens significant rights regarding freedom of expression. This grants refugees like Umar the
possibility to express themselves politically in public. This would have been much harder for Umar
inside Chechnya, which harshly represses dissident voices inside the Republic (Price, 2022). Israilov
utilised these liberal freedoms by collaborating with international media outlets and trying to ‘name
and shame’ individuals in the Kadyrov regime. Naming and shaming in a global newspaper like the
New York Times reveals that Israilov had significant capabilities to instigate the international
community. When the Russians learned about the plan to publish the article, the threat perception they
had opposed to Israilov increased significantly. It increased so much that they could not stand by, do
nothing, and bear the costs.
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5.1.3. Mechanism 1, Part C
This chapter reveals how fewer options for cooperation, combined with an increased threat

perception, lead to a direct attack.

Figure 5: Mechanism 1, part C
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So, in the case of Litvinenko, the protective environment of the UK results in an obstruction
of opportunities for the Russian government to cooperate with the UK to get Litvinenko extradited. In
isolation, without any high level of threat perception, this situation would probably not have resulted
in a direct attack by the government. The importance of threat perception in this mechanism becomes
clear when analysing the threat levels of targets of assassinations. According to the AAAD dataset,
Russia is responsible for 21 assassinations or attempts (Dukalski et al., 2021). Assessing the threat
perceptions of these targets reveals that 18 of these targets are either former government officials,
highly critical activists with a major reach or whistleblowers, which can be considered highly
threatening to the Russian regime, according to Dukalskis et al. (2023). This shows that the Russian
government almost exclusively targets individuals, which it deems highly threatening. It reveals the
importance of the factor of threat perception and shows that it is likely that an obstruction in
cooperation options alone would not have led to a direct attack. So, in isolation, an obstruction in
cooperation opportunities would probably not have resulted in the assassination of Litvinenko. Also,

only a highly perceived threat without the obstruction of cooperation opportunities would probably
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not have resulted in a direct attack. This is because the costs of a direct attack are far larger than those
of a cooperation incident, as will be explained in the next mechanism. Engaging in a direct attack
while a cooperation opportunity would still be possible is against Shain's rational cost-benefit
assumption that this thesis follows. So, both the factors of threat perceptions and obstruction of
cooperation opportunities in isolation would not have resulted in a direct attack. However, combined,

they do seem to be causing a direct attack.

In the Litvinenko and the Israilov case, a combination of both factors eventually resulted in a
direct attack. The decrease in cooperation opportunities, in combination with the increased threat
perception that both dissidents posed, made Russia determined to continue repressive activities
against the dissident by other more violent and direct means. The costs of not silencing Litvinenko,
who had by the time of 2006 already engaged in numerous anti-regime activities and possessed inside
knowledge, became too high. The threat perception increased from 2000 to 2006 due to his
continuous campaign against the Kremlin and its alleged collaboration with Western intelligence
agencies (Home Office, 2016). The costs of not repressing Litvinenko and letting him continue his
critical campaign became too high, and with this, the benefit of silencing him therefore increased. The
same could be seen with Israilov. The threat that Israilov posed to the Chechen and Russian
governments became very acute when the Russians learned about his willingness to publicise his story
(Abbas, 2009). Letting this happen posed a direct threat to Russian and Chechen authorities. Since, in
both cases, cooperation was not a realistic option anymore after the UK and Austrian courts ruled that
out, other violent means were sought to achieve the goal of silencing the dissident. Direct attacks
suddenly became an appealing and beneficial option for Russia in both cases. Although direct attacks
cost much (Michaelsen & Ruijgrok, 2023), the benefits of silencing a dissident with such an increased
threat perception outweigh the costs. The costs of not repressing become too high. This reveals that
when we assume that the origin regime has a cost-benefit rationale (in line with Shain’s theory), it is a
logical step for Russia to engage in a costly direct attack to try and reap the benefits of silencing the

threat. This way, Russia eventually chose for a direct attack in both cases.
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5.1.4. Concluding Remarks

To conclude, the case of Litvinenko and the other cases prove the expectations made in 2.3
based on Shain’s model and Michaelson and Ruijgrok’s arguments. First, according to Michaelson
and Ruijgrok (2023), the cases reveal that liberal democratic environments indeed ensure a strong,
independent rule of law that provides a protected legal environment for the dissident diaspora. In line
with Shain’s argument that the location (i.e. environment) in which the dissident is located determines
available opportunities, the analysed cases reveal that this protective liberal environment protects the
dissidents from unlawful extraditions. TR through cooperation thus becomes a less successful strategy
for the origin country to pursue. This shows how, in line with the theoretical expectations, the
protected location of the dissident constrains the opportunities the origin country has to engage in TR

through cooperation.

Moreover, the cases also confirm the assumptions derived from Michaelson and Ruijgrok
(2023) that the liberal democratic environment ensures freedom of expression, which subsequently
provides more voicing opportunities for dissidents. Furthermore, the results show that these increased
voicing opportunities subsequently increase the ability of the dissidents to spur up the Russian
national and international community, which results in an increased threat perception of the Russian
state on those dissidents. This is in line with the theoretical model of Shain, which argues that the
ability of the dissident to provoke the international and national community increases the threat
perception of that dissident. Also, former insiders who are located in Western liberal democracies pose

a direct threat to the stability of Russia’s regime, increasing the threat level significantly.

Lastly, assuming the cost-benefit rationale of Shain’s model, the obstruction of cooperation
opportunities in combination with the increased threat perception results in a cost-benefit calculation
based on this new reality. The high threat perception causes the costs of no repression to rise and
increases the benefits of silencing the dissident. With the cooperation opportunities being ruled out,
the threatened origin regime is more eager to repress through other violent means and is more likely to

opt for a direct attack.
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5.2 Mechanism 2: How low-level liberal democratic host states result in

more cooperation incidents.

Russians seeking political refuge in autocratic host countries have been subject to repression
from the Russian government, even though they left Russian territory. This chapter reveals how the
low level of liberal democracy in Belarus increases the likelihood that Russia conducts TR through
cooperation. There are numerous sub-cases of Russian authorities seeking to cooperate with the
Belarussian government to repress dissidents through detentions and extraditions. To clarify how the
mechanism exactly works, the sub-case of the extradition of Murad Amriev is used as a basis.

Moreover, additional cooperation cases are also utilised to strengthen arguments.

The forced extradition of Murad Amriev from Belarus

Amriev is a Chechen Russian who fled Chechnya and has been living in Ukraine after being
tortured by Chechen police officers in Grozny in 2013. Human Rights Watch (Gorbunova, 2017) and
Amnesty International (Amnesty International, 2017a), as well as the Organized Crime and
Corruption Reporting Project (Matsiushchankau & Ekeberg, 2019), reported on the case. On June 4,
Amriev was in Russia for personal reasons after he was detained for using ‘false documents’. Russian
police held him while Chechen police officers arrived at the location, saying they wanted to arrest
Amriev. According to Amriev, they threatened him with a ‘blood feud’ (Caucasian Knot, 2017a). This
is a form of Chechen reconciliation code in which relatives take revenge for a killing (Caucasian
Knot, 2017b). After 48 hours in detention, he was released. Amriev evaded the Chechen officials who
waited outside and wanted to return to Ukraine. He transited through Belarussian territory in order to
return to Ukraine. In Belarus, Amriev was stopped at a checkpoint. The border guards saw that he had
been placed on an international wanted list by Chechen authorities and immediately detained him.
What followed was an unlawful detention and extradition back to Russia.
5.2.1. Mechanism 2, Part A

This chapter explains how Belarus's low level of liberal democracy ensures shared illiberal
values, institutions, and interests with Russia. Subsequently, this supports strong cooperative

relationships, increasing TR cooperation opportunities for Russia.

58



Figure 6: Mechanism 2, part A
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Belarus is governed by an autocratic governance system (Ziniakova & Shraibman, 2024) and
is labelled as an ‘electoral autocracy’ according to V-Dem (Nord et al., 2024). The country scores
amongst the lowest 10% on the Liberal Democracy Index (see Appendix C) (Nord et al., 2024). The
regime scores poorly on the independence of the judiciary, the rule of law, checks and balances of the
executive and protection of civil liberties, revealing its illiberal values (see Appendix C). The values
on these indicators have been already low since Aleksandr Lukashenka came to power in 1996 but
deteriorated in the last decade. Belarus does hold elections for the chief executive and legislature, but
these are openly manipulated. National governance is managed so that the powers of its leader,
Lukashenka, are unchecked. Organising opposition and political competition is difficult (Ziniakova &
Shraibman, 2024). Comparing these institutional characteristics with those of Russia reveals the
similarities in their institutional structures and illiberal values. V-Dem labelled both countries as an
electoral autocracy (Nord et al., 2024). According to Freedom House (n.d.), in Russia, power is
concentrated around Putin, who suppresses dissent through the subservient judiciary, controlling
media, and repressing opposition parties. Russia also scores almost as poorly on the Liberal
Democracy Index as Belarus, showing their illiberal natures (Nord et al., 2024). These shared illiberal
values are becoming particularly evident when analysing both countries on their civil and political

rights. Civil liberties are important to a liberal democracy (Nord et al., 2024). However, both Belarus
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and Russia suppress these liberties and make sure that dissident voices are silenced. Both regimes
conduct politically motivated arrests, arbitrary detentions, serious restrictions on freedom of speech
and media, violence against journalists, and TR (United States Department of State, 2022a) (United
States Department of State, 2022c). Both regimes label activists, organisations and independent
journalists as ‘extremists’, which faces them with possible criminal prosecution through the countries'
various ‘anti-extremism’ laws (Ziniakova & Shraibman, 2024) (Zavadskaya, 2024). In Belarus, many
organisations are banned, and the government has been purging dissident voices that are perceived as
‘disloyal’. Russia shows similar restrictions through laws prohibiting civil society organisations
(Zavadskaya, 2024). Both countries have reports of security forces trying to stifle political dissidents
and repress human rights (United States Department of State, 2022a) (United States Department of
State, 2022c). They repress because both regimes share similar objectives (i.e. interests): stabilising
the regime's power (Deen et al., 2021). In sum, Belarus has a low level of liberal democracy and is
built on illiberal values and undemocratic institutions. This ensures that it has similar illiberal values,
institutional structures and interests around repression as Russia, which is also an autocracy. Both are
labelled as electoral autocracies, hold rigged elections, concentrate power in the hands of the
executive and stabilise their hold on power through repression. Additionally, both regimes share
illiberal values that reveal the disregard for civil and political liberties and a common interest in
repression. The shared objective and interest for using repression is to stabilise power around their
authoritarian-ruled governments, revealing a shared illiberal and undemocratic interest in the stability

of their regimes.

Cooperative relationships

Belarus and Russia have a strong cooperative relationship. When analysing this relationship, it
becomes evident that the shared illiberal values, institutions, and interests described above have, at
least partly, ensured the strong cooperative ties that Russia and Belarus have nowadays. Russia and
Belarus have a long history of cooperation in a wide range of policy fields. Their cooperation dates
back to the Soviet era (Masters, 2023). After the fall of the Soviet Union, Russia developed better

relations with Belarus than with any other former Soviet Union Country (Shykhutsina, 2018). Under
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Lukashenka, they agreed upon numerous bilateral cooperation agreements covering almost all areas:
economics, military, security and politics. To set up a legal basis for this cooperation, both states
signed the ‘Agreement on Establishment of the Union State of Belarus and Russia’ in 1999 (Ministry
of Foreign Affairs Belarus, n.d.-a) (Masters, 2023). This institutionalised their cooperative
relationship further. Belarus and Russia also cooperate through multilateral projects like the Collective
Security Treaty Organization (CSTO) and the Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS) (Masters,
2023) (Shykhutsina, 2018). Despite their strong ties, political tensions and feuds have been visible in
the last decades (Shykhutsina, 2018) (Masters, 2023). However, in general, the cooperative

relationship is strong and undeniable.

This cooperative relationship is based on a shared historical background, institutions, common
values, and interests. Belarus was part of the Soviet Union from 1920 to 1991, thus sharing an
institutional base and history. The close relationship with its Russian neighbour is largely due to this
shared Soviet history as well as their shared ‘eastern Slavic ancestry’ (Masters, 2023). Their
relationship is based on strong historical, ideological and cultural ties (Ministry of Foreign Affairs
Belarus, n.d.-a) (Loffe, 2024). Also, the governor of the Grodno Oblast region in Belarus recently
stated that “common values are at the heart of Belarus-Russia regional cooperation” (Belta, 2024a,
title). Aleksandr Lukashenko addressed the same point in a speech in 2015 in which he stated,
“Belarus and Russia have a centuries-old history, common values and mentality” (Press Service of the
President of the Republic of Belarus, 2015, para. 28). On the Russian side, similar sentiments can be

seen. In a speech on Belarus-Russian relations in 2021, Putin claimed the following:

Belarus, for us, is a good neighbour and our closest ally. Russian-Belarusian cooperation
rests on the principles of mutual respect, support and consideration for each other s interests.
Close friendly ties between Russia and Belarus are buttressed by a common history

and spiritual values and often by family relations. (Kremlin, 2021, para. 3)
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Cooperation in security and law enforcement

Cooperation around security and law enforcement between Belarus and Russia is a
particularly interesting element of cooperation for this thesis. Both countries have been increasingly
working together on law enforcement, anti-extremism and information sharing, and cross-border anti-
crime operations. The Ambassador of Belarus to Russia, Dmitri Krutoy, stated in 2024 that Belarus
and Russia will unify their lists of extremist suspects (Belta, 2024b). The Belarussian government
website also claims that law enforcement activities are continuously under review. They are building
unified crime databases, and they mention that “On the territories of both states, we take coordinated
measures to prevent, reveal and suppress crimes, terrorist acts and human trafficking” (Ministry of
Foreign Affairs Belarus, n.d.-a, para. 13). Additionally, they perform joint actions to combat illegal
migration and collaborate around security services, information gathering and anti-terrorism (Ministry
of Foreign Affairs Belarus, n.d.-a) (Press Service of the President of the Republic of Belarus, 2023).
In 2023, the head of the Russian Foreign Intelligence Service mentioned that such cooperation
frameworks are built upon shared “mutual interests” (Press Service of the President of the Republic of
Belarus, 2023, para. 7). Cooperation on such matters is institutionalised through unilateral cooperation
frameworks such as the Union State, which defines goals around development and legal frameworks
to ensure, amongst others, defence, security and the fight against crime (Ministry of Foreign Affairs
Belarus, n.d.-a). Multilaterally, both countries cooperate on law enforcement and anti-extremism
through regional organisations like the CIS, which is a regional intergovernmental organisation in
Eurasia that promotes cooperation on economics, politics, military affairs as well as security, law
enforcement, anti-terrorism, and cross-border crime prevention (CIS-legislation, n.d.-a) (Ministry of
Foreign Affairs Belarus, n.d.-b) (CIS-legislation, n.d.-b) (Belta, 2024c). The basis for this strong
security cooperation stems from the long-standing Soviet-era relationships. This is revealed by a
Clingendael report that claims that “since the early 1990s Belarus and Russia have largely aligned
their foreign and security, policy outlooks and morphed their Soviet-era relationship into a sustained
security partnership” (Deen et al., 2021, pp. 21-22). This shows how the previously described strong

historical cooperative relationships, which were based on shared values and institutions, provide the
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basis for today's sustained security partnership. So, the above-described evidence shows how the
shared illiberal values, institutions, and interests between Russia and Belarus are at the core of their
cooperative relationship. This broader cooperative relationship also forms the basis for strong security
and law enforcement partnerships. Based on this evidence, it can be argued that the autocratic (low
liberal democratic) regime type of Belarus ensures that it shares values, interests and institutions with
Russia, which subsequently supports a strong cooperative relationship between Belarus and Russia.

Such cooperative ties subsequently form the basis for strong security partnerships.

Strong cooperative relations lead to cooperation opportunities around TR

The sustained security partnerships around security and law enforcement originate from the
broader cooperative relations between Belarus and Russia. Below, the Murad Amriev case, amongst
others, reveals how Russia uses these specific cooperative security channels for TR operations inside

Belarus (e.g., extraditions).

Cooperation on security translates into cooperation on repression. One way in which this is
done is through the labelling of ‘extremists’. In the last couple of years, Belarus and Russia have used
the label ‘extremist’ more often to indicate political opponents of their regimes (United Nations
Human Rights Office, 2023) (Rogov, 2018). According to a special rapporteur on the human rights
situation in Belarus, Belarussian law has an overly broad definition of ‘extremism’, which is often
extended to repress citizens (Marin, 2023). As was stated before, Belarus and Russia have unified
their lists of extremism suspects, indicating cooperation on this matter. Unifying the extremism list
possibly allows for more politically motivated cases surrounding extremism (Yeryoma, 2024). It
reveals how cooperation on security areas like anti-extremism translates into cooperation on
repression. Also, after Russia invaded Ukraine in 2022, coordination on repressing anti-war
sentiments of Russians and Belarussians has been increasing (Marin, 2023) (United Nations Human

Rights Office, 2023).

One well-known example of Russian-Belarussian cooperation on repression is Russia’s

support for the violent crackdown of Belarussian security forces on protesters who demonstrated

63



against the 2020 rigged election results (Dyner, 2022). Lukashenka was determined to hold onto
power at all costs, with full support of Moscow (Deen et al., 2021) (Leukavets, 2022). Russia saw
opportunities to use the unfolding crisis in Belarus to pressure Belarus into stronger political and
military integration through the Union State, the CIS, and the CSTO (Leukavets, 2022). Lukashenka
and Putin met multiple times during the crisis, and Russia provided comprehensive support regarding
economic and military assistance, counterprotests, propaganda promotion, and strategic intelligence
operations (Leukavets, 2022). Lukashenka lost all its societal legitimacy during these protests and
has since relied solely on repression to stay in power. For repression, it subsequently relies on the
Kremlin (Deen et al., 2021). Russia and Belarus seem to share an interest in retaining authoritarian
power in Minsk. Cooperation on repression to restore authoritarian rule opposes liberal principles of
democracy and human rights (Deen et al., 2021) and is, therefore, based on illiberal values. The
crackdown in Minsk shows cooperation between Russia and Belarus on repression and law
enforcement based on already existing cooperation frameworks, illiberal values regarding civil and
political rights, and a mutual interest in regime stability. Although this is not a case of TR but more of
a domestic repression case, it still illustrates the importance of cooperation in security areas for the

purpose of repression.

However, similar insights can be derived when analysing TR cases in which Russia represses
its diaspora in Belarus. The case of Amriev reveals how existing cooperation frameworks and strong
cooperation ties on law enforcement and security are utilised for the purpose of TR and are essential
for making cooperation around TR successful. After Amriev fled Russia to return to Ukraine via
Belarus, he was stopped at a checkpoint in Dobrush in Belarus on June 8, 2017. Belarussian border
guards acted on an extradition request that had been out for Amriev (Gorbunova, 2017). It shows that
Belarussian and Russian law enforcement coordinate and share information on crime suspects.
Belarussian law enforcement acted on this request. TV Rain reported that law enforcers of the ROVD
(District Interior Division) in Dobrush claimed they had detained Amriev “since he was wanted by
CIS countries” (Caucasian Knot, 2017a, Intro section). This reveals how information-sharing

mechanisms around the cooperative CIS framework support cross-border knowledge sharing and
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detentions and thus make TR possible. According to Amriev's lawyer, Pyotr Zaikin, the morning
after his detention, “a column of six vehicles with Belarusian number plates drove out of the yard of
the Dobrush ROVD” (Caucasian Knot, 2017c, para. 4). It later became known that the Belarussian
law enforcement authorities handed Amriev over to the FSB and Russian border guards, who
eventually handed him over to local Chechen authorities (Gorbunova, 2017) (Amnesty International,
2017a) (Matsiushchankau & Ekeberg, 2019). Chechen police did not provide any clear explanation of
the procedure, but according to Belarussian media, it was the procedure of “handover” (Human
Constanta, 2017, p. 9). Such ‘handovers’ reveal direct collaboration between Belarussian and Russian
law enforcement and security agencies. According to the Belarussian human rights organisation
Human Constanta, Belarus frequently engages in such ‘handovers’ of Russian citizens in which they
are extradited in speedy and unexplained manners (Human Constanta, 2017). These acts do not follow

the appropriate deportation procedures.

Next to Amriev, there are multiple other cases in which Russia engages in cooperation with
Belarus through these cooperation frameworks to repress its citizens abroad. For example, in the case
of Vladimir Egorov, who was a Russian activist who was kidnapped in Belarus after being accused of
engaging in ‘extremist activity’ online (Human Constanta, 2017). After his home was assaulted in
Russia, he tried to flee to Ukraine but did not get protection there (Human Constanta, 2017). He was
forced to stay in Belarus, where he was not safe from the Russian repressive state. On July 29, 2017,
Egorov was forcibly removed from his hostel in Minsk by the Belarussian KGB and subsequently
handed over to officers from the Russian FSB (Human Constanta, 2017). Other examples of such
direct collaboration between law enforcement and security agencies can be shown in the case of
Sergei Ulukshonov, who was arrested by Belarusian law enforcement agents and handed over to the
Russian Security Services (FSB) (Sibreal, 2022) (Novaya Gazeta Europe, 2022) (Kommersant, 2022).
Also, Aydamirov, a former Chechen policeman who fled military conscription in Chechnya in 2018,
was targeted by such acts of TR. Aydamirov fled to Brest in Belarus and hoped to get asylum in
Poland. He tried to apply for asylum nine times in Poland but was continuously rejected. Shortly after

this, witnesses saw four men in uniform approaching Aydamirov and forcing him into a van, after
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which they drove away (Amnesty International, 2018). His whereabouts have been unknown since
that day, but his family members think he was taken to Chechnya (Amnesty International, 2018).
According to Amnesty International, Brest is known to Russian secret services because Chechnyan
refugees often try to reach Poland from there (Amnesty International, 2018). Another more recent
example reveals the increasing cooperation between Russia and Belarus to repress ‘anti-war’
sentiments. In 2023, the Russian national Aleksei Moskalyov was extradited to Russia and sentenced
to two years in prison after his daughter drew an anti-war picture in school in 2023 (Sauer, 2023).
Based on this incident and additional online material Moskalov had posted, the Russian court claimed
that he had ‘discredited’ the Russian army. Moskalyov lived in Russia by that time and was placed on
house arrest due to the incident, after which he fled to Belarus. Subsequently, he was arrested in
Minsk and immediately extradited to Russia (Sullivan, 2023) (Radford, 2023). Also, the other way
around, Moscow helps Belarus with TR through cooperation operations on Russian soil. In 2021, a
lawyer named Youras Ziankovich had lunch in Moscow with Alexander Feduta, who was part of the
Belarussian opposition. After lunch, both men were kidnapped into a car in Moscow by security
officers in plain clothes who drove them for over 700 kilometres to Minsk, after which they were
taken to a KGB pre-trial detention centre (Lister, 2021). Again, the direct cooperation between
security agencies is visible in this case. These cases show that such collaborations between Russian
and Belarussian security agencies are not isolated incidents but reveal close structural cooperative
relationships in the field of security and law enforcement, which are essential for the success of

Russian handovers and extradition operations.

In sum, the evidence described in Chapter 5.2.1 reveals that the low liberal democratic context
in Belarus is built on illiberal values, interests and undemocratic institutional structures and shares
these with Russia, which is also an authoritarian regime. These shared illiberal values, institutions,
and interests provide the basis for a strong cooperative relationship between Belarus (host) and Russia
(origin). Originating from these broader cooperative relations between Belarus and Russia are
sustained security partnerships in security and law enforcement. These security ties are

institutionalised through the CIS and the Union State, providing the legal framework for these
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cooperations. From analysing several cooperative TR cases (e.g. extraditions), it becomes evident that
these specific security cooperation channels are essential in successfully realising cooperative TR.
The cases show how cooperative frameworks like the CIS support information sharing and detentions.
Furthermore, the close cooperative ties between security agencies provide the possibilities for
handovers and unlawful extraditions of Russian dissidents. Without such cooperative ties, the
extradition of Russian dissidents would not be possible. Therefore, strong cooperative relationships
between Russia and Belarus, especially in the area of security, increase the available opportunities
Russia has to repress its exiles through these cooperative channels. This evidence reveals how the low
liberal democratic context of the host state eventually results in more cooperation opportunities for the
origin regime regarding TR.
5.2.2. Mechanism 2, Part B

This chapter demonstrates how Belarus's low level of democracy inherently has a weak rule
of law, resulting in a less protective environment for the dissident diaspora against cooperation

incidents. This creates more opportunities for Russia to engage in TR through cooperation.

Figure 7: Mechanism 2, part B
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The rule of law in Belarus

Belarus, as was described previously, scores low on the Liberal Democracy Index. The
Liberal Democracy Index is partly based on indicators that revolve around the independence of the
judiciary, checks and balances and the strength of the rule of law (Coppedge et al., 2024a). In line
with the expectation that low liberal democracies inherently have a weaker rule of law, Belarus indeed
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scores also low on the Rule of Law Index (Coppedge et al., 2024b). With a score of 0.28 out of 1.00 in
2017, at the time of the Amriev extradition, Belarus scored very low on the scale as opposed to
Western Europe (which has a high level of liberal democracy), which scored 0.98 out of 1.00. The
Belarussian score on the rule of law even dropped to 0.13 in 2020. According to the United States
Department of State (2022c) as well as Freedom House studies (Kazakevich, 2017) (Ziniakova &
Shraibman, 2024), there are serious issues with the independence of the judiciary. According to
Freedom House, Belarus scores 1.00 out of 7.00 on the ‘Judicial Framework and Independence’ scale,
the lowest score possible (Ziniakova & Shraibman, 2024). This has remained the same since 2017
(Kazakevich, 2017). The Belarussian judiciary is not an independent body that checks the president's
power. Even more so, the judiciary serves the president, who is able to dismiss and appoint judges and
prosecutors. Through pressurising independent lawyers, the judiciary is used as a tool of repression in
Belarus. Moreover, prisoners are exposed to inhumane prison conditions as well as information
isolation, in which information about the prisoners is being kept from the public. Belarus denies its
prisoners fair trials, especially when the cases are politically important. The hearings are kept from the
public, and access to lawyers is limited as much as possible (United States Department of State,
2022c) (Kazakevich, 2017) (Ziniakova & Shraibman, 2024). These pieces of evidence reveal a weak

rule of law in Belarus.

A less protected environment creates more opportunities

Such a weak rule of law results in an environment that provides political refugees and
dissidents with less legal protection and checks and balances to prevent them from being targeted by
TR. This creates more cooperation opportunities around TR for origin countries that seek to repress
these dissidents. The importance of a properly working and independent rule of law in preventing
cooperation incidents like extradition has already been made clear in the case of Litvinenko. The
independent UK legal system prevented unlawful extradition attempts (Home Office, 2016). The
judiciary is an important body that checks the government and can prevent cooperative TR. In the
case of Belarus, this rule of law check completely falls away, increasing the possibility of an origin

regime to pursue their exiles through successful extraditions and renditions. Belarus is an environment
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in which the rule of law weakly protects refugees. This becomes visible when looking at statistical
data from Human Constanta which reveals that from 2004 up until 2017, 86 Russian citizens applied
for refugee status, additional protection, or asylum in Belarus. None of those 86 individuals got the
requested protection (Human Constanta, 2017). Officially, Belarus must protect asylum seekers from
forced return (United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees, n.d.-a), but in practice, it does not
grant them this protection. Under international law, extradition requests to Russia and specifically to
the Chechen region can face rejection because they challenge the principle of ‘non-refoulment’ from
the Geneva Convention, which says that extradition of refugees to states where they are likely being
subject to inhumane treatment or torture is prohibited (United Nations High Commissioner for
Refugees, 2011). The law is absolute and cannot be overridden by other interests (Trenina &
Zharinov, 2017). However, extraditions between CIS countries are governed by the ‘Convention on
Legal Aid and Legal Relations in Civil, Family and Criminal Cases’ (The Minsk Convention),
adopted in Minsk on 22 January 1993, which offers less protection for asylum seekers and refugees
regarding the non-refoulement principle (United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees, n.d.-b)
(Lewis, 2019) (Trenina & Zharinov, 2017). Therefore, protection is less likely to be granted on the
issue of non-refoulment, pushing refugees in an environment in which they do not have any strong
legal protection against extraditions or forced returns. This grants origin countries like Russia
increasing opportunities to retrieve dissidents and political refugees via such cooperative TR

measures.

Such a scenario is also visible in the case of Murad Amriev, where Russia engaged in TR
(extradition) through cooperation with Belarus (Gorbunova, 2017). After Amriev was detained by
Belarussian law enforcement he was subsequently handed over to Russian security forces and
extradited to Russia. What made this extradition possible was the lack of legal process and rights that
were given to Amriev during his detention in Belarus. Reports from different Belarussian human
rights organizations revealed that after he was stopped at a checkpoint in Belarus, Amriev was
detained and brought to a separate room (Matsiushchankau & Ekeberg, 2019). To begin with, the

extradition request and subsequent detention of Amriev were based on “wholly bogus charges of
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forgery” (Freedom House, 2017, para. 2). It later also became clear from other NGO reports that
Amriev wanted to seek asylum in Belarus, which would protect him from extradition to Russia.
However, Belarussian authorities ignored this request. Additionally, Amriev's lawyers tried to see
him, but access was denied (Gorbunova, 2017) (Amnesty International, 2017a) (Matsiushchankau &
Ekeberg, 2019). Amriev later confirmed these claims by saying that “the Belarussian side violated his
rights” and that he was “not allowed to meet an advocate and was not allowed to write a request for
asylum” (Caucasian Knot, 2017d, para. 3). Such denial of legal rights makes the process of unlawfully
extraditing detainees much easier. When asylum requests are granted, protection against forced return
must be provided (United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees, n.d.-a). By ignoring such

requests, the extradition process becomes easier to accomplish.

Next to Amriev's case, several other cases of Russian TR in Belarus show similar patterns,
like the cases of Imran Salamov and Aleksei Moskalyov. Imran Salamov is a Chechen Russian
national who fled Russia after being tortured there by the Chechen authorities. He went through
Belarus and tried several times to seek asylum in Poland, which pushed him back multiple times. In
2017 Imran was detained by Belarussian law enforcement after Russia put him on an international
wanted list (Caucasian Knot, 2017e) (Matsiushchankau & Ekeberg, 2019). During his detention, he
tried to apply for asylum and international protection in Belarus and warned that he would be subject
to torture if he were to be sent back to Russia (Caucasian Knot, 2017¢e) (Matsiushchankau & Ekeberg,
2019). Despite these warnings, his request was denied, and Belarus forcibly returned him to Russia
(Matsiushchankau & Ekeberg, 2019). According to Amnesty International, “Belarus violated the
international principle of non-refoulement” (Amnesty International, 2017b, Additional Information
section). Human Constanta also claimed that the extradition was illegal because the period for
appealing against the asylum rejection had not expired on the date that he was deported (Caucasian
Knot, 2017e). Also, the case of Aleksei Moskalyov, the father who was sentenced for ‘discrediting’
the Russian army, reveals how the Belarussian legal system cannot prevent politically motivated
extraditions, even though the allegations are based on unlawful legal charges. The UN Special

Rapporteur on Human Rights in Russia recently stressed her worries about a case with similar
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‘discrediting’ allegations. She claimed that the legal provisions of such charges “have no grounds in
international law and are a flagrant violation of Russia's international obligations to protect freedom

of expression and foster a safe environment” (United Nations Human Rights Office, 2024, para. 3).

The sub-cases above reveal how the weak rule of law inherent to authoritarian countries like
Belarus results in a less protected legal environment for the dissident diaspora. The Belarussian
authorities ignore asylum requests, deny lawyers to see their clients, act on politically motivated
extradition requests and detain dissidents on unlawful suspicions. It is an unsafe environment that
cannot protect dissidents from cooperative TR operations like extraditions. By providing no legal
constraints for unlawful extraditions, the authoritarian Belarussian host country context facilitates
Russian TR operations. This makes successful extradition much more likely and thus a more
appealing option for origin countries like Russia. It provides Russia with more opportunities to engage

in TR through cooperation with Belarus.
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5.2.3. Mechanism 2, Part C
This chapter explains that cooperation incidents are less costly than direct attacks. It shows
how this, in combination with more available cooperation opportunities, causes Russia to choose a

cooperation operation when the opportunity arises.

Figure 8: Mechanism 2, part C
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So, the low level of liberal democracy in Belarus results in more available options for Russia
to engage in TR through cooperation. This goes through strong cooperative relations between Russia
and Belarus and the unprotected legal environment for exiles. However, more options alone do not
result in more cooperation incidents. The origin regime has agency regarding their decision to pursue
a dissident and the kind of TR they engage in. Based on the assumed rational behaviour of the origin
regime, this decision depends on a cost-benefit calculation. Origin regimes will always seek a tactic in
which the benefits outweigh the costs. There are two ways in which TR incurs costs (Olar, 2019).
First, there are operational costs that involve the allocation of resources. Second, there are reputational
costs that entail political backlash and international condemnation, which can result in accountability
measures like sanctions or a worsening of diplomatic relations. Comparing the reputational costs and
operational costs of direct attacks and cooperation incidents, it becomes clear that cooperation
operations incur fewer costs than direct attacks. First, a general comparison is made based on relevant
NGO and academic reports, after which the previously described sub-cases are analysed to compare

their costs.
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The lower costs of cooperation

Direct attacks are the most visible examples of TR and are also more costly in terms of effort
(Shenkkan & Linzer, 2021). These operations often require “complex and coordinated diplomatic,
coercive, and espionage activities against exiles” (Shenkkan & Linzer, 2021, p. 10), showing the
immense operational costs of such attacks. Also in terms of reputational damage, direct attacks are
done covertly on the territory of another state, which challenges the principle of state sovereignty and
monopoly on violence (Moss, 2016) (Lewis, 2019). This provokes very strong responses from host
states and international actors, such as sanctions or diplomatic measures, showing the high
reputational damage that such operations incur. Regarding cooperation incidents, it seems that the
costs are less. Cooperation incidents require the co-option of host state institutions or approval of the
host state. According to Freedom House, such co-opted host state institutions “provide low-cost ways
to target exiles” (Shenkkan & Linzer, 2021, p. 6). Additionally, cooperation runs through Interpol
international arrest warrants, which are low-cost means to repress dissidents (Shenkkan & Linzer,
2021). The above-described reports reveal that the costs of cooperation incidents are less than those of
direct attacks. To provide more evidence for this claim, the costs of the previously used sub-cases of

cooperation incidents and direct attacks are also compared below.

Operational costs

Regarding operational costs, TR, through cooperation, as can be seen in the cases of Murad
Amriev and other previously described cases, entails an outsourcing of resource allocation from the
origin country (Russia) to the host country (Belarus). Operational costs for Russia include the request
for an arrest, which is a ‘low-cost’ measure according to Freedom House (Shenkkan & Linzer, 2021),
as well as taking over the detainee from Belarussian law enforcement. In these cooperation incidents,
most of the resources for arresting, detaining, and handing over the detainee are allocated to the host
country. This is very different from the direct attack on Litvnineko. According to official investigation
and legal documents, the poison attack on UK soil required a significant amount of state-sponsored
resources, covert operations and coordination (Home Office, 2016) (European Court of Human
Rights, 2021). The inquiry provides evidence that the attack was done by Russian security service
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agents which shows state resource involvement. Before the attack the assassins made several trips to
London and engaged in surveillance operations, indicating the highly coordinated nature of the
operation. The attackers used the poison ‘polonium-210’. According to a Harvard University blog
from K. Lee Lerner, “Only advanced state-level agencies have the resources to manufacture
polonium-210” (Lerner, 2006, Abstract). Additionally, after the attack a major disinformation
campaign was put in place by the Russian Federation to disturb the investigation into the attack
(Allan, 2018). It reveals the immense planning, coordination, and resources necessary for such
operations to succeed and shows that a direct attack involves much more operational costs than a

cooperative operation.

Reputational costs

Analysing the reputational costs reveals a similar outcome. In the Litvinenko case, although
some criticised the measures as being too weak, the UK still imposed a significant amount of
sanctions and measures. A research paper by Chatham House reveals that the UK engaged in “the
expulsion of intelligence officers, tighter visa arrangements for Russian officials, a police
investigation that remained open, the issuing of Interpol notices and European arrest warrants for
Lugovoi and Kovtun, and requests for the extradition of Lugovoi from Russia” (Allan, 2018, p. 6).
The UK suspended contact with the Russian security services believing they were involved in the
assassination, and also sought EU partners to discuss the EU-Russian relations. Furthermore, the UK
froze the UK-based assets of the suspects involved in the poisoning (Allan, 2018). Other TR cases of
Russian direct attacks also show significant reputational damage to the origin regime. In 2018,
another former Russian spy named Sergei Skripal was poisoned in the UK. Investigations quickly
concluded that the Russian Federation was behind it, and harsh measures followed (Allan, 2018). The
UK expelled 23 diplomats and sought multilateral alignment on these measures which resulted in 26
other countries also expelling more than 120 Russian officials, damaging the Russian overseas
intelligence network for years (Allan, 2018). Additionally, the UK was ready to inflict harm on the
political relations between the UK and Russia, decreasing cooperation (Allan, 2018). This case shows

even more reputational costs for the Russian origin country. The Umar Israilov killing in Austria did
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not provoke the same major political response as was the case with Litvinenko and Sergei Skripal.
However, the case still “triggered a wave of outrage and attracted international attention” (Berg, 2010,
para. 5), which subsequently leads to reputational costs, according to the study by Smidt (et al., 2021).
Other high-profile TR attacks like the assassination of Khashoggi or the illegal kidnapping of Roman
Pratosavich (see Chapter 1) at an airport in Minsk also provoked international accountability measures
like sanctions by the EU, UK and the US (Stewart, 2021) (U.S. Department of the Treasury, 2024)
(European Council, 2021) (Council of the EU, 2021). Regarding sanctions, the US has imposed the
most targeted sanctions surrounding severe human rights abuses under which TR falls (European
Parliament Research Service, 2021). However, according to a written testimony by the president of
Freedom House, Michael Abramowitz, to the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, the sanctions
packages around TR, like the ‘Khassogi Ban’ “cover only the most severe cases of transnational
repression, such as murder or kidnapping” (Abramowitz, 2023, p. 5). So, reputational costs are
incurred by origin regimes for engaging in TR, but only in the most severe cases. Direct attacks like
assassinations thus seem costly to pursue for origin states in terms of reputational damage and
sanctions. This seems not to be the case for cooperation incidents, which are often less visible and
violent. When analysing international responses after cooperation incidents of Umar Israilov and
others, it becomes clear that there are no similar sanction packages for such cooperation incidents.
This makes sense since the ‘seriousness’ and ‘scale’ of human rights violations are considered when
deciding on sanctions packages (Foreign & Commonwealth Office, 2020) (European Parliament
Research Service, 2021). Cooperation cases are done with the approval of the host state and,
therefore, do not breach state sovereignty. They are conducted in a far more subtle and less violent
manner, and the semblance of legal processes makes them seem like legitimate operations. Also, when
gathering data on these cooperation incidents, it became clear that these cases attract far less attention
from international media and international NGOs than direct attack cases. Most cooperation incidents
were not reported in big international media outlets in the UK or the US. So, the visibility to the
international community and the condemnation of cooperative TR regarding accountability measures
like sanctions or diplomatic outrage is less extensive than with TR through direct attacks. It reveals
that the costs of engaging in cooperative operations are far less than those of direct attacks, not only in
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terms of required operational resources but also in terms of reputational costs. Combined with the
increase in opportunities for cooperation operations, this eventually results in the origin regime

choosing cooperation when the opportunity is available.

5.2.4. Concluding Remarks

The results in this chapter reveal how the autocratic host country context increases the
likelihood that the origin regime engages in TR through cooperation. This happens through a
combination of increasing cooperation opportunities and changing costs and benefits for the origin

regime.

In the first part of this chapter, the evidence reveals that the host country's low liberal context
ensures shared illiberal values, institutional structures, and interests with the origin regime, which also
has a low level of liberal democracy. This provides the basis for a strong cooperative relationship
between Belarus (host) and Russia (origin), which is in line with Leeds™ (1999) argument that claims
that regimes with similar institutions support cooperative relationships. Originating from these
broader cooperative relations are sustained security partnerships. The analyses of Murad Amriev's
subcase, amongst others, show that these specific security cooperation channels are essential for
successfully conducting cooperative TR operations. This confirms the proposition that strong
cooperative relationships between the host and the origin country, especially in the area of security,
increase the available opportunities for the origin country to repress its dissidents through these
cooperative channels. This is in line with Shains theory, which argues that the relationship between
the host and origin states influences the available opportunities that the origin has for engaging in TR
(1989). Also, Michealson and Ruijgrok (2023) expected that shared illiberal values would eventually
lead to cooperation on TR, which is also confirmed in this chapter. Secondly, the empirical analyses
above also reveal that a low level of liberal democracy in the host country means this authoritarian
system inherently has a weak rule of law. In line with the theoretical expectations of Michaelson and
Ruigrok (2023), this subsequently ensures a less protected legal environment for the dissident
diaspora that does not provide them with significant protection against cooperative TR (e.g.,

extraditions). In line with Shain (1989), which states that the environment in which the exile is
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situated influences available opportunities, the evidence reveals that this unsafe legal environment
makes cooperative TR operations much easier to conduct successfully, thus increasing the available

opportunities for the origin regime to engage in TR through cooperation.

So, the above-described results reveal how Yosi Shain's theory explains how the low liberal
democratic context of the host state eventually results in more cooperation opportunities for the origin
regime regarding TR. However, more opportunities alone do not result in more cooperation incidents.
The origin regime eventually has the agency to choose if and how it engages. In line with the rational
logic of Shain (1989) and Michealson and Ruijgrok (2023), the origin regime will choose an outcome
in which the benefits outweigh the costs. The evidence shows that the costs of a cooperation operation
are less than a direct attack, which aligns with the expectations in Chapter 2.3. Therefore, the origin
regime will be more appealed to this option in terms of costs and benefits when the opportunity arises.
Since the opportunities have been increased due to the low level of liberal democracy in the host

country, there is an increasing likelihood that the origin regime will opt for TR through cooperation.

Chapter 6: Conclusion and Reflection

This thesis aimed to uncover the underlying mechanisms that explain the influence of the host
country regime type on the nature (i.e. type) of transnational repression conducted by autocratic origin
states. Based on an in-depth qualitative case study of Russian TR operations, this study confirms the
expectations made in Chapter 2.3 based on Shain’s model and Michaelson and Ruijgrok’s arguments.
More specifically, the evidence shows how exactly the regime type in the host country influences the

type of TR conducted by the origin regime: direct attack or cooperation.

The results from the first mechanism precisely reveal how a liberal democratic host country
increases the likelihood that an origin regime will engage in a direct attack. The case study shows that
liberal democratic host countries inherent a strong rule of law that ensures an environment with more
legal protection for the dissident diaspora. This obstructs successful cooperation operations, thus
decreasing opportunities for origin countries to engage in TR through cooperation. Additionally, the

freedom of expression that the diaspora has in liberal democracies increases voicing opportunities.
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The cases reveal how this enhances the diaspora’s ability to incite the national and international
community, resulting in an increased threat perception opposed to the dissidents in that host country.
Combined, the decreasing cooperation opportunities and the increasing threat perceptions change the
origin regime's cost-benefit calculation. The heightened threat perception increases the costs of not
repressing, which makes the origin regime determined to engage in TR. With cooperation options
ruled out, the origin regime is more likely to opt for a direct attack. Although direct attacks are more

costly, the benefits of this option now outweigh the costs.

Additionally, the results of the second mechanism show in great detail how an autocratic host
country increases the likelihood that an origin regime opts for TR through cooperation. The case study
reveals how the low liberal democracy in the host country ensures shared illiberal values, institutions
and interests, with the autocratic origin country. This results in strong cooperative relationships
between host and origin states, which translates into cooperation around security and law
enforcement. The case analyses unveil how cooperative ties, especially in these security areas, are
essential for successful cooperation around TR. These stronger cooperative relationships thus increase
the available opportunities for TR through cooperation. The evidence also shows that the autocratic
host country ensures an unprotected legal environment for the dissident through its weak rule of law
system. This environment provides no legal constraints on unlawful cooperative TR incidents, thus
also providing the origin regime more opportunities for TR through cooperation. These increasing
cooperation opportunities combined with the lower costs of cooperation as opposed to direct attacks

revealed by the case analyses make the origin regime more likely to opt for cooperation operations.

The evidence gathered on both mechanisms reveals how, in line with the theoretical
expectations based on Yosi Shain (1989) and Michaelson and Ruijgrok (2023), the host state's regime
type influences the nature (i.e. type) of TR. This is also visible in the concluding remarks of each
mechanism (Chapter 5.1.4 & Chapter 5.2.4.). The evidence reveals a rational calculation of the origin
regime based on the host country context, in which all three of Shain’s factors play an explaining role:
threat perception, available options and cost-benefit calculations. It shows the importance of these

factors in explaining the mechanisms underlying the relationship between host country regime type
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and the type of TR. By researching host country contexts, this study has profoundly contributed to the
literature on TR, which mainly focuses on the origin country. Due to its in-depth qualitative empirical
method, this thesis has been able to explain the mechanism thoroughly and explain what happens
between X and Y in detail. Therefore, it complements the study of Michaelson and Ruijgrok, which
only empirically studied the correlation between X and Y while not going into much detail on the
mechanisms between the variables (2023). Additionally, by proving theoretical arguments that are
focussed specifically on the types of TR, this study also complements the theoretical framework of
Shain. Shain’s model explained only the likelihood of TR in general, not specifying types (1989). By
showing that his model is also valuable in explaining different types of TR, this study extends the
logic of his model and further specifies his theory. Next to this theoretical value, the results of this
thesis also have societal benefits. According to Freedom House, TR represents a pervasive threat to
human security and freedom (Schenkkan & Linzer, 2021). Countering TR is thus in the broader
interest of society. First, this thesis contributes to creating awareness around this relatively
underexposed topic, which could benefit an effective response. Secondly, the findings of this study
indicate how TR mechanisms work and what influence the host country's context has on TR. This

helps policymakers and law enforcement in those host countries counter it.

Nevertheless, this study has some limitations. First, when studying complex social
phenomena, it is difficult to measure what happens completely in reality (Beach & Pedersen, 2012).
This is also the case when studying TR. It is only possible to know small samples of observations of
social phenomena gathered via the available data. The data-gathering method used in this thesis is
based on qualitative data and open sources. This allowed me to observe only a small piece of a large
and complex phenomenon. | was forced to infer from these limited empirical observations that the
mechanism was the cause of the outcome. Although this was done successfully, the timing and
sequencing of separate parts of the mechanisms were hard to uncover with the limited amount of data
available.

Additionally, only the tip of the iceberg of TR cases is observable through such methods.

Especially with a topic like TR, which involves secrecy and anonymity, underreporting looms, and not
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every TR case can be captured in the study. Many TR studies use interviews to gather data (Dukalskis
et al., 2022). It would have been a good possibility to work out mechanisms in more depth, but it was
impossible due to time and resource limits. Future research could use such methods to uncover the
mechanisms more precisely and focus on the timing and sequencing of each separate part. This way,
the mechanisms can elaborated even more thoroughly. Another limitation of this study is its focus on
autocratic origin regimes. This scope condition was chosen because TR is almost exclusively
conducted by autocratic origin regimes (Dukalskis et al., 2023). In doing so, this study upholds the
blind spot in the academic literature around democracies engaging in TR. There are, however,
certainly cases in which democracies engage in TR (Freedom House, 2024b). This would be a very

valuable research avenue to pursue in the future.
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Appendix C:
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