
1 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
The Effects of Host Country Regime Type on The Nature of 

Transnational Repression   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2024 

A QUALITATIVE CASE STUDY ON TRANSNATIONAL REPRESSION BY RUSSIA 
 

Image: iStockphoto.com 

(Sangsorn, 2022) 

Author: Wout Spijker (s1107794) 

Supervisor: Dr. N.M. Terpstra (Niels) 

University: Radboud University, Nijmegen, The Netherlands 

Faculty: Nijmegen School of Management 

Course: Conflict Power & Politics 

Date: June 21, 2024 

Version: Final 

Wordcount: 24.997 

 

Thesis Submitted in Partial Fulfilment of the Requirements for the Degree of Master in Political 

Science (MSc) 

 

 



2 
 

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. 

 

 

  



3 
 

Contents 

List of Figures .......................................................................................................................................... 5 

List of Tables ............................................................................................................................................ 5 

List of Abbreviations ............................................................................................................................... 6 

Chapter 1: Introduction........................................................................................................................... 7 

Chapter 2: Theory and Literature .......................................................................................................... 12 

2.1 Literature Review ........................................................................................................................ 12 

2.1.1 Domestic State Repression ................................................................................................... 12 

2.1.2. Transnational Repression .................................................................................................... 13 

2.1.3. Old Phenomena, New Academic Interest ........................................................................... 14 

2.1.4. Strategies of Transnational Repression ............................................................................... 15 

2.1.5. Importance of Host State Context ....................................................................................... 18 

2.1.6. Literature Gaps .................................................................................................................... 19 

2.2 Theoretical Framework ............................................................................................................... 20 

2.2.1. Shain`s Theory ..................................................................................................................... 20 

2.2.2. Theory on Host Country Influences .................................................................................... 23 

2.3 Conceptualizing Mechanisms...................................................................................................... 26 

2.3.1. Independent and Dependent Variable ................................................................................ 27 

2.3.2. Scope Conditions ................................................................................................................. 27 

Chapter 3: Methods and Operationalisation ........................................................................................ 34 

3.1 Operationalization ....................................................................................................................... 34 

3.1.1. V-Dem Indexes .................................................................................................................... 34 

3.2 Methods and Data....................................................................................................................... 39 

3.2.1. Process Tracing .................................................................................................................... 39 

3.2.2. Case Selection ..................................................................................................................... 40 

3.2.3. Data Collection .................................................................................................................... 41 

3.2.4. Validity and Reliability ......................................................................................................... 42 

Chapter 4: Background on TR in Russia ................................................................................................ 43 

4.1. Russian Institutional Design ....................................................................................................... 43 

4.2. Approach to Political Dissidents ................................................................................................. 43 

4.3. TR by Russia ............................................................................................................................... 44 

Chapter 5: Russian Case Study .............................................................................................................. 46 

5.1. Mechanism 1: How high-level liberal democratic host states result in more direct attacks ..... 46 

5.1.1. Mechanism 1, Part A ........................................................................................................... 47 

5.1.2. Mechanism 1, Part B ........................................................................................................... 51 



4 
 

5.1.3. Mechanism 1, Part C ........................................................................................................... 55 

5.1.4. Concluding Remarks ............................................................................................................ 57 

5.2 Mechanism 2: How low-level liberal democratic host states result in more cooperation 

incidents. ........................................................................................................................................... 58 

5.2.1. Mechanism 2, Part A ........................................................................................................... 58 

5.2.2. Mechanism 2, Part B ........................................................................................................... 67 

5.2.3. Mechanism 2, Part C ........................................................................................................... 72 

5.2.4. Concluding Remarks ............................................................................................................ 76 

Chapter 6: Conclusion and Reflection ................................................................................................... 77 

References ............................................................................................................................................. 81 

Appendix ............................................................................................................................................. 100 

 

 

 

 

 

  



5 
 

List of Figures 

Figure 1: Direct Attack Mechanism ____________________________________________________________ 30 
Figure 2: Cooperation Incident Mechanism _____________________________________________________ 33 
Figure 3: Mechanism 1, part A ________________________________________________________________ 47 
Figure 4: Mechanism 1, part B ________________________________________________________________ 51 
Figure 5: Mechanism 1, part C ________________________________________________________________ 55 
Figure 6: Mechanism 2, part A ________________________________________________________________ 59 
Figure 7: Mechanism 2, part B ________________________________________________________________ 67 
Figure 8: Mechanism 2, part C ________________________________________________________________ 72 
Figure 9: V-Dem Scores United Kingdom (Appendix) _____________________________________________ 100 
Figure 10: V-Dem Scores Austria (Appendix) ___________________________________________________ 100 
Figure 11: V-Dem Scores Belarus (Appendix) ___________________________________________________ 101 
 

List of Tables 

Table 1: Mechanism 1 (Direct Attack) __________________________________________________________ 36 
Table 2: Mechanism 2 (Cooperation Incident) ____________________________________________________ 37 
 

  



6 
 

List of Abbreviations 

ABBREVIATION DEFINITION  

AAAD Authoritarian Actions Abroad Database 

EDI Electoral Democracy Index 

EU European Union 

FH Freedom House 

FSB Federal Security Service  

 

KGB The Committee for State Security (Russian: 

Комитет государственной безопасности 

(КГБ),  

 

LDI Liberal Democracy Index 

NGO Non-Governmental Organisation 

PARA Paragraph  

TR Transnational Repression 

V-DEM Varieties of Democracy 

 

 

  



7 
 

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 
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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 
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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 

qualitative 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? 
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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 transnational 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 
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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 
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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).  

(2) “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, Shain`s 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 IV, 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 (Y). 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 



29 
 

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-à-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 

 

 

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 (Y). 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. 
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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 IV 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, V-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., 2024a, 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., 2024a, 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., 2024a, 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., 2024a, 

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., 2024a, 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. 



38 
 

 

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 

 

The UK is labelled as a ‘liberal democracy’ according to V-Dem, which entails that the 

requirements of an electoral democracy are met along with the protection of civil liberties and 

equality (Papada et al., 2023). It scored the 20th 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 



50 
 

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 

 

The UK, being a highly liberal democracy, has high values on V-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 

 

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.  
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Figure 6: Mechanism 2, part A 

 

Shared illiberal values, institutions and interests  

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 
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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 

 

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, 2017e) (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 

 

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 



75 
 

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 Shain`s 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. I 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.   

  



81 
 

References 

Abbas, H. (2009). New York Times Provides Fresh Details of Accusations against Kadyrov. 

Jamestown. https://jamestown.org/program/new-york-times-provides-fresh-details-of-

accusations-against-kadyrov/ 

Abramowitz, M. J. (2023). Transnational repression: Authoritarians targeting dissenters abroad. In 

Senate Foreign Relations Committee Hearing. Freedom House. 

https://www.foreign.senate.gov/imo/media/doc/f1a2069a-0ead-cab1-5641-

37a0ce9b3b23/120623_Abramowitz_Testimony1.pdf  

Abushammalah, N. J. E. (2023). The Long Arm of the State: Transnational Repression against Exiled 

Activists from the Arab Gulf States. Social Sciences 12: 669. https://doi.org/10.3390/ 

socsci12120669 

Allan, D. (2018, October 30). Managed Confrontation: UK Policy Towards Russia After the Salisbury 

Attack | Chatham House – International Affairs Think Tank. 

https://www.chathamhouse.org/2018/10/managed-confrontation-uk-policy-towards-russia-

after-salisbury-attack 

Amnesty International. (2017a). Russia: Handover of Chechen torture survivor would put him at 

further risk of torture or death. https://www.amnesty.nl/actueel/russia-handover-of-chechen-

torture-survivor-would-put-him-at-further-risk-of-torture-or-death 

Amnesty International (2017b). Russian Federation: Chechen asylum-seeker feared disappeared: 

Imran Salamov. Amnesty International. 

https://www.amnesty.org/en/documents/eur46/7466/2017/en/ 

Amnesty International. (2018). Belarus: Fate and whereabouts of policeman unknown: Artur 

Aydamirov. https://www.amnesty.org/en/documents/eur49/8804/2018/en/ 

Arksey, H., & Knight, P. (1999) Interviewing for Social Scientists: An Introductory Resource with 

Examples. London, Sage 

https://jamestown.org/program/new-york-times-provides-fresh-details-of-accusations-against-kadyrov/
https://jamestown.org/program/new-york-times-provides-fresh-details-of-accusations-against-kadyrov/
https://www.foreign.senate.gov/imo/media/doc/f1a2069a-0ead-cab1-5641-37a0ce9b3b23/120623_Abramowitz_Testimony1.pdf
https://www.foreign.senate.gov/imo/media/doc/f1a2069a-0ead-cab1-5641-37a0ce9b3b23/120623_Abramowitz_Testimony1.pdf
https://www.chathamhouse.org/2018/10/managed-confrontation-uk-policy-towards-russia-after-salisbury-attack
https://www.chathamhouse.org/2018/10/managed-confrontation-uk-policy-towards-russia-after-salisbury-attack
https://www.amnesty.nl/actueel/russia-handover-of-chechen-torture-survivor-would-put-him-at-further-risk-of-torture-or-death
https://www.amnesty.nl/actueel/russia-handover-of-chechen-torture-survivor-would-put-him-at-further-risk-of-torture-or-death
https://www.amnesty.org/en/documents/eur46/7466/2017/en/
https://www.amnesty.org/en/documents/eur49/8804/2018/en/


82 
 

Authority of the House of Lords (2015). Extradition: UK Law and Practice. 

https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld201415/ldselect/ldextradition/126/126.pdf 

Barros, R. (2016). On the Outside Looking In: Secrecy and the Study of Authoritarian Regimes. 

Social Science Quarterly 97(4). [University of Texas Press, Wiley]: 953–973. 

Baser, B., & A. E. Ozturk. (2020). Positive and Negative Diaspora Governance in Context: From 

Public Diplomacy to Transnational Authoritarianism. Middle East Critique 29 (3): 319–334. 

doi:10.1080/19436149.2020.1770449. 

BBC News (2014, March 27) Boris Berezovsky inquest: Coroner records open verdict. 

https://www.bbc.com/news/uk-england-berkshire-26778866 

BBC News. (2018, October 21). Khashoggi death: Saudi Arabia says journalist was murdered. From 

https://www.bbc.com/news/world-middle-east-45935823 

BBC News. (2021, April 9). Nikolai Glushkov: Putin critic “strangled in London home by third 

party.” https://www.bbc.com/news/uk-england-london-56695489  

Beach, D., & Pedersen, R. (2012). Case Selection Techniques in Process-Tracing and the Implications 

of Taking the Study of Causal Mechanisms Seriously. SSRN Electronic Journal. 

10.2139/ssrn.2131318.  

Beach, D., & Pedersen, R. (2013). Process-Tracing Methods: Foundations and Guidelines. 

10.3998/mpub.10072208.  

Bellin, E. (2004). The Robustness of Authoritarianism in the Middle East: Exceptionalism in 

Comparative Perspective. Comparative Politics 36 (2): 139-57. doi: 10.2307/4150140. 

Bellin, E., Chestnut G., Sheena., Herrera., Yoshiko, M., Singerman., & Diane., Research in 

Authoritarian and Repressive Contexts (2019, February 13). American Political Science 

Association Organized Section for Qualitative and Multi-Method Research, Qualitative 

Transparency Deliberations, Working Group Final Reports, Report IV.1 (2018) , Available at 

SSRN: http://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3333496 

https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld201415/ldselect/ldextradition/126/126.pdf
https://www.bbc.com/news/uk-england-berkshire-26778866
https://www.bbc.com/news/world-middle-east-45935823
https://www.bbc.com/news/uk-england-london-56695489
http://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3333496


83 
 

Belta. (2024, May 16, a). Governor: Common values are at the heart of Belarus-Russia regional 

cooperation. https://eng.belta.by/society/view/governor-common-values-are-at-the-heart-of-

belarus-russia-regional-cooperation-158306-2024/ 

Belta. (2024b). Krutoy: Belarus and Russia are working to unite lists of extremists and extremist 

resources. https://www.belta.by/society/view/krutoj-belarus-i-rossija-vedut-rabotu-nad-

objedineniem-spiskov-ekstremistov-i-ekstremistskih-resursov-613829-2024/ 

Belta. (2024, February 7, c). Lebedev: CIS countries will coordinate cooperation in security. (2024, 

February 27). https://eng.belta.by/society/view/lebedev-cis-countries-will-coordinate-

cooperation-in-security-156371-2024/ 

Bennett, A. (2004). Case study methods: Design, use, and comparative advantages. In Sprinz D. F., 

Nahmias-Wolinsky Y. (Eds.), Models, numbers and cases: Methods for studying international 

relations (pp. 19–55). Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press. 

Berg, S. (2010, June 23). ‘Risk Factor’: Murder in Vienna Leads Investigators to Chechen President. 

Der Spiegel. https://www.spiegel.de/international/world/risk-factor-murder-in-vienna-leads-

investigators-to-chechen-president-a-702146.html 

Bisman, J. (2010). Postpositivism and Accounting Research: A (Personal) Primer on Critical Realism, 

Australasian Accounting Business and Finance Journal, 4(4):3-25. 

Brand, L. A. (2006). Citizens Abroad: Emigration and the State in the Middle East and North Africa. 

New York: Cambridge University Press. 

CARE (n.d.). Free Speech in the UK: What does the law actually say? 

https://care.org.uk/cause/religious-liberty/free-speech-law 

Carter, N., Bryant-Lukosius, D., DiCenso, A., Blythe, J., & Neville, A. J. (2014). The use of 

triangulation in qualitative research. Oncology nursing forum, 41(5), 545–547. 

https://doi.org/10.1188/14.ONF.545-547 

 

https://eng.belta.by/society/view/governor-common-values-are-at-the-heart-of-belarus-russia-regional-cooperation-158306-2024/
https://eng.belta.by/society/view/governor-common-values-are-at-the-heart-of-belarus-russia-regional-cooperation-158306-2024/
https://www.belta.by/society/view/krutoj-belarus-i-rossija-vedut-rabotu-nad-objedineniem-spiskov-ekstremistov-i-ekstremistskih-resursov-613829-2024/
https://www.belta.by/society/view/krutoj-belarus-i-rossija-vedut-rabotu-nad-objedineniem-spiskov-ekstremistov-i-ekstremistskih-resursov-613829-2024/
https://eng.belta.by/society/view/lebedev-cis-countries-will-coordinate-cooperation-in-security-156371-2024/
https://eng.belta.by/society/view/lebedev-cis-countries-will-coordinate-cooperation-in-security-156371-2024/
https://www.spiegel.de/international/world/risk-factor-murder-in-vienna-leads-investigators-to-chechen-president-a-702146.html
https://www.spiegel.de/international/world/risk-factor-murder-in-vienna-leads-investigators-to-chechen-president-a-702146.html
https://care.org.uk/cause/religious-liberty/free-speech-law
https://doi.org/10.1188/14.ONF.545-547


84 
 

Caucasian Knot. (2017a). Belarusian law enforcers explain detention of Murad Amriev by his search 

in CIS countries. https://www.eng.kavkaz-uzel.eu/articles/39669 

Caucasian Knot. (2017b). Blood feud – how they kill now in the Caucasus. https://www.eng.kavkaz-

uzel.eu/articles/41995 

Caucasian Knot. (2017, June 8, c). Amriev's defence reports his extradition from Belarus to Russia. 

https://eng.kavkaz-uzel.eu/articles/39679/   

Caucasian Knot (2017, June 10, d). Murad Amriev says his rights are observed in Chechnya. 

https://eng.kavkaz-uzel.eu/articles/39702 

Caucasian Knot. (2017, September 7, e). Belarus extradites Chechen native Imran Salamov to Russia. 

https://eng.kavkaz-uzel.eu/articles/40741/ 

Chope, C. (2023). Parliamentary Assembly: Transnational repression as a growing threat to the rule of 

law and human rights. Council of Europe. https://pace.coe.int/en/ 

CIS-legislation. (n.d.-b). Decision of the CIS ‘About the Concept of cooperation of the State Parties of 

the Commonwealth of Independent States in fight against terrorism and other violent...’. 

https://cis-legislation.com/document.fwx?rgn=9442 

Coleman, P. (2022). Validity and Reliability within Qualitative Research for the Caring Sciences. 

International Journal of Caring Sciences, 14(3), Article 3. 

Coppedge, M., Gerring, J., Knutsen, C. H., Lindberg, S. I.,  Teorell, J., Altman, D., Angiolillo, F., 

Bernhard, M., Borella, C., Cornell, A., Fish, M. S., Fox, L., Gastaldi, L.,  Gjerløw, H., Glynn, 

A., God, A. G., Grahn, S., Hicken, A., Kinzelbach, K., Marquardt, K. L., McMann, K., 

Mechkova, V., Neundorf, A., Paxton, P., Pemstein, D., Rydén, O., von Römer, J., Seim, B., 

Sigman, R., Skaaning, S., Staton, J., Sundström, A., Tzelgov, E., Uberti, L., Wang, Y., Wig, T., 

& Ziblatt, D., (2024a). V-Dem Codebook v14. Varieties of Democracy (V-Dem) Project. 

https://www.v-dem.net/documents/38/V-Dem_Codebook_v14.pdf  

https://www.eng.kavkaz-uzel.eu/articles/39669
https://www.eng.kavkaz-uzel.eu/articles/41995
https://www.eng.kavkaz-uzel.eu/articles/41995
https://eng.kavkaz-uzel.eu/articles/39679/
https://eng.kavkaz-uzel.eu/articles/39702
https://eng.kavkaz-uzel.eu/articles/40741/
https://cis-legislation.com/document.fwx?rgn=9442
https://www.v-dem.net/documents/38/V-Dem_Codebook_v14.pdf


85 
 

Coppedge, M., Gerring, J., Knutsen, C. H., Lindberg, S. I.,  Teorell, J., Altman, D., Angiolillo, F., 

Bernhard, M., Borella, C., Cornell, A., Fish, M. S., Fox, L., Gastaldi, L.,  Gjerløw, H., Glynn, 

A., God, A. G., Grahn, S., Hicken, A., Kinzelbach, K., Krusell, J., Marquardt, K. L., McMann, 

K., Mechkova, V., Medzihorsky, J., Natskia, N., Neundorf, A., Paxton, P., Pemstein, D., 

Pernes, J., Rydén, O., von Römer, J., Seim, B., Sigman, R., Skaaning, S., Staton, J., 

Sundström, A., Tzelgov, E., Wang, Y., Wig, T., Wilson, S., & Ziblatt, D. (2024b).V-Dem 

[Country-Year] Dataset v14” Varieties of Democracy (V-Dem) 

Project. https://doi.org/10.23696/mcwt-fr58. 

Council of the EU. (2021, June 21)Belarus: Fourth package of EU sanctions over enduring repression 

and the forced landing of a Ryanair flight—Consilium. 

https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2021/06/21/belarus-fourth-package-

of-eu-sanctions-over-enduring-repression-and-the-forced-landing-of-a-ryanair-flight/ 

Davenport, C. (1995). Multi-Dimensional Threat Perception and State Repression: An Inquiry into 

Why States Apply Negative Sanctions. American Journal of Political Science 39 (3): 683-713. 

doi: 10.2307/2111650. 

Davenport, C. (2007). State Repression and the Domestic Democratic Peace. New York: Cambridge 

University Press. 

Deen, B., Roggeveen, B., & Zweers, W. (2021). Ramifications of further integration between Belarus 

and Russia. https://www.clingendael.org/sites/default/files/2021-08/an-ever-closer-union.pdf  

deMeritt, J. H. R. (2016). The Strategic Use of State Repression and Political Violence. Oxford 

Research Encyclopaedia of Politics. https://oxfordre.com/politics/view/10.1093/ 

acrefore/9780190228637.001.0001/acrefore-9780190228637-e-32.    

Dukalskis, A. (2021). Making the World Safe for Dictatorship. New York: Oxford University Press.  

Dukalskis, A. (2021). Making the World Safe for Dictatorship. New York: Oxford University Press. 

https://alexdukalskis.wordpress.com/data/  

https://doi.org/10.23696/mcwt-fr58
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2021/06/21/belarus-fourth-package-of-eu-sanctions-over-enduring-repression-and-the-forced-landing-of-a-ryanair-flight/
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2021/06/21/belarus-fourth-package-of-eu-sanctions-over-enduring-repression-and-the-forced-landing-of-a-ryanair-flight/
https://www.clingendael.org/sites/default/files/2021-08/an-ever-closer-union.pdf
https://alexdukalskis.wordpress.com/data/


86 
 

Dukalskis, A., Furstenberg, S., Gorokhovskaia, Y., Heathershaw, J., Lemon, E., Schenkkan, N. (2022). 

Transnational repression: data advances, comparisons, and challenges, Political Research 

Exchange, 4:1, 2104651, DOI: 10.1080/2474736X.2022.2104651 

Dukalskis, A., Furstenberg, S., Hellmeier, S., & Scales, R. (2023). The long arm and the iron fist: 

authoritarian crackdowns and transnational repression. Journal of Conflict Resolution. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/00220027231188896 

Dyner, M. (2022). Belarus Since the Rigged Presidential Elections. Sceeus. 

https://sceeus.se/en/publications/belarus-since-the-rigged-presidential-elections/ 

Escriba-Folch, A. (2013). Repression, Political Threats, and Survival Under Autocracy. International 

Political Science Review 34 (5): 543–560. doi:10.1177/0192512113488259. 

European Centre for Constitutional and Human Rights. (2011). ECCHR BACKGROUND PAPER. 

https://www.ecchr.eu/fileadmin/Hintergrundberichte/Background_paper__Umar_Israilov__20

10-11.pdf  

European Commission. (n.d.). Freedom of expression and information—European Commission. 

https://commission.europa.eu/aid-development-cooperation-fundamental-rights/your-

rights-eu/know-your-rights/freedoms/freedom-expression-and-information_en 

European Council (n.d.). Timeline—EU sanctions against Belarus. (n.d.). 

https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/policies/sanctions-against-belarus/belarus-timeline/ 

European Council. (2021). European Council conclusions on Belarus, 24 May 2021. 

https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2021/05/24/european-council-

conclusions-on-belarus-24-may-2021/ 

European Court of Human Rights. (September, 2021). Carter v. Russia, App no 20914/07. ECtHR. 

https://hudoc.echr.coe.int/fre?i=001-211972 

European Court of Human Rights. (February, 2016). Israilov v. Russia, App nos 21882/09 and 

6189/10. ECtHR. https://hudoc.echr.coe.int/eng?i=001-161277 

https://doi.org/10.1177/00220027231188896
https://sceeus.se/en/publications/belarus-since-the-rigged-presidential-elections/
https://www.ecchr.eu/fileadmin/Hintergrundberichte/Background_paper__Umar_Israilov__2010-11.pdf
https://www.ecchr.eu/fileadmin/Hintergrundberichte/Background_paper__Umar_Israilov__2010-11.pdf
https://commission.europa.eu/aid-development-cooperation-fundamental-rights/your-rights-eu/know-your-rights/freedoms/freedom-expression-and-information_en
https://commission.europa.eu/aid-development-cooperation-fundamental-rights/your-rights-eu/know-your-rights/freedoms/freedom-expression-and-information_en
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/policies/sanctions-against-belarus/belarus-timeline/
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2021/05/24/european-council-conclusions-on-belarus-24-may-2021/
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2021/05/24/european-council-conclusions-on-belarus-24-may-2021/
https://hudoc.echr.coe.int/fre?i=001-211972
https://hudoc.echr.coe.int/eng?i=001-161277


87 
 

European Parliament Research Service. (2021). Global human rights sanctions, Mapping Magnitsky 

laws: The US, Canadian,UK and EU approach. 

https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/BRIE/2021/698791/EPRS_BRI(2021)69879

1_EN.pdf  

European Union. (2020). REGULATION (EU, Euratom) 2020/2092 OF THE EUROPEAN 

PARLIAMENT AND OF THE COUNCIL. http://data.europa.eu/eli/reg/2020/2092/oj/eng 

European Union Agency for Fundamental Rights. (2015). Article 19—Protection in the event of 

removal, expulsion or extradition. https://fra.europa.eu/en/eu-charter/article/19-protection-

event-removal-expulsion-or-extradition 

European Union Agency for Fundamental Rights. (2015, April 25). Article 19—Protection in the 

event of removal, expulsion or extradition. https://fra.europa.eu/en/eu-charter/article/19-

protection-event-removal-expulsion-or-extradition 

Fahy, S. (2019). Dying for Rights: Putting North Korea’s Human Rights Abuses on the Record. New 

York Columbia University Press. 

Foreign & Commonwealth Office. (2020). Policy paper, Global Human Rights Sanctions: 

consideration of designations. Global Human Rights Sanctions: consideration of designations 

- GOV.UK (www.gov.uk) 

Frantz, E. Kendall-Taylor, A. Wright, J. Xu, X. (2020), Personalization and Repression in 

Dictatorships. https://doi.org/10.7910/DVN/QNMUA1 

Freedom House. (2017). Belarus Should Block Extradition of Murad Amriev to Chechnya. (2017). 

Freedom House. https://freedomhouse.org/article/belarus-should-block-extradition-murad-

amriev-chechnya 

Freedom House. (2021). Russia Case Study. Understanding Transnational Repression. 

https://freedomhouse.org/report/transnational-repression/russia 

https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/BRIE/2021/698791/EPRS_BRI(2021)698791_EN.pdf
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/BRIE/2021/698791/EPRS_BRI(2021)698791_EN.pdf
http://data.europa.eu/eli/reg/2020/2092/oj/eng
https://fra.europa.eu/en/eu-charter/article/19-protection-event-removal-expulsion-or-extradition
https://fra.europa.eu/en/eu-charter/article/19-protection-event-removal-expulsion-or-extradition
https://fra.europa.eu/en/eu-charter/article/19-protection-event-removal-expulsion-or-extradition
https://fra.europa.eu/en/eu-charter/article/19-protection-event-removal-expulsion-or-extradition
https://doi.org/10.7910/DVN/QNMUA1
https://freedomhouse.org/article/belarus-should-block-extradition-murad-amriev-chechnya
https://freedomhouse.org/article/belarus-should-block-extradition-murad-amriev-chechnya
https://freedomhouse.org/report/transnational-repression/russia


88 
 

Freedom House. (2022). United Kingdom: Transnational Repression Host Country Case Study. 

https://freedomhouse.org/report/transnational-repression/united-kingdom 

Freedom House. (2024a). Transnational Repression Database. Version 5. https://freedomhouse.org/  

Freedom House. (2024b). NEW DATA: More Than 20 Percent of the World’s Governments Engage in 

Transnational Repression. https://freedomhouse.org/article/new-data-more-20-percent-worlds-

governments-engage-transnational-repression 

Freedom House. (n.d.). Russia: Country Profile. https://freedomhouse.org/country/russia 

Furstenberg, S., E. Lemon, & J. Heathershaw. (2021). Spatialising State Practices Through 

Transnational Repression. European Journal of International Security Studies 6 (3): 358–378. 

doi:10.1017/eis.2021.10. 

George, A. L., & Andrew Bennett. (2005). Case Studies and Theory Development in the Social 

Sciences. Cambridge: MIT P 

Gerschewski, J. (2013). The Three Pillars of Stability: Legitimation, Repression, and CoOptation in 

Autocratic Regimes. Democratization 20 (1): 13-38. doi: 10.1080/13510347. 2013.738860.  

Glasius, M. (2018). Extraterritorial Authoritarian Practices: A Framework. Globalizations 15 (2): 179– 

197. doi:10.1080/14747731.2017.1403781. 

Glasius, M. (2023) Extraterritorial Authoritarian Practices: People of Turkish and Iranian Descent in 

the Netherlands. In: Authoritarian Practices in a Global Age. 1st ed. Oxford University 

PressOxford, pp. 39–71. 

Golafshani, N. (2003). Understanding Reliability and Validity in Qualitative Research. The 

Qualitative Report. https://doi.org/10.46743/2160-3715/2003.1870 

Gorbunova, Y. (2017, June 9). Protect Murad Amriev | Human Rights Watch. 

https://www.hrw.org/news/2017/06/09/protect-murad-amriev 

https://freedomhouse.org/report/transnational-repression/united-kingdom
https://freedomhouse.org/
https://freedomhouse.org/article/new-data-more-20-percent-worlds-governments-engage-transnational-repression
https://freedomhouse.org/article/new-data-more-20-percent-worlds-governments-engage-transnational-repression
https://freedomhouse.org/country/russia
https://doi.org/10.46743/2160-3715/2003.1870
https://www.hrw.org/news/2017/06/09/protect-murad-amriev


89 
 

Gorokhovskaia Y., Shenkkan N. & Vaughan G. (2023). Still not safe: Transnational repression in 

2022. Washington, DC: Freedom House. June 2022. Available at: https://freedomhouse.org/ 

sites/default/files/2022-06/Complete_ TransnationalRepressionReport2022 (accessed 8 

November 2023) 

Gorokhovskaia, Y. & Linzer, I. (2022) Case Study: United Kingdom, in Defending Democracy in 

Exile: Policy Responses to Transnational Repression. https://freedomhouse.org/report/ 

transnational-repression/united-kingdom.  

Gorokhovskaia, Y., & Linzer, I. (2022). Defending Democracy in Exile. Understanding and 

Responding to Transnational Repression. Freedom House. 

Gorokhovskaia, Y., & Linzer, I. (2022, June 2). The Long Arm of Authoritarianism. Foreign Affairs. 

https://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/world/2022-06-02/long-arm-

authoritarianism?check_logged_in=1&utm_medium=promo_email&utm_source=lo_flows&u

tm_campaign=registered_user_welcome&utm_term=email_1&utm_content=20240417 

Gorokhovskaia, Y., Linzer, I., & Freedom House. (2022). Defending Democracy in exile: Policy 

Responses to Transnational Repression. In Freedom House. 

https://freedomhouse.org/sites/default/files/2022-

05/Complete_TransnationalRepressionReport2022_NEW_0.pdf  

Halliday, F. (1994). An Elusive Normalization: Western Europe and the Iranian Revolution. Middle 

East Journal 48 (2): 309–326. 

Harding, L. (2021, April 9). Murder of Kremlin critic in London ‘was made to look like suicide’. The 

Guardian. https://www.theguardian.com/uk-news/2021/apr/09/murder-kremlin-critic-london-

made-look-like-suicide-nikolai-glushkov 

Harris, S., & Dawsey, J. (2018). CIA concludes Saudi crown prince ordered Jamal Khashoggi’s 

assassination—The Washington Post. https://www.washingtonpost.com/world/national-

https://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/world/2022-06-02/long-arm-authoritarianism?check_logged_in=1&utm_medium=promo_email&utm_source=lo_flows&utm_campaign=registered_user_welcome&utm_term=email_1&utm_content=20240417
https://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/world/2022-06-02/long-arm-authoritarianism?check_logged_in=1&utm_medium=promo_email&utm_source=lo_flows&utm_campaign=registered_user_welcome&utm_term=email_1&utm_content=20240417
https://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/world/2022-06-02/long-arm-authoritarianism?check_logged_in=1&utm_medium=promo_email&utm_source=lo_flows&utm_campaign=registered_user_welcome&utm_term=email_1&utm_content=20240417
https://freedomhouse.org/sites/default/files/2022-05/Complete_TransnationalRepressionReport2022_NEW_0.pdf
https://freedomhouse.org/sites/default/files/2022-05/Complete_TransnationalRepressionReport2022_NEW_0.pdf
https://www.theguardian.com/uk-news/2021/apr/09/murder-kremlin-critic-london-made-look-like-suicide-nikolai-glushkov
https://www.theguardian.com/uk-news/2021/apr/09/murder-kremlin-critic-london-made-look-like-suicide-nikolai-glushkov
https://www.washingtonpost.com/world/national-security/cia-concludes-saudi-crown-prince-ordered-jamal-khashoggis-assassination/2018/11/16/98c89fe6-e9b2-11e8-a939-9469f1166f9d_story.html


90 
 

security/cia-concludes-saudi-crown-prince-ordered-jamal-khashoggis-

assassination/2018/11/16/98c89fe6-e9b2-11e8-a939-9469f1166f9d_story.html 

Hill, D. W., & Zachary, M. J. (2014). An empirical evaluation of explanations for state repression. 

American Political Science Review 108(3): 661–687. 

https://eng.kavkaz-uzel.eu/articles/39679/  

Human Constanta. (2017). INVISIBLE REFUGEES ON THE BORDER OF BELARUS AND 

POLAND 2016–2017 (Report). https://humanconstanta.org/wp-

content/uploads/2018/01/Invisible-refugees-2016-2017.pdf  

Human Rights Watch. (2024, January 11). Russia: New Heights on Repression.  

https://www.hrw.org/news/2024/01/11/russia-new-heights-repression 

Jones, G. G., Comunale, R., & Lazaroff-Puck, K. (2017). Boris Berezovsky, Vladimir Putin and the 

Russian Oligarchs ^ Harvard Business School Case 317-005, Retrieved 13 April 2024, from 

https://store.hbr.org/product/boris-berezovsky-vladimir-putin-and-the-russian-

oligarchs/317005 

Kazakevich, A. (2017). Belarus: Nations in Transit 2017 Country Report. Freedom House. 

https://freedomhouse.org/country/belarus/nations-transit/2017 

Koetter, M., Schuppert, G. F., Harald Eberhard, & Konrad Lachmayer. (2010). Rule of law in Austria. 

In Understandings of the Rule of Law in Various Legal Orders of the World [Journal-article]. 

Rule of Law Working Paper Series Nr. 12, Berlin. https://www.lachmayer.eu/wp-

content/uploads/2014/05/2011_Law-Wiki-Working-Paper_Rule-of-Law-in-Austria.pdf 

Kommersant. (2022, December 13). A failed recruit got time served. 

https://www.kommersant.ru/doc/5720543 

Kremlin. (2021, September 13). News conference following Russian-Belarusian talks. President 

of Russia. http://en.kremlin.ru/events/president/news/66648 

https://www.washingtonpost.com/world/national-security/cia-concludes-saudi-crown-prince-ordered-jamal-khashoggis-assassination/2018/11/16/98c89fe6-e9b2-11e8-a939-9469f1166f9d_story.html
https://www.washingtonpost.com/world/national-security/cia-concludes-saudi-crown-prince-ordered-jamal-khashoggis-assassination/2018/11/16/98c89fe6-e9b2-11e8-a939-9469f1166f9d_story.html
https://eng.kavkaz-uzel.eu/articles/39679/
https://humanconstanta.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/01/Invisible-refugees-2016-2017.pdf
https://humanconstanta.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/01/Invisible-refugees-2016-2017.pdf
https://www.hrw.org/news/2024/01/11/russia-new-heights-repression
https://store.hbr.org/product/boris-berezovsky-vladimir-putin-and-the-russian-oligarchs/317005
https://store.hbr.org/product/boris-berezovsky-vladimir-putin-and-the-russian-oligarchs/317005
https://freedomhouse.org/country/belarus/nations-transit/2017
https://www.lachmayer.eu/wp-content/uploads/2014/05/2011_Law-Wiki-Working-Paper_Rule-of-Law-in-Austria.pdf
https://www.lachmayer.eu/wp-content/uploads/2014/05/2011_Law-Wiki-Working-Paper_Rule-of-Law-in-Austria.pdf
https://www.kommersant.ru/doc/5720543
http://en.kremlin.ru/events/president/news/66648


91 
 

Leeds, B. A. (1999). Domestic Political Institutions, Credible Commitments, and International 

Cooperation. American Journal of Political Science, 43(4), 979. 

https://doi.org/10.2307/2991814 

Lemon, E. (2019). Weaponizing Interpol. Journal of Democracy 30, no. 2: 15–29. 

https://www.journalofdemocracy.org/articles/weaponizing-interpol/  

Lemon, E., Jardine, B., & Hall, N. (2023). Globalizing minority persecution: China’s transnational 

repression of the Uyghurs. Globalizations 20, no. 4: 564–580.  

Lerner, K. L. (2006). Moscow — Deadly Spy Games: The Poisoning of Alexander Litvinenko. Taking 

Bearings. Harvard Blogs., Dec. https://scholar.harvard.edu/kleelerner/publications/moscow-

%E2%80%94-deadly-spy-games-poisoning-alexander-litvinenko-0  

Lessa, F. (2019). Operation Condor on Trial: Justice for Transnational Human Rights Crimes in South 

America. Journal of Latin American Studies 51 (2): 409–439. doi:10.1017/ 

S0022216X18000767. 

Leukavets, A. (2022). Crisis in Belarus: Main Phases and the Role of Russia, the European Union, and 

the United States. 74. 

https://www.wilsoncenter.org/sites/default/files/media/uploads/documents/KI_220125%20Cri

sis%20in%20Belarus_Cable%2074-V1r1.pdf  

Lewis, D. (2015). Illiberal Spaces: Uzbekistan’s Extraterritorial Security Practices and The Spatial 

Politics of Contemporary Authoritarianism. Nationalities Papers 43 (1): 140–159. 

doi:10.1080/ 00905992.2014.980796  

Lipman, M. (2016) How Putin Silences Dissent: Inside the Kremlin’s Crackdown. Foreign Affairs, 

vol. 95, no. 3, 2016, pp. 38–46. JSTOR, http://www.jstor.org/stable/43946856 .  

Lister, T. (2021). An American lawyer went on a lunch date in Moscow. Now he’s languishing in a jail 

cell in Belarus | CNN. https://edition.cnn.com/2021/07/06/europe/belarus-abduction-youras-

ziankovich-intl-cmd/index.html 

https://doi.org/10.2307/2991814
https://www.journalofdemocracy.org/articles/weaponizing-interpol/
https://scholar.harvard.edu/kleelerner/publications/moscow-%E2%80%94-deadly-spy-games-poisoning-alexander-litvinenko-0
https://scholar.harvard.edu/kleelerner/publications/moscow-%E2%80%94-deadly-spy-games-poisoning-alexander-litvinenko-0
https://www.wilsoncenter.org/sites/default/files/media/uploads/documents/KI_220125%20Crisis%20in%20Belarus_Cable%2074-V1r1.pdf
https://www.wilsoncenter.org/sites/default/files/media/uploads/documents/KI_220125%20Crisis%20in%20Belarus_Cable%2074-V1r1.pdf
http://www.jstor.org/stable/43946856
https://edition.cnn.com/2021/07/06/europe/belarus-abduction-youras-ziankovich-intl-cmd/index.html
https://edition.cnn.com/2021/07/06/europe/belarus-abduction-youras-ziankovich-intl-cmd/index.html


92 
 

Loffe, G. (2024). Belarus Further Strengthens Ties with Russia. Jamestown. 

https://jamestown.org/program/belarus-further-strengthens-ties-with-russia/ 

Loginova, O. (2023, October 19). A fake Ryanair hijack – and the fear that has stalked Belarus’s 

people ever since. The Guardian. https://www.theguardian.com/global-

development/2023/oct/19/a-fake-ryanair-hijack-and-the-fear-that-has-stalked-belaruss-people-

ever-since 

Malin, A. (2023). Call extremism. Article 19. https://www.article19.org/wp-

content/uploads/2023/06/SR-Input-Anti-extremism-Belarus_HC_A19_AN_OMCT.pdf  

Masters, J. (2023). The Belarus-Russia Alliance: An Axis of Autocracy in Eastern Europe. Council on 

Foreign Relations. https://www.cfr.org/backgrounder/belarus-russia-alliance-axis-autocracy-

eastern-europe 

Matsiushchankau, M. & Ekeberg, E. (2019). CASE STUDIES: Chechens Claiming Asylum Returned 

to Russia by Belarusian Authorities. OCCRP. 

https://www.occrp.org/en/eurostotheeast/chechens-claiming-asylum-returned-to-russia-by-

belarusian-authorities  

Mehrotra, A., & Gupta, B. (2024, March 8). Upholding Freedom of Speech and Democracy: A Call 

for International Action. The Geopolitics. https://thegeopolitics.com/upholding-freedom-of-

speech-and-democracy-a-call-for-inter national-action/ 

Metropolitan Police. (2020, September 29). Ongoing investigation into incident in Salisbury on 4 

March—Metropolitan Police. 

https://web.archive.org/web/20200929013456/http://news.met.police.uk/news/ongoing-

investigation-into-incident-in-salisbury-on-4-march-309256 

Michaelsen, M. & Ruijgrok, K. (2023, 20 October): Autocracy's long reach: explaining host country 

influences on transnational repression, Democratization, DOI: 

10.1080/13510347.2023.2267448 

https://jamestown.org/program/belarus-further-strengthens-ties-with-russia/
https://www.theguardian.com/global-development/2023/oct/19/a-fake-ryanair-hijack-and-the-fear-that-has-stalked-belaruss-people-ever-since
https://www.theguardian.com/global-development/2023/oct/19/a-fake-ryanair-hijack-and-the-fear-that-has-stalked-belaruss-people-ever-since
https://www.theguardian.com/global-development/2023/oct/19/a-fake-ryanair-hijack-and-the-fear-that-has-stalked-belaruss-people-ever-since
https://www.article19.org/wp-content/uploads/2023/06/SR-Input-Anti-extremism-Belarus_HC_A19_AN_OMCT.pdf
https://www.article19.org/wp-content/uploads/2023/06/SR-Input-Anti-extremism-Belarus_HC_A19_AN_OMCT.pdf
https://www.cfr.org/backgrounder/belarus-russia-alliance-axis-autocracy-eastern-europe
https://www.cfr.org/backgrounder/belarus-russia-alliance-axis-autocracy-eastern-europe
https://www.occrp.org/en/eurostotheeast/chechens-claiming-asylum-returned-to-russia-by-belarusian-authorities
https://www.occrp.org/en/eurostotheeast/chechens-claiming-asylum-returned-to-russia-by-belarusian-authorities
https://thegeopolitics.com/upholding-freedom-of-speech-and-democracy-a-call-for-inter%20national-action/
https://thegeopolitics.com/upholding-freedom-of-speech-and-democracy-a-call-for-inter%20national-action/
https://web.archive.org/web/20200929013456/http:/news.met.police.uk/news/ongoing-investigation-into-incident-in-salisbury-on-4-march-309256
https://web.archive.org/web/20200929013456/http:/news.met.police.uk/news/ongoing-investigation-into-incident-in-salisbury-on-4-march-309256


93 
 

Michaelsen, M. (2018). Exit and Voice in A Digital Age: Iran’s Exiled Activists and The Authoritarian 

State. Globalizations 15 (2): 248–264. doi:10.1080/14747731.2016.1263078. 

Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Republic of Belarus. (n.d.-a). Belarus and Russia. 

https://www.mfa.gov.by/en/bilateral/russia/ 

Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Republic of Belarus. (n.d.-b). Commonwealth of Independent 

States. https://mfa.gov.by/en/mulateral/organization/list/c2bd4cebdf6bd9f9.html 

Møller, J. & Skaaning, S. E. (2013). Autocracies, Democracies, and the Violation of Civil Liberties. 

Democratization 20 (1): 82-106. doi: 10.1080/13510347.2013.738863. 

Moore, W. H. (2000) The repression of dissent: A substitution model of government coercion. Journal 

of Conflict Resolution 44(1): 107–127. 

Moss, D. (2016). Transnational Repression, Diaspora Mobilization, and the Case of The Arab Spring.” 

Social Problems 63 (4): 480–498. doi:10.1093/socpro/spw019. 

Moss, D. (2022). The Arab Spring Abroad: Diaspora Activism Against Authoritarian Regimes. New 

York: Cambridge University Press.  

Moss, D. M. (2020). Voice After Exit: Explaining Diaspora Mobilization for the Arab Spring. Social 

Forces, 98(4), 1669–1694. https://doi.org/10.1093/sf/soz070 

Moss, D. M., M. Michaelsen, & G. Kennedy. (2022). Going After the Family: Transnational 

Repression and the Proxy Punishment of Middle Eastern Diasporas. Global Networks Early 

View, doi:10.1111/ glob.12372.  

Nord, M., Lundstedt M., Altman D., Angiolillo F., Borella C., Fernandes T., Gastaldi T., God A. G., 

Natsika N., & Staffan I. Lindberg. (2024). Democracy Report 2024: Democracy Winning and 

Losing at the Ballot. University of Gothenburg: V-Dem Institute. https://v-

dem.net/documents/44/v-dem_dr2024_highres.pdf 

https://www.mfa.gov.by/en/bilateral/russia/
https://mfa.gov.by/en/mulateral/organization/list/c2bd4cebdf6bd9f9.html
https://doi.org/10.1093/sf/soz070
https://v-dem.net/documents/44/v-dem_dr2024_highres.pdf
https://v-dem.net/documents/44/v-dem_dr2024_highres.pdf


94 
 

Novaya Gazeta Europe. (2022). A Krasnoyarsk resident was sentenced to 4 years and 8 months in a 

maximum security colony on charges of trying to join the Armed Forces of Ukraine. 

https://novayagazeta.eu/articles/2022/12/14/krasnoiartsa-prigovorili-k-4-godam-i-8-

mesiatsam-kolonii-strogogo-rezhima-po-obvineniiu-v-popytke-vstupit-v-vsu-news 

Olar, R.G. (2019). Do They Know Something We Don’t? Diffusion of Repression in Authoritarian 

Regimes. Journal of Peace Research 56 (5): 667-81. doi: 10.1177/ 0022343318822718. 

Home Office. (2016). The Litvinenko Inquiry. Report into the death of Alexander Litvinenko 

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/media/5a8055c340f0b62302692e48/The-Litvinenko-

Inquiry-H-C-695-web.pdf  

Papada, E., Angiolillo, F., Gastaldi, L., Köhler, T., Lundstedt, M., Natsika, N., Nord, M., Sato, Y., 

Wiebrecht, F., Lindberg, S. I. (2023). DEMOCRACY REPORT 2023. In Defiance in the Face 

of Autocratization. University of Gothenburg: Varieties of Democracy Institute (V-Dem 

Institute). https://www.v-dem.net/documents/29/V-dem_democracyreport2023_lowres.pdf  

Patton, M. Q. (2002). Qualitative evaluation and research methods (3rd ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA: 

Sage Publications, Inc.  

Press Service of the President of the Republic of Belarus Official. (2023). Meeting with Head of 

Russia’s Foreign Intelligence Service Sergei Naryshkin. 

https://president.gov.by/en/events/vstrecha-s-direktorom-sluzhby-vneshney-razvedki-rossii-

sergeem-naryshkinym-1680603463 

Press Service of the President of the Republic of Belarus. (2015). Address of the President to the 

Belarusian people and the National Assembly. https://president.gov.by/en/events/belarus-

president-to-address-nation-parliament-on-29-april-11303 

Price, N. (2022). Continuing Human Rights Concerns Regarding the Russian Federation’s Republic of 

Chechnya. United States Department of State. https://www.state.gov/continuing-human-

rights-concerns-regarding-the-russian-federations-republic-of-chechnya/ 

https://novayagazeta.eu/articles/2022/12/14/krasnoiartsa-prigovorili-k-4-godam-i-8-mesiatsam-kolonii-strogogo-rezhima-po-obvineniiu-v-popytke-vstupit-v-vsu-news
https://novayagazeta.eu/articles/2022/12/14/krasnoiartsa-prigovorili-k-4-godam-i-8-mesiatsam-kolonii-strogogo-rezhima-po-obvineniiu-v-popytke-vstupit-v-vsu-news
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/media/5a8055c340f0b62302692e48/The-Litvinenko-Inquiry-H-C-695-web.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/media/5a8055c340f0b62302692e48/The-Litvinenko-Inquiry-H-C-695-web.pdf
https://www.v-dem.net/documents/29/V-dem_democracyreport2023_lowres.pdf
https://president.gov.by/en/events/vstrecha-s-direktorom-sluzhby-vneshney-razvedki-rossii-sergeem-naryshkinym-1680603463
https://president.gov.by/en/events/vstrecha-s-direktorom-sluzhby-vneshney-razvedki-rossii-sergeem-naryshkinym-1680603463
https://president.gov.by/en/events/belarus-president-to-address-nation-parliament-on-29-april-11303
https://president.gov.by/en/events/belarus-president-to-address-nation-parliament-on-29-april-11303
https://www.state.gov/continuing-human-rights-concerns-regarding-the-russian-federations-republic-of-chechnya/
https://www.state.gov/continuing-human-rights-concerns-regarding-the-russian-federations-republic-of-chechnya/


95 
 

Radford, A. (2023, March 30). Alexei Moskalev: Father of girl who drew anti-war picture arrested on 

run in Minsk. https://www.bbc.com/news/world-europe-65129231 

Rivera, M. (2017) Authoritarian institutions and state repression: The divergent effects of legislatures 

and opposition parties on personal integrity rights. Journal of Conflict Resolution 61(10): 

2183–2207. 

Rogov, K. (2018). The Art of Coercion: Repressions and Repressiveness in Putin’s Russia. Russian 

Politics, 3(2), 151-174. https://doi.org/10.1163/2451-8921-00302001 

Sangsorn, J. (2022). Political art, Concept idea of free speech freedom of expression and censored, 

surreal painting, portrait illustration , conceptual artwork illustration (illustration). iStock.  

https://www.istockphoto.com/nl/vector/political-art-concept-idea-of-free-speech-freedom-of-

expression-and-censored-gm1441693567-481323057  

Sauer, P. (2023, April 12). Belarus extradites father of Russian girl who drew anti-war pictures. The 

Guardian. https://www.theguardian.com/world/2023/apr/12/belarus-extradites-father-of-

russian-girl-who-drew-anti-war-pictures 

Schenkkan, N. & Linzer, I. (2021). Out of Sight, Not Out of Reach. Freedom House. 

https://freedomhouse.org/report/transnational-repression 

Schlein, L. (2023, September 22). UN Report: Russian Repression of Dissidents, Civil Society 

Reaches Unprecedented Levels. Voice of America. https://www.voanews.com/a/russian-

repression-of-dissidents-civil-society-reaches-unprecedented-levels/7279656.html 

Shain, Y. (1989). The Frontier of Loyalty: Political Exiles in the Age of the Nation-State. Ann Arbor: 

University of Michigan Press. 

Shekhovtsov, A. (2020). CONCEPTUALIZING MALIGN INFLUENCE OF PUTIN’S RUSSIA IN 

EUROPE. Free Russia Foundation. https://www.4freerussia.org/wp-

content/uploads/sites/3/2020/04/Maligh-Influence_web_eng-5.pdf 

https://www.bbc.com/news/world-europe-65129231
https://doi.org/10.1163/2451-8921-00302001
https://www.istockphoto.com/nl/vector/political-art-concept-idea-of-free-speech-freedom-of-expression-and-censored-gm1441693567-481323057
https://www.istockphoto.com/nl/vector/political-art-concept-idea-of-free-speech-freedom-of-expression-and-censored-gm1441693567-481323057
https://www.theguardian.com/world/2023/apr/12/belarus-extradites-father-of-russian-girl-who-drew-anti-war-pictures
https://www.theguardian.com/world/2023/apr/12/belarus-extradites-father-of-russian-girl-who-drew-anti-war-pictures
https://freedomhouse.org/report/transnational-repression
https://www.voanews.com/a/russian-repression-of-dissidents-civil-society-reaches-unprecedented-levels/7279656.html
https://www.voanews.com/a/russian-repression-of-dissidents-civil-society-reaches-unprecedented-levels/7279656.html
https://www.4freerussia.org/wp-content/uploads/sites/3/2020/04/Maligh-Influence_web_eng-5.pdf
https://www.4freerussia.org/wp-content/uploads/sites/3/2020/04/Maligh-Influence_web_eng-5.pdf


96 
 

Shellman, S. M (2006) Process matters: Conflict and cooperation in sequential government–dissident 

interactions. Security Studies 15(4): 563–599. 

Shykhutsina, V. (2018). Unlocking the Puzzle of Authoritarian Persistence in Belarus: The Role of the 

EU and Russia. https://www.ipe-berlin.org/fileadmin/institut-

ipe/Dokumente/Working_Papers/ipe_working_paper_218.pdf  

Sibreal. (2022, December 14). Krasnoyarsk: A resident was convicted for his intention to fight for 

Ukraine. https://www.sibreal.org/a/zhitelya-krasnoyarska-osudili-za-namerenie-voevat-na-

storone-ukrainy/32175783.html 

Smidt, H., Perera, D., Mitchell, N. J., & Bakke, K. M. (2021). Silencing Their Critics: How 

Government Restrictions Against Civil Society Affect International ‘Naming and Shaming’. 

British Journal of Political Science, 51(3), 1270–1291. 

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0007123419000693 

Smith, M. (2024). The Evolution of Russian Autocracy. American Security Project. 

https://www.americansecurityproject.org/the-evolution-of-russian-autocracy/ 

Stewart, P. (2021, February 26). U.S. imposes sanctions, visa bans on Saudis for journalist 

Khashoggi’s killing. Reuters. https://www.reuters.com/article/idUSKBN2AQ2QI/ 

Sullivan, C. M (2017). Undermining resistance: Mobilization, repression, and the enforcement of 

political order. Journal of Conflict Resolution 60(7): 1163–1190. 

Sullivan, H. (2023, March 30). Fugitive Russian man whose daughter drew anti-war pictures detained 

in Belarus. The Guardian. https://www.theguardian.com/world/2023/mar/30/russian-man-

daughter-drew-anti-war-pictures-detained-fleeing 

The Constitution Unit. (2023, September 12). What is the rule of law? UCL. 

https://www.ucl.ac.uk/constitution-unit/explainers/what-rule-law 

https://www.ipe-berlin.org/fileadmin/institut-ipe/Dokumente/Working_Papers/ipe_working_paper_218.pdf
https://www.ipe-berlin.org/fileadmin/institut-ipe/Dokumente/Working_Papers/ipe_working_paper_218.pdf
https://www.sibreal.org/a/zhitelya-krasnoyarska-osudili-za-namerenie-voevat-na-storone-ukrainy/32175783.html
https://www.sibreal.org/a/zhitelya-krasnoyarska-osudili-za-namerenie-voevat-na-storone-ukrainy/32175783.html
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0007123419000693
https://www.americansecurityproject.org/the-evolution-of-russian-autocracy/
https://www.reuters.com/article/idUSKBN2AQ2QI/
https://www.theguardian.com/world/2023/mar/30/russian-man-daughter-drew-anti-war-pictures-detained-fleeing
https://www.theguardian.com/world/2023/mar/30/russian-man-daughter-drew-anti-war-pictures-detained-fleeing
https://www.ucl.ac.uk/constitution-unit/explainers/what-rule-law


97 
 

The Embassy of the Russian Federation to the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland. 

(2017). Why Are Fugitives From Justice Welcome in the UK? https://newgreat-

britain.mid.ru/en/press-centre/gb_en_fnapr_6008/  

The White House. (2018). Statement from the United States, France, Germany, and the United 

Kingdom on the Attack in Salisbury – The White House. 

https://trumpwhitehouse.archives.gov/briefings-statements/statement-united-states-france-

germany-united-kingdom-attack-salisbury/ 

Trenina, D., & Zharinov, K. (2017). From Russia to torture: Lack of or deficient remedies against 

prohibited treatment in extradition and other types of removal proceedings. The Foreign 

Policy Centre. https://fpc.org.uk/russia-torture-lack-deficient-remedies-prohibited-treatment-

extradition-types-removal-proceedings/ 

Tsourapas, G. (2021). Global Autocracies: Strategies of Transnational Repression, Legitimation, and 

Co-Optation in World Politics. International Studies Review 23 (3): 616–644. doi:10.1093/isr/ 

viaa061. 

U.S. Department of the Treasury. (2024, May 30). Treasury Sanctions the Saudi Rapid Intervention 

Force and Former Deputy Head of Saudi Arabia’s General Intelligence Presidency for Roles 

in the Murder of Journalist Jamal Khashoggi. https://home.treasury.gov/news/press-

releases/jy0038 

United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees (n.d.-a). How to apply for asylum in Belarus. 

UNHCR. https://help.unhcr.org/belarus/how-to-apply-for-asylum-in-

belarus/https%3A%2F%2Fhelp.unhcr.org%2Fbelarus%2Fhow-to-apply-for-asylum-in-

belarus%2F 

United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees (n.d.-b). Convention on Legal Aid and Legal 

Relations in Civil, Family and Criminal Cases, adopted in Minsk on 22 January 1993 (The 

Minsk Convention). UNHCR. https://www.unhcr.org/media/convention-legal-aid-and-legal-

relations-civil-family-and-criminal-cases-adopted-minsk-22 

https://newgreat-britain.mid.ru/en/press-centre/gb_en_fnapr_6008/
https://newgreat-britain.mid.ru/en/press-centre/gb_en_fnapr_6008/
https://trumpwhitehouse.archives.gov/briefings-statements/statement-united-states-france-germany-united-kingdom-attack-salisbury/
https://trumpwhitehouse.archives.gov/briefings-statements/statement-united-states-france-germany-united-kingdom-attack-salisbury/
https://fpc.org.uk/russia-torture-lack-deficient-remedies-prohibited-treatment-extradition-types-removal-proceedings/
https://fpc.org.uk/russia-torture-lack-deficient-remedies-prohibited-treatment-extradition-types-removal-proceedings/
https://home.treasury.gov/news/press-releases/jy0038
https://home.treasury.gov/news/press-releases/jy0038
https://help.unhcr.org/belarus/how-to-apply-for-asylum-in-belarus/https%3A%2F%2Fhelp.unhcr.org%2Fbelarus%2Fhow-to-apply-for-asylum-in-belarus%2F
https://help.unhcr.org/belarus/how-to-apply-for-asylum-in-belarus/https%3A%2F%2Fhelp.unhcr.org%2Fbelarus%2Fhow-to-apply-for-asylum-in-belarus%2F
https://help.unhcr.org/belarus/how-to-apply-for-asylum-in-belarus/https%3A%2F%2Fhelp.unhcr.org%2Fbelarus%2Fhow-to-apply-for-asylum-in-belarus%2F
https://www.unhcr.org/media/convention-legal-aid-and-legal-relations-civil-family-and-criminal-cases-adopted-minsk-22
https://www.unhcr.org/media/convention-legal-aid-and-legal-relations-civil-family-and-criminal-cases-adopted-minsk-22


98 
 

United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees. (2011). THE 1951 CONVENTION relating to the 

Status of Refugees AND ITS 1967 PROTOCOL. UNHCR. 

https://www.unhcr.org/sites/default/files/legacy-pdf/4ec262df9.pdf 

United Nations Human Rights Office. (2023). Belarus misuses counter-terrorism and anti-extremism 

legislation to stifle dissent: UN expert. OHCHR. https://www.ohchr.org/en/press-

releases/2023/10/belarus-misuses-counter-terrorism-and-anti-extremism-legislation-stifle 

United Nations Human Rights Office. (2024). Russia: Oleg Orlov’s trial a textbook example of 

politicisation of law enforcement and justice to silence anti-war voices. OHCHR. 

https://www.ohchr.org/en/press-releases/2024/02/russia-oleg-orlovs-trial-textbook-example-

politicisation-law-enforcement-and 

United States Department of State. (2022a). 2022 Country Reports on Human Rights Practices: 

Russia. https://www.state.gov/reports/2022-country-reports-on-human-rights-practices/russia/ 

United States Department of State. (2022b). 2022 Country Reports on Human Rights Practices: 

Austria. https://www.state.gov/reports/2022-country-reports-on-human-rights-practices/russia/ 

United States Department of State. (2022c). 2022 Country Reports on Human Rights Practices: 

Belarus. https://www.state.gov/reports/2022-country-reports-on-human-rights-

practices/belarus/  

V-Dem Country Graph. (n.d.). from https://v-dem.net/data_analysis/CountryGraph/ 

Vennesson, P. (2008) Case studies and process tracing: theories and practices. In: Della Porta D, 

Keating M, eds. Approaches and Methodologies in the Social Sciences: A Pluralist 

Perspective. Cambridge University Press; 2008 :223-239. 

Von Soest, C. (2015). Democracy prevention: The international collaboration of authoritarian regimes. 

European Journal of Political Research, 54(4), 623–638. https://doi.org/10.1111/1475-

6765.12100 

https://www.ohchr.org/en/press-releases/2023/10/belarus-misuses-counter-terrorism-and-anti-extremism-legislation-stifle
https://www.ohchr.org/en/press-releases/2023/10/belarus-misuses-counter-terrorism-and-anti-extremism-legislation-stifle
https://www.ohchr.org/en/press-releases/2024/02/russia-oleg-orlovs-trial-textbook-example-politicisation-law-enforcement-and
https://www.ohchr.org/en/press-releases/2024/02/russia-oleg-orlovs-trial-textbook-example-politicisation-law-enforcement-and
https://www.state.gov/reports/2022-country-reports-on-human-rights-practices/russia/
https://www.state.gov/reports/2022-country-reports-on-human-rights-practices/russia/
https://www.state.gov/reports/2022-country-reports-on-human-rights-practices/belarus/
https://www.state.gov/reports/2022-country-reports-on-human-rights-practices/belarus/
https://v-dem.net/data_analysis/CountryGraph/
https://doi.org/10.1111/1475-6765.12100
https://doi.org/10.1111/1475-6765.12100


99 
 

Wintour, P., & Smith, L. (2007, April 13). Britain counts cost of diplomatic furore over Berezovsky. 

The Guardian. https://www.theguardian.com/politics/2007/apr/14/uk.russia 

Yeryoma, M. (2024, February 9). Belarus Weekly: Belarus, Russia to unify lists of ‘extremists,’ 

coordinating repression. The Kyiv Independent. https://kyivindependent.com/belarus-weekly-

belarus-russia-to-unify-lists-of-extremists-coordinating-repression/ 

Zavadskaya, M. (2024). Russia: Nations in Transit 2024 Country Report. Freedom House. 

https://freedomhouse.org/country/russia/nations-transit/2024 

Ziniakova, T., & Shraibman, A. (2024). Belarus: Nations in Transit 2024 Country Report. Freedom 

House. https://freedomhouse.org/country/belarus/nations-transit/2024 

 

 

 

  

https://www.theguardian.com/politics/2007/apr/14/uk.russia
https://kyivindependent.com/belarus-weekly-belarus-russia-to-unify-lists-of-extremists-coordinating-repression/
https://kyivindependent.com/belarus-weekly-belarus-russia-to-unify-lists-of-extremists-coordinating-repression/
https://freedomhouse.org/country/russia/nations-transit/2024
https://freedomhouse.org/country/belarus/nations-transit/2024


100 
 

Appendix 

Appendix A:  

Figure 9: V-Dem Scores United Kingdom (Appendix) 

 

(V-Dem Country Graph, n.d.) (Coppedge et al., 2024b) 

Appendix B: 

Figure 10: V-Dem Scores Austria (Appendix) 
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(V-Dem Country Graph, n.d.) (Coppedge et al., 2024b) 

 

Appendix C:  

Figure 11: V-Dem Scores Belarus (Appendix) 
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