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Abstract

How do opposition elites succeed in authoritarian elections? Existing theo-
ries of authoritarian politics suggest a pivotal role for elections in enhancing
the survival of incumbent dictators. Yet, in many contexts, opposition elites
attract considerable support and constrain the policymaking authorities of
these dictators. This article presents a theory of endogenous opposition that
traces the electoral success of opposition elites to the strategic use of sym-
bolic ideological appeals, or campaign appeals that cast politicians as allies
of particular ideological movements. I present quantitative and qualitative
evidence in support of my argument from Kuwait. I show that minority
elites who use symbolic ideological appeals are more likely to capture vot-
ers from other minority groups. Once elected, these legislators are more likely
to oppose the ruling family in the legislature. These findings challenge exist-
ing theories of authoritarian politics and point to ideology as an understudied
source of opposition success in authoritarian elections.
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In the nearly five decades that have passed since
the onset of the third wave of democratization, the
number of authoritarian regimes that hold semi-
competitive elections has increased. Scholars typically
equate minimalist or procedural definitions of democ-
racy with the presence of competitive elections
(Schumpeter, 1942)—an early assumption that led
to hope that these elections would have a democratiz-
ing effect. But evidence has instead pointed scholars
to the “fallacy of electoralism,” or the mistake that
competitive elections are alone sufficient for demo-
cratic development (Karl, 1986). This view has gained
widespread acceptance, leading to a vast literature in
political science that draws attention to the mecha-
nisms linking electoral competition with the survival
of autocracy. Autocrats use elections to buy support
from elites and citizens through patronage (Blaydes,

2011; Geddes, 2006; Magaloni, 2006). Elections pro-
vide valuable information about the patterning of
dissent and reveal the coercive strength of the regime
(Brownlee, 2007; Gandhi, 2008; Malesky & Schuler,
2010; Simpser, 2013). Legislative institutions allow
regimes to credibly commit not to expropriate domes-
tic investment (Boix, 2003; Wright, 2008). Regular,
institutionalized interactions also allow autocrats to
use institutions to monitor rival elites (Svolik, 2012).
Despite the persistence of this conventional
wisdom—that competitive elections in non-
democracies facilitate the survival of incumbent
autocrats—opposition parties, movements, and elites
regularly participate in authoritarian elections. In
many contexts, opposition elites attract consider-
able electoral support and shape policy. Broadly
speaking, the literature relies on the assumption that
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oppositions are bound to the stability of autocracy:
inclusion in nominally democratic institutions fore-
closes more contentious options such as protest,
rebellion, or civil war. But in many cases, inclusion
in these institutions represents a devil’s bargain:
oppositions occasionally subvert the autocrat’s pol-
icy agenda, engage in disruptive behavior in state
institutions, and agitate for political change (Knut-
sen, Nygard, & Wig, 2017; Meng, 2020). Even if the
democratizing “power of elections” is an empirical
irregularity, existing explanations cannot account for
significant variation in opposition success (Di Palma,
1990, p. 85).

This is not to suggest scholarship has not indexed
the sources of opposition success. Critical factors
include resources and party structure (Arriola, 2013;
Gamboa, 2017), the existence of permissive institu-
tions (Williams, 2016), opposition connections to civil
society (Ufen, 2020), and the use of pre-electoral
coalitions (Gandhi & Reuter, 2013; Ong, 2022). This
article develops an argument rooted in an understud-
ied source of opposition success: symbolic ideology.
I argue that the strategic use of symbolic ideolog-
ical appeals in elections, or campaign appeals that
cast politicians as allies of particular ideological move-
ments, can itself be generative of the very oppositional
forces autocrats seek to contain. The argument is
tailored—but by no means exclusive—to explain cases
of opposition success in cases where ethnic iden-
tity is politically salient.! The argument implies that
oppositions are not always bound to support the
authoritarian system from which they emerge, even if
they do not in turn support democratization.

I provide evidence for the argument using original
data on the electoral strategies and legislative activi-
ties of Kuwaiti elites. I pair complete candidate-level
election results from 1981 to 2008 (approximately
2,000 candidates) with district-level demographic
data detailing the patterning of ethnic groups across
districts. I also analyze legislative activity in the Kuwait
National Assembly (KNA), using roll call votes and par-
liamentary recommendations and queries submitted
over the same period. I supplement quantitative tests
of the argument with evidence from interviews con-
ducted with former candidates and legislators to expli-
cate the mechanisms linking electoral strategy with
oppositional behavior. Two mechanisms explain how
the use of symbolic ideological appeals facilitates an
expansion of opposition: minority group interdepen-
dence and the blurring of ethnic group boundaries.

! The understanding of ethnicity I use in this article follows from Weber (1978,
p- 389), who defines ethnic groups as groups that “entertain a subjective belief
in their common descent because of similarities of physical type or of cus-
toms or both.” I assume that tribes and ethnosectarian groups constitute
ethnic groups, though I acknowledge that some definitions of ethnicity do not
include these groups.

Patterns of participatory politics in Kuwait provide
an ideal setting to trace the success of opposition.
First, the Kuwaiti case typifies the type of disruptive
opposition that can emerge from semicompetitive
elections (Tavana & York, 2025). Since 1963, legislators
in the KNA have submitted at least 70 interpellations
(votes of no confidence in ministers) and forced over
a dozen ministerial reshuffles. Second, gridlock in the
legislature has frequently led the emir of Kuwait to
dissolve the legislature and call for new elections. Over
the past two decades, Kuwaitis have gone to the polls
to elect a new legislature 11 times. Open criticism of
the government is common in the legislature: elected
legislators routinely block the emir’s policy agenda
and use legislative tools to expose corruption, mis-
conduct, and other criminal activity. In this regard,
oppositional elites wield considerable power and
influence—despite the fact that Kuwait is a monarchy
and executive power remains in the hands of the
ruling Al-Sabah family. Kuwait is among the many
authoritarian regimes that host semicompetitive elec-
tions, where power remains largely in the hands of a
ruling family or hegemonic party.

Findings from Kuwait highlight the importance
of authoritarian elections—but not in the same way
existing theories predict. Where ethnicity is politically
salient, elections designed to facilitate the creation of
durable elite coalitions can also result in their undo-
ing. Whereas most studies focus on how autocrats
use elections to construct coalitions and manage
elite access to the state, this study shows that other
mechanisms can generate forms of opposition that are
beyond the autocrat’s control (Gandhi & Przeworski,
2007; Lust-Okar, 2005). Its findings hold broader
lessons for understanding how elites use ideology
strategically. Existing theories of authoritarian politics
emphasize the role of ideological “affinity” in shaping
the autocrat’s recruitment of potential allies (Bueno de
Mesquita et al., 2003; Svolik, 2012). In contrast, I show
that elites can use symbolic ideological appeals
to attract voters from outside their ethnic group.
Finally, these findings reveal that ignoring processes
that do not generate regime change or democrati-
zation obscures micro-level mechanisms that give
rise to elites unconstrained by the preferences of
incumbent autocrats.

ATHEORY OF ENDOGENOUS OPPOSITION

The existing literature suggests a pivotal role for oppo-
sition success in authoritarian elections. Successful
opposition contention has been credited with induc-
ing political liberalization, facilitating democratic
reform through collective action, and, in some cases,
generating turnover and electoral change (Bunce &
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Wolchik, 2011; Howard & Roessler, 2006). Yet this suc-
cess varies significantly across time and space, and
no clear consensus has emerged to explain this vari-
ation. Conceptual, theoretical, and empirical limita-
tions have impeded the advancement of our collective
knowledge on the sources of opposition success.

This is primarily because the term “opposition” has
multiple meanings. For some, oppositions are compo-
nents of the authoritarian regimes in which they are
embedded. These explanations typically emphasize
role complementarity: opposition is used, “and it
tends to acquiesce to this use, for some reason other
than the expectation of finding itself in power...”
(Zartman, 1988, p. 62). For others, opposition is a
normative category that embodies pro-democratic
resistance to authoritarian rule. In this study, I define
opposition as a group of elites who initiate routine,
public, and goal-oriented activities in formal institu-
tions of the state when those activities aim to limit
either (a) the extent to which state institutions imple-
ment the policy prerogatives of the ruling coalition
or (b) the ruling coalition’s effective control over
state institutions themselves. In adopting a defini-
tion of opposition rooted in elite behavior, I focus
on resources, decisions, and strategies: factors which
the democratization literature has long identified as
generative of elite-led political change (Bermeo, 1997;
O’Donnell & Schmitter, 1986).

In addition, few studies have traced the origins
of opposition. Existing theories of authoritarian poli-
tics tend to analyze the strategic interaction between
incumbent autocrats and oppositional elites or par-
ties (Lust-Okar, 2005). But without greater attention
to the mechanisms that give rise to opposition in
the first place, theorizing cannot credibly rule out
the possibility that antecedent conditions and causal
pathways that facilitate the emergence of opposition
are themselves unrelated to outcomes in authoritarian
elections. We thus need theorizing that links processes
that may or may not generate opposition to authoritar-
ianrule, on the one hand, and the variety of ways elites
challenge incumbent autocrats in electoral and leg-
islative arenas on the other. The explanation I develop
draws from the ethnic coalition literature and focuses
on how elites use symbolic ideological appeals to cap-
ture out-group minority voters and how this strategy
incentivizes opposition in legislative institutions.

The electoral consequences of ethnic
coalitions

Two problems shape the survival of incumbent auto-
crats: conflict among elites over governance and
conflict between elites and the larger population over
which they rule (Svolik, 2012). In ethnically divided
societies, incumbents manage the first problem

through the construction of ethnic coalitions. Scholars
have long argued that autocrats build coalitions large
enough to sustain their survival (Bueno de Mesquita
etal., 2003). Coalitions limit conflict, make social inter-
action possible on a larger scale, and facilitate shared
control over the rent-generating activities of the state
(North, Wallis, & Weingast, 2009). The durable, self-
reinforcing features of coalitions raise the costs of
elite defection by encouraging norms of loyalty and
making elite commitments to honor agreements more
credible (Pepinsky, 2009). In ethnically divided soci-
eties, elite members of ethnic groups comprise the
raw material from which these coalitions are built.
Ethnic geography shapes the options available to
incumbent autocrats as they construct coalitions
(Chandra, 2004; Posner, 2005). Three expectations
from the ethnic coalitions and ethnic politics litera-
tures shape the assumptions on which my theoretical
framework is built. First, incumbent autocrats opt for
oversized multiethnic coalitions that share as many
ethnic markers as possible as a result of “elite uncer-
tainty about future support by their coethnic support-
ers and coalition partners” (Bormann, 2019, p. 484).
Existing research describes ethnic groups included
in these coalitions as “dominant groups” (Wimmer,
2004; Kaufmann & Haklai, 2008; Smith, 1986). Often,
the distinction between “dominant” and “minority”
groups draws on national-level distributions of eth-
nicity to distinguish ethnic majority regimes, such as
Indonesia and Turkey, and ethnic minority regimes,
such as Bahrain and Syria (Bormann, 2019; Beiser-
McGrath & Metternich, 2020; Bormann, 2017). But in
many cases, variation in the behavior of ethnic elites
is better explained by “sub-ethnic units’ inclusion or
exclusion from networks of access” to the state (Mazur,
2019, p. 996). I modify the expectation that autocrats
frequently opt for oversized coalitions by drawing
attention to the patterning of these groups at the local,
rather than national, level. In other words, elections
provide incumbent autocrats with opportunities to
develop coalitions that include locally dominant eth-
nic groups. Autocrats incorporate different ethnic
elites at the local level, but this incorporation often
crosses distinct group boundaries at the national level.
Second, when incumbents use elections to develop
coalition partners from larger, dominant groups,
ethnic coalitions exclude minority group elites from
access to the state. Minority group elites are thus
doubly disadvantaged: without either the numbers
to challenge dominant group elites in their districts
or the privileges that accompany inclusion in eth-
nic coalitions, candidates representing these groups
struggle to compete for votes. Existing work highlights
the often violent consequences of this exclusion (Ced-
erman, Wimmer, & Min, 2010; Wimmer, 2006; Roessler,
2016). Because electoral competition structures the
political allocation of resources and rewards, such
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as access to economic rents, government sinecures,
and social services, minority elites are unable to use
elections to provide resources to in-group members.
This exclusion suggests that, in order to compete
effectively, minority elites must attract the support of
other minority out-group voters to remain electorally
viable. This is exceedingly difficult: minority elites
are often perceived as less credible and more likely
to inadvertently trigger perceptions of intergroup
competition (Arriola et al., 2020; Ferree, 2010).

Third, where elections resemble ethnic head counts
or racial censuses, the durability of ethnic coalitions
that rely on locally dominant groups constrains the
electoral options available to minority elites. Several
factors make it easier for these minority elites to suc-
ceed in elections. Where group demography is legible
and clear, cross-group agreements are more likely to
emerge (Stroschein, 2011). Minority elites can appeal
to local leaders who command moral authority, con-
trol resources, and shape the preferences of their vot-
ers to attract out-group support (Koter, 2013). When
minority elites are perceived as electorally viable,
direct contact may reduce an out-group candidate’s
credibility gap (Devasher, 2020). Over time, new par-
ties, external patrons, institutional modifications, and
valence issues can emerge to encourage cross-ethnic
voting (Coakley, 2008; Gadjanova, 2021; Jenne, 2007).

Symbolic ideological appeals

So far I have argued that, consistent with the eth-
nic coalitions and ethnic politics literatures, autocrats
seek locally dominant ethnic groups as coalition part-
ners. These partners serve as an important reservoir
of support in legislative institutions. But partnership
with locally dominant groups results in the exclu-
sion of minorities and the elites that represent them.
At the district level, minority elites face considerable
challenges in mobilizing an electorally viable bloc of
voters—given that in-group members are smaller in
number and excluded from access to the state. The
literature above points to a variety of ways that minor-
ity elites can mobilize other, excluded minorities. But
my argument relies on the strategic use of symbolic
ideological appeals as a source of minority electoral
success. In short, where minority elites are excluded
from ethnic coalitions, the strategic use of symbolic
ideological appeals can increase their appeal to other
minority voters.

Ideologies are sets of “idea-units” packaged in rea-
sonably coherent bundles that describe the nature
of political life, how power is distributed, and the
world-at-large (Gerring, 1997). Existing research
draws a distinction between symbolic and operational
ideology. Symbolic ideology refers to the affective
attachments that structure an individual’s connection

to an ideology; operational ideology refers to beliefs
about the role of government and policy that stem
from an ideology (Edelman, 1964; Ellis & Stimson,
2009; Popp & Rudolph, 2011). Unlike operational
ideology, symbolic ideology reflects sets of principles
and ideas that invoke abstract worldviews but do not
necessarily invoke concrete policies (Parkinson, 2021;
Robison et al., 2021). I define symbolic ideological
appeals as explicit statements that link the actors who
use these appeals to some category of people that
espouse generalized support for a particular ideology.
These appeals consist of (1) a candidate that uses the
appeals, (2) an association or disassociation, and (3)
the targeted group’s ideological attachments (Thau,
2019).2

Symbolic ideological appeals provide minority elites
with a set of discursive resources that are particu-
larly attractive to other minority voters in the electoral
arena. Two factors help understand why minority
elites turn to symbolic ideological appeals: the abil-
ity of symbolic ideological appeals to (1) articulate a
vision of minority group interdependence and (2) blur
seemingly impenetrable ethnic group boundaries.
First, because minority groups are similarly—but not
evenly—disadvantaged numerically, minority elites
compete unsuccessfully in the electoral arena on their
own. Interdependence occurs when group members
share common goals and the actions of others affect
group outcomes (Markus & Kitayama, 2010; Rabbie,
Schot, & Visser, 1989). Positive interdependence is
associated with more favorable out-group stereotypes
and cooperative intergroup relations (Cuddy, Fiske, &
Glick, 2007; Fiske et al., 1999, 2002). Categorization
and group boundaries are not themselves sufficient
to explain in-group favoritism or out-group prejudice:
“categories do not become in-groups/out-groups until
some kind of perceived interdependence creates the
belief that members of different categories will act for
or against self-interest” (Flippen et al., 1996, p. 883).
Symbolic ideological appeals articulate common goals
that cross-group divisions, energizing minority groups
to behave contrary to a simple cost-benefit calculation
(Sanin & Wood, 2014).

Second, symbolic ideological appeals can mod-
ify group boundaries themselves. Andreas Wimmer
describes this process as boundary blurring, or the
intentional reduction of the salience of ethnicity
as a principle of categorization or social organiza-
tion (Wimmer, 2013, pp. 61-63). Group members
can be induced to recategorize themselves as mem-
bers of a “superordinate” group rather than separate
groups, causing a reduction of prejudice, stereotyping,

2 For example, in the United States, these appeals include the following: “sup-
port working class families” (liberal) or “secure the border” (conservative). In
election campaigns in the Middle East and North Africa, these appeals include
the following: “support the Islamization of laws” (Islamist) or “support for
freedom of the press” (liberal).
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and discrimination. These inducements can extend
in-group favoritism to former out-group members
“without requiring groups to forsake valued ethnic
and racial identities” (Dovidio, Gaertner, & Kafati,
2000, p. 1). Ideological appeals can resonate with vot-
ers, even in contexts where clientelism is common
and identity is politically salient (Fossati et al., 2020;
Pepinsky, Liddle, & Mujani, 2018).

If my argument about the utility of ideological
appeals for minority candidates is correct, we should
expect to see evidence consistent with the following
hypothesis:

H1. Minority group candidates who use symbolic ide-
ological appeals in elections are more likely to mobi-
lize and capture the electoral support of out-group
minority voters.

This theoretical expectation implies that minority
candidates who use ideological appeals during elec-
tions will be better positioned to capture the support
of out-group minority voters.

I next turn to the behaviors and activities of elites in
legislative institutions. If legislators who use symbolic
ideological appeals are more likely to secure the sup-
port of voters across different minority groups, I expect
that they will be more likely to oppose government
policy in the legislature once elected. When candi-
dates use symbolic ideological appeals, they are not
beholden to one particular ethnic group—even if they
must rely, in part, on support from their ethnic group
to win. This makes the threat of opposition attractive:
ideological legislators cannot secure their reelection
by providing their supporters with resources and
rewards alone. This is the case for several reasons.
First, these candidates use the universalistic claims
embedded in symbolic ideological appeals to criti-
cize forms of campaigning that rely on promises of
in-group access. Second, many voters who vote on
the basis of ideology do so with the expectation that
the candidate they vote for will seek policy conces-
sions from the government, even if these concessions
are not clear during the campaign. Last, incumbent
autocrats cannot easily satisfy these legislators. On
the one hand, these legislators seek access to employ-
ment, educational, and other patronage-based perks
that the government provides in order to reward voters
from their tribe. On the other hand, out-group voters
who are encouraged to vote for these legislators on
the basis of ideology seek policy concessions from the
government. Taken together, the logic of the argument
implies that the regime will struggle to coopt legisla-
tors who run on ideology once they are elected. This is
because different constituents who vote for these leg-
islators are motivated by divergent concerns that the
government cannot easily accommodate.

If my argument about the opposition-inducing fea-
tures of symbolic ideological appeals is correct, we
should expect to see evidence consistent with the
following hypothesis:

H2. Once elected, candidates who use symbolic ide-
ological appeals in elections are subsequently more
likely to oppose the government in the legislature.

The second hypothesis implies that candidates who
use symbolic ideological appeals are more likely to
oppose the incumbent autocrat in the legislature—
regardless of their dominant or minority status.
Besides being more likely to oppose government pol-
icy in the legislature, if the argument I have laid out is
correct, one additional pattern should be evident. If it
is indeed the case that using ideological appeals pro-
vides legislators with a constituency-based incentive
to oppose the government in the legislature, we should
expect to see this effect regardless of the ideological
appeals candidates use. In other words, ideological dif-
ferentiation should not necessarily result in more or
less opposition. Different ideological appeals—even
if they attract different types of voters—should still
incentivize legislators to oppose the government.

STUDY CONTEXT
Identity and electoral politics in Kuwait

The above hypotheses are tested in Kuwait, an oil-rich
Arab Gulf constitutional monarchy that has held reg-
ular elections since independence. In 1976, the Emir
of Kuwait Sheikh Sabah Al-Salim Al-Sabah dissolved
the KNA, a 50-member legislature elected by regis-
tered male citizens over the age of 21. When the emir
died in 1977, he was replaced by his crown prince,
Sheikh Jaber Al-Ahmad Al-Sabah. Soon after, Sheikh
Jaber and the ruling family began consultations with
various elites in anticipation of new elections and a
reopening of the National Assembly.

Sheikh Jaber inherited an administrative and polit-
ical system shaped by his predecessors and British
planners. Since 1951, the ruling family implemented
a modernist planning ideology that encouraged—
and reproduced—unconstrained state power and an
enfeebled civil society (Al-Nakib, 2016). The old Arab
medina was demolished, and residents were relocated
to new neighborhood units outside the city limits.
These neighborhoods had distinct boundaries and
were nested between a traffic grid that extended rings
from the city center. Those urban-dwellers who had
lived in the city (henceforth, hadhar) were moved into
neighborhoods more closely adjacent to it. Bedouins

858017 SUOWILLIOD /11810 3|l [dde 8Ly Aq peusenob ke sejolfe YO 88N JO S9INJ 10§ Akeuqi8UIIUO 8|1 UO (SUOIPUOD-PLR-SLLBY W0 A8 | 1M AleIq 1jBU1|UO//SdNY) SUORIPUOD pue swie | 8y 89S *[9202/70/c2] Uo AriqiTauliuo A1 AiseAlun ameis elueA|fsuued Aq 0962T'sd/TTTT 0T/I0pAL0D A8 M ARe.q1pulUO//:SANY WoJy pepeojumod ‘g ‘9202 ‘L06S0VST



628

IDENTITY AND IDEOLOGY IN KUWAITI ELECTORAL POLITICS

1 - Sharq
2 - Mirqab
3 - Qibla
4 - Daiya
5 - Qadsiya
6 - Faiha
7 - Kaifan
8 - Hawaly
9 - Rawdah
10 - Adiliya
11 - Khaldiya
12 - Salmiya
13 - Rumaithiya
14 - Abraq Khaitan
15 - Farwaniya
16 - Omariya
17 - Jleeb Al-Shouyouk
18 - Sulaibkhat
19 - New Jahra
20 - Jahra
21 - Ahmadi
22 - Rigga
23 - Sabahiya
24 - Fahaheel
25 - Umm Al-Hayman

FIGURE 1

(henceforth, badu) that had previously lived in shan-
tytowns outside the city were naturalized and settled
into peripheral underdeveloped neighborhoods
further away from the old city center. This social cleav-
age encouraged the ruling family to develop strong ties
with communal elites in these new neighborhoods.
Two divisions, in particular, shaped the categories
of social difference made salient by this geographic
segmentation of groups and the settlement of tribes.
First, a religious cleavage divided citizens into mem-
bers of one of two large sects (Sunni and Shia). Second,
an origin cleavage divided citizens into members of
one of several localized tribal, familial, and ethno-
sectarian groups. These groups included divisions
among the recently sedenterized badu as well as
prominent kin- and family-based networks among the
hadhar.

On December 17, 1980, Sheikh Jaber issued Decree
Law No. 99 of 1980 and called for elections. The law
divided the country into 25 electoral districts: each
comprised at least one neighborhood unit. The law
also kept a nonproportional, plurality (block vote)
electoral system in place. Each voter would have up
to two votes to use in the two-member district in
which he was registered. The new law consolidated
the incorporation of the badu as an important source

Electoral districts in Kuwait, 1981-2008. Notes: Figure 1 shows the name and number of each electoral district in Kuwait.

of support for the ruling family in the legislature.
By isolating the badu, the ruling family would be
able to better solicit their loyalty through continued
sedentarization, social legislation, and direct mate-
rial rewards (Crystal, 1990). These tribes constituted
the dominant groups the regime intended to target
as its partners in the National Assembly. The new law
also divided the hadhar who, unlike the overwhelm-
ing majority of Sunni tribespeople, were segmented
both by place of origin and sect. Hadhar families
were distinguished primarily by their ties to Kuwait
City in the pre-oil era: their ancestors worked as
traders, sailors, fishermen, and pearl divers (Longva,
2006).

Figure 1 presents a map of the new electoral dis-
tricts. The law hardened boundaries between these
groups and amplified pre-oil social cleavages that
segmented the population by sect and origin. In seg-
menting the population into smaller groups on the
basis of these boundaries, the law ensured predictable
patterns of mobilization on the basis of ethnic iden-
tity. In each electoral district, a dominant group had
a plurality or majority of registered voters in the dis-
trict. Although segmentation allowed the ruling family
to deal with dominant groups in these districts in
predictable ways, it also allowed each group some
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Ethnic representation in the National Assembly, 1981-2008. Notes: Figure 2 shows the number of seats each ethnic group

won in each election (left) and the national-level share of votes each group won in each election (right).

level of representation at the national level. With
few exceptions, national-level representation of each
group remained balanced across subsequent elec-
tions. Figure 2 compares the distribution of seats in the
KNA and group-level vote shares in elections across
candidates representing these different groups from
1981 to 2008.

Symbolic ideological appeals in electoral
campaigns
When candidates nominate themselves to run in

Kuwaiti elections, they do so as nominal members of
one of the ethnic groups described above. But many

(a) Seats in the KNA
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candidates also support a particular ideology—and
use appeals that speak to these ideologies on the cam-
paign trail. Candidates who espouse support for these
ideologies do not run as representatives of these larger,
transnational movements. Though parties are not offi-
cially banned, candidates do not organize themselves
as members of party organizations. These larger ide-
ological movements are best understood as currents,
or trends. Most of these ideologies were introduced
in Kuwait by elites who belonged to civic associa-
tions and clubs before independence. But in Kuwaiti
elections, candidates nominate themselves to run in
elections only as individuals: there is no political party
law or other legislation regulating the activities of
these movements. Figure 3 compares the distribution

(b) Candidate—level vote share
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Ideological representation in the National Assembly, 1981-2008. Notes: Figure 3 shows the number of seats candidates

self-identifying with ideological movements won in each election (left) and the national-level share of votes each ideological group won in

each election (right).
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of seats in the KNA and vote shares in elections across
candidates who self-identified with these movements
from 1981 to 2008. Sunni Islamists included the Kuwait
branch of the Muslim Brotherhood, Salafis, and inde-
pendent Islamists. National-liberals, Shia Islamists,
and Populist-Leftists also ran in these elections.

After the 1981 election, candidates quickly caught
on to the fact that, in order to compete for votes, they
would need to “get votes from outside their tribe or
group.”® In 1981, 8% of candidates self-identified with
one of these movements and used symbolic ideolog-
ical appeals in subsequent campaigns. In 1985, 19%
of candidates self-identified with one of these ideo-
logical movements. The number of candidates who
chose to identify with these larger movements began
to increase: in each of the four elections from 1996 to
2006, over a quarter of all candidates self-identified
with an ideological movement. In practice, symbolic
ideological appeals provided candidates with a set of
narratives and discursive frames anchored in broader
ideologies, such as liberalism and Islamism. In Kuwait,
candidates connected these ideas to nonspecific com-
mitments to reform and anti-corruption. But these
appeals did not have clear political implications or
policy goals—nor did they provide candidates with a
set of clear programmatic initiatives that they could
sell on the campaign trail.”

Symbolic ideology allowed candidates to present
themselves as stewards of larger global causes. This
presentation provided these political entrepreneurs
with a set of rhetorical tools that helped convince
voters that, if elected, they would forgo the particu-
lar interests of their tribe or group. A former legislator
described how, as an independent Islamist, he was
able to attract a larger number of votes: “This ideology
is a solution to everything: genocide, poverty, social
justice. Islam is not just for me: it is for everyone. No
matter where I went, I spoke about this ideology on
the campaign trail.”® A former candidate reflecting on
his failure to win in previous elections lamented the
use of ideology in this way. “These were the good old
days of quick fix ideologies that will save the world.
They don’t make sense. You want to fix the world and
liberate Palestine in two weeks? Sorry. Not possible.”%

Data

To test the above hypotheses, I draw on two original
sources of data covering seven elections and legisla-
tive terms from 1981 to 2008 (Tavana, 2025). I focus on

3 Interview with former candidate, January 12, 2022.

4 Interview with former legislator, December 26, 2021; interview with former
candidate, January 5, 2022.

5 Interview with former legislator, December 8, 2021.

6 Interview with former candidate, March 13, 2021.

this time period because there is very little informa-
tion about the social composition of electoral districts
before 1981. In addition, after the 2006 election, the
number of electoral districts was reduced to five and
two separate changes modified the number of candi-
dates each elector could vote for. To ease comparison
across multiple elections held under the same elec-
toral system, I have limited the scope of the analysis
to this time period.

First, the data used to test H; comes from the
Kuwait National Assembly Elections Dataset, an orig-
inal dataset of candidate-level election results from
1963 to the present. I collected these data from numer-
ous government and newspaper archives and contem-
poraneous accounts of elections written by academics,
journalists, and others. Overall, a total of 1,969 can-
didates (1,283 unique candidates) ran in the seven
elections from 1981 to 2008. Additional details and a
description of the sources of these data can be found
in Online Appendix A (pp. 2-6). I pair these candidate-
level election results with detailed information about
the social composition of each electoral district. These
data describe what I refer to as “tribal censuses,” or the
number of registered voters belonging to each tribe or
group in each electoral district. Since the mid-1980s,
local newspapers began reporting the number of reg-
istered voters belonging to each tribe, sect, and group
in each electoral district. These data allow for tests of
the theory’s implications regarding candidate strate-
gies designed to attract out-group support over time.
These sources were used to develop a panel dataset
that includes the size of each tribe in each electoral
district from 1981 to the present. A description of the
tribal censuses can be found in Online Appendix B
(pp. 7-10).

Second, features of the Kuwait case allow me to
measure opposition at the legislator level. The Kuwaiti
constitution permits the government to participate
in the legislative process in unique ways: members of
the Council of Ministers, or cabinet, serve as ex officio
voting members of the National Assembly. Ministers
include members of the ruling Al-Sabah family, elected
legislators, and others outside government. The total
number of ministers cannot exceed one-third the
number of elected legislators, or 16. After appointing a
prime minister, the emir approves the appointment of
ministers and can relieve them of their posts. Ministers
typically vote as a bloc, and their votes are recorded,
permitting uncommon insight into the ruling family’s
preferences on legislation. In the sections below, I use
this feature to develop more fine-grained measures
of opposition. Data used to test H, come from two
sources. First, with Erin York, I collected the Kuwait
National Assembly Roll Call Votes dataset, an orig-
inal dataset of all legislator votes on each piece of
legislation passed by the KNA from 1963 to 2016.
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Second, I scraped data from the National Assembly of
Kuwait’s Online Parliamentary Information System,
which includes digitized.pdf files of all legislative rec-
ommendations and queries submitted by legislators
since 1963. Further descriptions of these sources can
be found in Online Appendix A (pp. 2-6). Overall, a
total of 352 legislators (172 unique legislators) served
in the seven legislative terms that spanned 1981
to 2008.

I also draw on interviews conducted as part of a
larger project in which I interviewed over 150 current
and former candidates and legislators, government
officials, and members of the ruling family.” The inter-
views were conducted over 18 months of fieldwork
between 2017 and 2022. I also use a variety of pri-
mary and secondary sources, including memoirs and
monographs written by journalists, academics, and
political leaders, newspaper articles, and government
documents from the KNA.

Variables

The dependent variable of interest for H; is Out-group
support, or the share of valid votes a candidate receives
from (out-group) voters that do not belong to their
tribe or group in an electoral district (d) in an elec-
tion year (?). This can be expressed as a*/b* where a*
denotes the number of out-group voters in the dis-
trict who voted for the candidate and b* denotes the
number of all out-group registered voters in the dis-
trict. For example, in an electoral district with 100
voters evenly split between two ethnic groups, a candi-
date who receives 10 votes from outside their tribe or
group would have a level of out-group support equal
to 20%. However, the absence of accurate information
about both a* and b* is common in studies of ethnic
voting. This makes it difficult to estimate candidate-
level out-group support using aggregate electoral
data.

Data from the tribal censuses allow me to estimate
b* But even where detailed district-level informa-
tion about b* is available, a* is always unknown: in
the absence of survey data, we do not know how
many of a candidate’s voters belong to those outside
their ethnic group. Borrowing from Chandra (2004)
and other studies of electoral behavior, I develop a
measure of candidate-level out-group support in the
Kuwaiti context. Formally, I define out-group support

7 Approval for this research was provided by the Toulouse School of
Economics-Institute for Advanced Study Review Board for Ethical Standards
(reference code 2021-11-003).

for candidate i in electoral district d in election-year ¢
as

Out-group support;;;

Valid votes for candidate i
in district d in election-year ¢

~ Voters in district d in election-year ¢

Voters in candidate i’s tribe/group
indistrictdin election-year ¢

~ Voters in district din election-year ¢

In simple terms, I subtract the percentage of regis-
tered voters belonging to the candidate’s tribe or group
from the percentage of valid votes received by each
candidate at the district-election-year level. For exam-
ple, if a candidate receives 25% of the district’s valid
votes, but the candidate’s tribe or group includes 20%
of the registered voters in the district, the candidate’s
extent of out-group support is 5%.% Interviews with
candidates suggest the measure captures the extent of
a candidate’s out-group support. For example, a can-
didate who ran in District 16 (Omariya) described his
electoral base: “From my tribe, I had about 600 votes.
The remaining 500 votes were from hadhar voters who
supported me.”” In this particular election, with 653
registered voters belonging to the candidate’s tribe,
the candidate received an out-group support score of
16.1% (using the measure described above). Assuming
that the number of out-group voters (500) who voted
for the candidate is accurate, the candidate’s “true”
score is 23.2%. Cases where interview subjects were
able to provide reasonable estimates of out-group
support validate the measure described above.

The key independent variable measures the inter-
action of group size and ideology. I operationalize
each candidate’s use of symbolic ideological appeals
by creating the Ideology variable, which takes a value
of one if the candidate self-identified with an ideo-
logical movement during the election. I qualitatively
coded this variable using information documenting
the names of candidates who self-identified with these
movements. These documents come from newspaper

8 There are limitations to this measurement of out-group support. First,
though district-level turnout is high, we cannot assume that the composition
of registered voters reflects the composition of voters. The measure assumes
that the composition of valid votes reflects the composition of registered
voters—consistent with other studies that use ecological inference techniques
to estimate ethnic voting; see, for example, (Stojanovi¢ & Strijbis, 2019). It is
plausible, though unlikely, that dominant group voters abstained from vot-
ing in ways that differed systematically from minority group voters. Second,
absent more fine-grained historical survey data, we cannot know for certain
that minority elites were capturing the support of other minority out-groups.
This is unlikely, as more candidates tend to run, per seat, among each district’s
dominant groups; see Chandra (2004) and Strijbis and Kotnarowski (2015) for
a more detailed discussion of these challenges.

9 Interview with former legislator, January 31, 2022.
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FIGURE 4 Out-group support: Dominant and minority candidates. Notes: Figure 4 plots the distribution of out-group support for both

dominant (mean = —0.40, SD = 0.25) and minority (mean = —0.04, SD = 0.15) candidates.

articles, government documents, and contemporane-
ous accounts and analyses of elections written by
academics, journalists, and others. This information is
not difficult to obtain in Kuwait, as less than 300 can-
didates typically nominate themselves to run in each
election. Because these affiliations were reported in
the media—and confirmed by candidates themselves
at the time and retrospectively—I assume that candi-
dates who self-identified in this way during an election
used symbolic ideological appeals while campaigning.
Additional specifications break this binary variable
down into the constituent ideologies described above.
Using the tribal censuses, I operationalize group size
by comparing the size of each candidate’s tribe or
group in each electoral district in each election-year.
To do this, I create the Minority variable, which takes
a value of one if the candidate’s tribe or group is
not the largest, numerically, at the district-year level.
Online Appendix A (pp. 2-6) describes how these data
were collected and coded in greater detail. Clear dif-
ferences in patterns of out-group support among both
dominant and minority candidates are presented in
Figure 4. The figure presents preliminary evidence
in support of the argument that minority candidates
were better able to attract out-group support from
other minority voters.

I include several variables based on sources of bias
at the candidate level as controls. First, it could be
that incumbency facilitates the capture of out-group
support. I include a binary variable, Incumbent, that
takes the value of one if the candidate was elected
in the preceding election-year. The variable Experi-
ence takes the value of one if the candidate ran in
any previous election. The variable Previous candi-
date takes the value of one if the candidate ran in
the preceding election. I also include several time-
variant variables that are assigned at the district level.
It is likely the case that, when more candidates run

overall, candidates are less likely to attract out-group
support. Total candidates measures the total number
of candidates running at the district-year level. Next,
when more candidates run from the same group or
tribe as the candidate, candidates are less likely to
attract out-group support. In-group candidates mea-
sures the total number of candidates running from
the same group as the candidate. Similarly, when
multiple candidates run using the same type of ide-
ological appeals, those candidates will be less likely
to attract out-group support—as minority voters will
likely split votes among them. Ideological candidates
measures the total number of candidates who used the
same ideological appeals as the candidate. Mechan-
ically, minority candidates may be better positioned
to obtain out-group support because they are numer-
ically disadvantaged. To address this, Largest group
controls for the size of the dominant group in the
district. Last, when a larger number of voters in the
district participate in the election, out-group support
may be lower. Turnout measures the percentage of reg-
istered voters in the district who voted in the election.
Table Al in the Online Appendix reports summary
statistics for the variables used to test H;.

The dependent variables for H2 include four mea-
sures of legislative activity, each measured as count
variables at the legislator-term level covering each
elected legislator that served in the KNA from 1981
to 2008. Opposition measures the number of times
the legislator voted against the government in all
laws passed in a legislative term and Opposition
(budget) restricts this count to budget laws. Recom-
mendations measures the number of parliamentary
recommendations submitted by the legislator. Queries
measures the number of parliamentary queries sub-
mitted by the legislator. The key independent variable
is an indicator of whether or not the legislator used
symbolic ideological appeals in the preceding elec-
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tion. Similar to H1, I operationalize ideology by creat-
ing the Ideology variable, which takes a value of one
if the candidate used symbolic ideological appeals in
the preceding election. I include a number of con-
trol variables that shape a legislator’s willingness to
oppose the government and are correlated with Ide-
ology. These variables include the control variables
described above: Incumbent, Experience, and Previous
candidate. Because legislators can serve as ministers,
I add the variable Minister which takes a value of one
if the legislator was appointed to serve as a minister
at any point during the legislative term. Last, political
competition at the district level may shape subsequent
legislator behavior. I include the variable Margin of
victory which subtracts the percentage of valid votes
received by the first loser in the district from the per-
centage of valid votes received by the legislator. Table
A2 in the Online Appendix reports summary statistics
for the variables used to test Hs.

Estimation

To test H1, I estimate pooled fixed effects regression
models at the candidate-district-year level, where i
indexes candidates, d indexes electoral districts, and ¢
indexes election-years:

Out-group support,,, = 3,Ideology,,, + f,Minority,
+ Bs(Ideology,,, x Minority,,) + X, +ag+3; + &g

The equation estimates the relationship between out-
group support and two independent variables, Ideol-
ogy and Minority. The coefficient §; represents the
difference between the average level of out-group sup-
port for candidates who used symbolic ideological
appeals and those who did not. The coefficient 3,
represents the difference between the average level
of out-group support for candidates in a minority
tribe or group and candidates in a majority tribe or
group. I then introduce an interaction term to assess
how a candidate’s level of out-group support changes
depending on whether or not a candidate represents
a minority tribe or group and whether or not a can-
didate used ideological appeals. The coefficient £3
represents the effect of ideology relative to the size
of the candidate’s group or tribe. X! is a vector of
covariates for a given candidate i: these covariates vary
across districts (d) and election-years (#). Finally,
represents electoral district fixed effects and &, repre-
sents election-year fixed effects. Electoral district fixed
effects capture time-invariant characteristics unique
to particular electoral districts. Election-year fixed
effects capture shocks in particular elections that
affect each candidate independent of their electoral
district. This allows me to rule out alternative expla-
nations based on factors invariant across electoral

districts and election-years. In the following section, I
include a reduced model with the independent vari-
ables of interest only (Minority and Ideology), a model
that includes their interaction, a model that adds
the above covariates, and models that include district
fixed effects, election-year fixed effects, and both dis-
trict and election-year fixed effects. Standard errors are
heteroskedasticity-robust.

Given the event count nature of the data, for H2,
I estimate pooled negative binomial models at the
legislator-district-year level. In doing so, I allow for
a conditional variance in these count measures that
exceeds their conditional means, relaxing the mean-
variance equality assumption underlying traditional
Poisson estimation. Observed values of these counts
lend support to this decision: variance for each mea-
sure far exceeds their corresponding means. Similar
to H1, I estimate models where i indexes legislators,
d indexes electoral districts, and t indexes election-
years:

Yiq: = B11deology;;, + X, + g+ 8, + €ia

The equation estimates the relationship between Ide-
ologyand the following dependent variables of interest
(the four distinct forms of legislative activity described
above): Opposition, Opposition (budget), Recommen-
dations, and Queries. The coefficient §; represents
the difference in legislative activity for legislators who
used symbolic ideological appeals in the preceding
election and those who did not. Because a small
number of legislators enter and exit the legislature
at different times, I include an offset variable that
approximates each legislator’s length of membership
in a given legislature. Additional variables included in
these models are otherwise identical to those used to
test H1.

ANALYSIS

How symbolic ideological appeals attract
out-group support

Table 1 presents the results for H1. The first two
columns include reduced models that estimate
only the effect of the Minority and Ideology, and
their interaction, on Out-group support. The third
column includes a vector of covariates that, as
described above, control for a variety of individual-
and district-level confounders. The fourth column
includes district-level fixed effects, the fifth column
includes election-year fixed effects, and the sixth
column includes both. Consistent with H1, the coeffi-
cients on Minority, Ideology, and their interaction are
positive and statistically significant across all speci-
fications. When candidates use symbolic ideological
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TABLE 1 Effect of ideology and minority status on out-group support.
(e))] (2 3 4) (5) (6)
Ideology 0.085** 0.052** 0.098** 0.097** 0.091** 0.096**
(0.012) (0.017) (0.018) (0.018) (0.018) (0.018)
Minority 0.371** 0.354** 0.176** 0.174** 0.175%* 0.173**
(0.009) (0.011) (0.009) (0.009) (0.009) (0.009)
Ideology x Minority 0.081** 0.051** 0.054** 0.057** 0.054**
(0.022) (0.018) (0.018) (0.018) (0.018)
Incumbent 0.080** 0.079** 0.079** 0.078**
(0.011) (0.010) (0.011) (0.010)
Experience 0.011* 0.010** 0.012%* 0.010**
(0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003)
Previous candidate 0.038** 0.040** 0.038** 0.040**
(0.010) (0.010) (0.010) (0.010)
Total candidates 0.005** 0.005** 0.005** 0.004**
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)
In-group candidates —0.024** —0.027** —0.024** —0.027**
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)
Ideological candidates —0.026** —0.021* —0.023* —0.020*
(0.009) (0.009) (0.009) (0.009)
Largest group (%) —0.495** —0.488** —0.479** —0.472%*
(0.022) (0.079) (0.022) (0.079)
Turnout 0.095* 0.202** —0.276** —0.011
(0.043) (0.041) (0.070) (0.076)
Constant —0.423** —0.415** —0.141**
(0.009) (0.009) (0.035)
Controls v v 4 4
District FE v 4
Election-year FE v 4
Adjusted R? 0.45 0.45 0.75 0.78 0.76 0.78
Observations 1,968 1,968 1,968 1,968 1,968 1,968

Notes: Heteroskedasticity-robust standard errors in parentheses.
Abbreviation: FE, fixed effects.
p<0.10; *p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01.

appeals, they are more likely to attract out-group
voters. Similarly, minority candidates are more likely
to attract out-group voters. As shown in Figure 4
above, minority candidates in general have an easier
time attracting voters outside their tribe or group.
But as H1 predicts, the effect of ideology is greater
for minority candidates. Across all specifications, the
interaction of Minority and Ideology is positive and
statistically significant.

These results are robust to the inclusion of sev-
eral covariates. Individual-level variables including
Incumbency, Experience, and Previous experience each
increase the likelihood that a candidate will capture
voters from outside their group. In contrast, when
additional in-group candidates (In-group candidates)

and candidates using similar ideological appeals (Ide-
ological candidates) also run, competition constrains
the ability of candidates to attract out-group support.
As expected, when the district’s dominant group is
larger, candidates are less likely to capture out-group
voters—because the pool of available minority voters
is smaller.

Because interaction effects are difficult to interpret,
Figure 5 presents linear combinations of the Minority
and Ideology coefficients, and their interaction, from
Table 1 above. The first panel plots the Ideology coeffi-
cient (8;) from column 4 (square), column 5 (triangle),
and column (circle) in Table 1. The second panel
plots the Minority coefficient (8,). The third panel
plots the linear combination of the Ideology, Minor-
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FIGURE 5 Interaction effect of ideology and minority on out-group support. Notes: Figure 5 plots linear combinations of coefficients

(black dots) from column 4 (district fixed effects), column 5 (election-year fixed effects), and 6 (district and election-year fixed effects) in
Table 1. Thick (90%) and thin (95%) gray bars represent confidence intervals. All effects are significant at p < 0.01.

ity, and Minority x Ideology coefficients (8;+82+p3).
Taken together, these results explain the variation pre-
sented in Figure 4 above. When minority candidates
representing minority tribes or groups use ideological
appeals, they are able to nearly double their extent of
out-group support in the district.

Evidence from candidates highlights the strategic
efficacy of symbolic ideological appeals. Two mech-
anisms are particularly important and are repeated
often by minority candidates who campaigned in this
way. First, when minority candidates use symbolic
ideological appeals, they are able to credibly signal
that other minority out-group voters share a common
goal in the candidate’s electoral success. These appeals
facilitated a growing sense of minority group interde-
pendence. Candidates who used ideological appeals
in these elections often reflected on how different
their campaigns were from those of their rivals. “When
you run as an Islamist,” one former legislator told
me, “you signal a particular vision. A symbolic model
of cooperation that encourages people to put aside
their differences. In every rally I held, I drew atten-
tion to this vision so that other tribes knew I was
not focused solely on my own tribe.”'? Candidates
deploy these appeals in an effort to unite other minor-
ity voters—despite their differences. The negative and
statistically significant coefficient for Largest group in
Table 1 indicates this, as well: when dominant group
voters comprise a larger share of the district’s voters,
candidates are less likely to attract out-group support.

Symbolic ideological appeals also blur group
boundaries. For example, across three elections from
1981 to 1992, in District 23 (Sabahiya), the dominant
Awazem tribe’s candidates won all six of the seats
contested in the district. But before the 1996 election,
elites from each minority tribe in the district met

10 Interview with former legislator, December 20, 2021.

to discuss how they could break the Awazem tribe’s
hold on the district. Once each minority tribe selected
a candidate, they would have their own election to
limit the pool down to two candidates. Muhammad
Al-Olayim, a member of the much smaller Mutran
tribe, succeeded in the election—and later went on
to win in the general election, receiving more votes
than either Awazem candidate. A participant in the
popular gathering election described how Al-Olayim’s
use of ideological appeals as a member of the Mus-
lim Brotherhood ensured his victory. Voters believed
that Al-Olayim would be better positioned to support
the interests and needs of all voters in the district.'!
Though pre-electoral coordination is not common in
Kuwait, the example of District 23 (Sabahiya) indicates
that symbolic ideological appeals can help candi-
dates blur group boundaries in an effort to convince
out-group voters to support their campaigns.

A similar pattern is evident in District 22 (Rigga):
in five elections from 1981 to 1999, the dominant
Ajman tribe’s candidates won eight of the ten seats
contested in the district. For nearly two decades, the
Ajman legislators supported the government in the
KNA in exchange for the provision of clientelist ben-
efits that went primarily to members of the tribe.
After the 1999 election, it was clear that the Ajman
were refusing “to leave room for any other tribe.”'? In
2003, two independent Islamists from smaller tribes,
Jassim Al-Kandari and Abdullah Akash, ran against
the Ajman. “Ideology is not about belief. It’s about
trust—and this had a huge effect,” one candidate told
me. “From many tribes, we became one—and this
made it clear to the smaller tribes that we would
do things differently.”'® In 2003, both independent

! Interview with former legislator, January 10, 2022.
12 Interview with former legislator, December 26, 2021.
13 Interview with former legislator, December 26, 2021.
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Islamist candidates defeated the Ajman candidates.
Though they did not formally endorse each other in
the election, the election changed how voters under-
stood competition in the district: Islamist candidates
were competing against pro-government Ajman can-
didates who cared only for their tribe. In both districts,
symbolic ideological appeals blurred the boundaries
separating minority groups. This blurring permitted
candidates who used these appeals to win by under-
mining the salience of identity as a mobilizing force in
the election itself.

Ideology inside the Kuwait National
Assembly

Once in the legislature, legislators who use ideo-
logical appeals while campaigning should be more
likely to engage in forms of oppositional activity in
the legislature. Table 2 presents the main results for
H2. The dependent variable in columns 1 and 2 is
a count variable indicating the number of times a
legislator voted against the government (Opposition).
Opposition (budget) restricts this count to budget
laws in columns 3 and 4. The dependent variables
for columns 5-8 are count variables, indicating the
number of recommendations (Recommendations) and
queries (Queries) submitted by the legislator. Columns
1, 3, 5, and 7 present results from the full specifi-
cations with a binary variable for Ideology, including
district and election-year fixed effects. Columns 2, 4, 6,
and 8 present results from the full specifications with
a categorical variable for Ideology, where unaffiliated
legislators are the reference category, including district
and election-year fixed effects. For each dependent
variable, additional specifications are printed in Tables
A4-A7 in Online Appendix C (pp. 11-12).

Consistent with H2, the coefficients for Ideology in
each model are positive and statistically significant
across all specifications. The coefficient in these mod-
els indicates the difference in the log of the expected
count of the dependent variable between legislators
who used symbolic ideological appeals in the preced-
ing election and unaffiliated legislators who did not.
Legislators who used ideological appeals were more
than twice as likely to oppose the government across
all laws and more than three times as likely to oppose
the government across all budget laws. Similarly, these
legislators submitted 4% more recommendations and
75% more queries than their unaffiliated counterparts.

Columns 2, 4, 6, and 8 disaggregate Ideology and
examine patterns across legislators who self-identified
with each ideological movement. Across opposition
to all laws and budget laws, the findings are consis-
tent. Though there is heterogeneity in the submission
of recommendations and queries across these groups,
the overall pattern remains the same. With few excep-

tions, “ideological” legislators were more likely to sub-
mit recommendations and queries. Figure 6 presents
exponentiated coefficients from columns 2, 4, 6, and 8.
The first panel plots the disaggregated Ideology coeffi-
cients from column 2, the second panel from column
4, the third panel from column 6, and the fourth
panel from column 8. Taken together, these results
explain the pattern predicted by H2: once elected,
candidates who used symbolic ideological appeals in
the preceding election were more likely to oppose the
government.'*

Once elected, why are “ideological” legislators more
likely to oppose the government? Legislators who use
these appeals describe how they represent voters with
often competing interests: voters from their tribe or
group who rely on services and material rewards, and
ideological voters who find these offers less attractive.
One former pro-government, dominant group legisla-
tor criticized the use of symbolic ideological appeals
in his district. The use of symbolic ideological appeals
“hijacks the tribe and puts it in service of some other
cause.” He continued crudely: “It’s like drinking milk
from two different breasts. Do not act like you are part
of the tribe if your intention is to help voters from
outside your tribe.”'> Another legislator explained:
“Voters in my group want services or access to gov-
ernment employment. They don'’t care what I do in
the legislature. One day, a voter asked me to go with
him to a ministry because he needed help. I said, ‘I
won'’t go with you because I just submitted a vote
of no confidence against that minister!’” He replied:
‘Am I voting for you to submit votes of no confidence
or am I voting for you to get what I need?”’'® Taken
together, evidence from former legislators suggests an
electoral connection between out-group support and
oppositional activity in the legislature.

ROBUSTNESS TESTS

To increase confidence in the above results, I conduct
a series of robustness tests: full results are included
in Online Appendix C (pp. 11-20). First, to address
within-subject dependence, I replicate Tables 1 and 2
and cluster standard errors at the individual candidate
and legislator level for H1 and H2, respectively. The
statistical significance of the above tests a robust to
this concern (Tables A9 and A10 in Online Appendix C,
pp. 14-15).

14T also consider the argument—a corollary to H2—that minority legislators
who used symbolic ideological appeals in the preceding election were more
likely to oppose the government. Table A8 in Online Appendix C (p. 13) repli-
cates columns 1, 3, 5, and 7 in 2 and adds an interaction term that explores the
behavior of these legislators. This test is an extension of H2 and findings from
this analysis provide additional evidence in support of the argument.

15 Interview with former legislator, January 13, 2022.

16 Interview with former legislator, February 1, 2022.
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TABLE 2 Effect of ideology on legislative opposition.
Opposition Opposition (budget) Recommendations Queries
1) (2 3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (€]
Ideology 0.918** 1.160** 0.040 0.561**
(0.113) (0.158) (0.107) (0.119)
Independent Islamist 0.632%* 1.037** 0.347" 0.477*
(0.212) (0.307) (0.199) (0.235)
Salafi 0.758** 1.076** 0.647** 1.112**
(0.190) (0.302) (0.207) (0.203)
Muslim Brotherhood 0.691** 0.882** 0.024 0.539**
(0.163) (0.210) (0.173) (0.176)
Shia Islamist 1.206** 1.199** 0.625" 1.005**
(0.220) (0.253) (0.330) (0.364)
Populist-Leftist 1.630** 2.381** —0.125 0.760**
(0.244) (0.367) (0.259) (0.232)
National—Liberal 0.781** 0.840** —0.431** 0.212
(0.174) (0.237) (0.162) (0.168)
Incumbent —0.043 —0.113 —0.126 —0.269 —0.294* —0.294* —0.256* —0.274*
(0.131) (0.130) (0.183) (0.190) (0.123) (0.123) (0.127) (0.126)
Experience 0.036 0.011 0.063 0.033 —0.175** —0.147** -0.078* —0.065"
(0.038) (0.039) (0.053) (0.055) (0.036) (0.041) (0.034) (0.037)
Previous candidate 0.126 0.182 0.184 0.302 0.303" 0.284" 0.233 0.207
(0.161) (0.161) (0.243) (0.242) (0.166) (0.163) (0.164) (0.163)
Minister —1.624** —1.536** —1.801** —1.743** —1.275%* —1.367** —1.337** —1.406**
(0.296) (0.299) (0.428) (0.437) (0.288) (0.279) (0.287) (0.268)
Margin of victory —0.592 —0.586 —0.536 —0.608 0.680 0.770 0.604 0.741
(0.500) (0.481) (0.660) (0.667) (0.502) (0.469) (0.564) (0.581)
Constant 1.585%* 1.663** 1.065** 1.134** 1.596** 1.740%* 1.283** 1.341**
(0.141) (0.156) (0.142) (0.155) (0.131) (0.151) (0.107) (0.113)
Controls v 4 v v v v v v
District FE v v/ v/ v v/ v v v/
Term FE v v v v v/ v v v/
Observations 352 352 352 352 352 352 352 352

Notes: Heteroskedasticity-robust standard errors in parentheses.
Abbreviation: FE, fixed effects.
"p<0.10; *p < 0.05; **p < 0.01.

Next, I assess the impact of unobserved cofounders.
To do this, I rely on a series of sensitivity analyses
that evaluate the impact omitted variables have on the
results, permitting an investigation of the robustness
of the above findings to unobserved confounding. The
approach I adopt uses worst-case scenarios to evalu-
ate the effect of confounders on point estimates and
tests for statistical significance. The strength of these
confounders can be benchmarked against control
variables. I use Model 3 in Table 1 and the three can-
didate controls (Incumbent, Experience, and Previous
candidate) to benchmark the effect of confounding.

The sensitivity analysis for the interaction of Ideol-
ogy and Minorityindicates that a potential confounder
that would explain 7.0% of the residual variance of
both the interaction term and the dependent vari-
able would be strong enough to bring the point
estimate of the interaction to zero (Table All in
Online Appendix C, p. 16). When benchmarked
against observed control variables, a confounder
three times the strength of each of these controls
would not be sufficient to bring the point estimate
of the interaction term to zero. Additional results of
this analysis can be found in Figure A9 in Online
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FIGURE 6 Effect ofideology (disaggregated) on legislative activity. Notes: Figure 6 plots exponentiated coefficients (shapes) from

columns 2, 4, 6, and 8 in Table 2. Thick (90%) and thin (95%) bars represent confidence intervals.

Tp<0.10; *p < 0.05; * p < 0.01.

Appendix C (p. 16). Overall, the estimate appears
robust to potential confounders.

I also use a more conservative measure of each can-
didate’s vote share to construct Out-group support.
Each voter selected up to two candidates in each of the
seven elections analyzed in the above analysis. Mea-
suring vote share as the number of valid votes for each
candidate divided by the number of registered voters
could generate measures of vote share that are dis-
torted in unpredictable ways (Katz, 2003). To adjust
for this, I use the Swiss “fictional voter” method to
equalize the unequal contribution of each candidate’s
votes to the district’s total valid votes (Mustillo & Polga-
Hecimovich, 2018). Table A12 in Online Appendix C
(p. 17) replicates the analysis in Table 1 using this
dependent variable.

Next, I consider the alternative explanation
described above: that minority candidates are bet-
ter able mechanically to capture out-group support
because they have a larger pool of voters to attract and
a smaller pool of voters from their own tribe or group.
If this is correct, we should expect to see a strong rela-
tionship between the absolute size of the candidate’s
group and out-group support. I substitute Minority
with a continuous variable measuring the size of the
candidate’s group in the district. The effect of the
interaction of this variable and Ideology is smaller and
statistically indistinguishable from zero, even after
controlling for the size of the largest group (Largest
group) in the district. I interpret this as evidence that

candidates representing minority groups that are
numerically larger are not better able to secure out-
group support—even after controlling for the size of
the largest group in the district—than similar minority
candidates representing smaller groups. Table A13 in
Online Appendix C (p. 18) prints results replicating
Table 1 with this independent variable.

Last, I turn to the argument that specific election-
years, districts, or groups may drive the results in
Table 1. I partition the data into several subsets,
sequentially removing one election-year from the
analysis, then one district, and finally, one ethnic
group. Figure Al0 in Online Appendix C (p. 19)
presents a visualization of the Minority x Ideology
interaction term from each of these partitioned
datasets. To present additional evidence that the find-
ings in Table 1 are not being driven by specific groups,
I regress Ideology on a categorical variable indicat-
ing the name of the group to which each candidate
belongs in Table Al4 in Online Appendix C (p. 20).
Even after the inclusion of fixed effects specified in
the test for H1 above, these coefficients are statisti-
cally indistinguishable from zero with one exception.
A related concern stems from temporal changes to the
social composition of districts. If districts change over
time, the effect could be due to changes either in the
relative number of dominant or minority registered
voters in the district. In Online Appendix B (pp. 7-10),
I show that the size of each group in each district did
not change across elections.
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CONCLUSION

Many authoritarian regimes hold competitive
elections—but these elections have given rise to
powerful oppositions that subvert the autocrat’s policy
agenda, engage in disruptive behavior in state institu-
tions, and agitate for political change. This article has
analyzed elite behavior in Kuwait, where the strategic
use of symbolic ideological appeals gave rise over
time to one of the region’s most powerful opposi-
tions. Findings support the argument that oppositions
are not always created or effectively managed by
incumbent autocrats. Rather, oppositions can emerge
endogenously from repeated elections.

The theory and evidence presented above con-
tribute to the literature on authoritarian politics by
looking beyond elections as a strategy of control.
While mechanisms of control are evident in patterns
of cooptation in authoritarian institutions, existing
explanations cannot explain significant variation in
opposition success. The argument above differs from
previous studies by drawing attention to the way
individual elites mobilize voters and how divergent
electoral strategies result in different patterns of leg-
islative contestation. The argument also advances the
literature on ethnic politics. While most studies show
that ethnic coalitions are durable and self-reinforcing,
I show how under certain conditions, these coalitions
can unravel. Existing arguments focus on how candi-
dates rely on information, resources and clientelism,
and in-group favoritism to mobilize voters (Arriola,
2013; Birnir, 2007; Conroy-Krutz, 2013; Rabushka &
Shepsle, 1974). In contrast, I show how candidates
can use symbolic ideological appeals to blur ethnic
boundaries and credibly capture out-group voters.

The evidence comes from an authoritarian regime
that permits competitive elections and implements
policy through a legislature with law-making power.
But the argument that oppositions are endogenous to
elections likely applies to other contexts and time peri-
ods. Figure 7 provides additional evidence from the
Varieties of Democracy (V-Dem) project (Coppedge
et al,, 2021). The left panel shows how opposition has
increased in all authoritarian regimes from 1980 to
2020. Consistent with the evidence presented above,
opposition in Kuwait increased over this time period.
Other autocracies have experienced a similar expan-
sion of opposition over time. The remaining five
Gulf Cooperation Council (GCC) countries, which did
not hold elections during this time period, did not
experience a similar expansion of opposition. A coun-
terfactual case where Kuwait—like peer countries in
the GCC—did not hold regular elections is not difficult
to imagine.

Temporal variation in the size of opposition sug-
gests the plausible endogeneity of opposition to elec-

tions, as well. The right panel of Figure 7 provides
some counterfactual evidence. Since the onset of the
third wave, opposition has expanded in authoritar-
ian regimes that hold direct legislative elections—and
contracted in those that do not. There are several
plausible alternative explanations for this empirical
pattern. But the pattern raises comparative questions
about the generative effect of elections on the expan-
sion of opposition. Dictators may use elections to
mitigate elite conflict to stay in power. But even if
these mechanisms do not facilitate regime transitions
or democratization, they may strengthen opposition.

Why were symbolic ideological appeals used so
effectively in the Kuwaiti case and how far can the
above argument travel? Beyond Kuwait, the scope of
the argument relies on three conditions: the salience of
ethnic identity, the law-making power of authoritarian
legislatures, and the mobilizing potential of ideology.
While these first two conditions are common in other
authoritarian regimes, elite incentives to move away
from ethnic mobilization are less common. In Kuwait,
ideological movements predated the onset of mass
politics in the 1980s. These ideological movements
held broad, transnational appeal—and were popu-
lar throughout the region. Though the ruling family
occasionally offered policy concessions demanded by
these legislators, at no point did the regime offer its
own ideological alternative. These features of the case
should encourage future studies to explore whether
these mechanisms work beyond authoritarian regimes
that do not explicitly espouse a “dominant ideology”
(Linz, 2000; Wahman, 2011).

Theories of authoritarian politics center on the
strategic interaction between incumbent autocrats
and oppositional elites, movements, and parties.
These theories conceive of actors as ontologically
and temporally prior to these strategic interactions.
One implication of the theory of endogenous oppo-
sition is that these strategic interactions can shape
the preferences and options of actors in unexpected
ways. The role of timing, sequencing, and endo-
geneity in generating feedback loops is an important
focus of comparative historical analysis. Theories of
authoritarian politics may benefit from greater atten-
tion to how the preferences of incumbent autocrats
and oppositional elites change because of the strate-
gic interactions central to these theories (Falleti &
Riofrancos, 2018; Pierson, 1993).

This article’s findings imply that symbolic ideolog-
ical appeals merit greater attention in comparative
politics. Existing scholarship points to an important
distinction between clientelist, programmatic, and
charismatic appeals. These approaches tend not to
distinguish ideological and party-based programmatic
appeals: “Ideology tends to be thus more a quality of
parties than of individuals” (Kitschelt, 2000, p. 848).

858017 SUOWILLIOD /11810 3|l [dde 8Ly Aq peusenob ke sejolfe YO 88N JO S9INJ 10§ Akeuqi8UIIUO 8|1 UO (SUOIPUOD-PLR-SLLBY W0 A8 | 1M AleIq 1jBU1|UO//SdNY) SUORIPUOD pue swie | 8y 89S *[9202/70/c2] Uo AriqiTauliuo A1 AiseAlun ameis elueA|fsuued Aq 0962T'sd/TTTT 0T/I0pAL0D A8 M ARe.q1pulUO//:SANY WoJy pepeojumod ‘g ‘9202 ‘L06S0VST



640

IDENTITY AND IDEOLOGY IN KUWAITI ELECTORAL POLITICS
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FIGURE 7
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Elections and opposition size in authoritarian regimes, 1980-2020. GCC, Gulf Cooperation Council. Notes: Figure 7 plots the

size of opposition in the GCC, Kuwait, and other autocracies (left) and autocracies with and without direct legislative elections (right) over

time.

But in many contexts, party organizations are weak
or nonexistent and ideological appeals do not nec-
essarily connote investment in programmatic conflict
resolution, party-based organizational infrastructure,
or public goods. Future research should expand on
the conditions that encourage the use of symbolic
ideological appeals and their promotion of different
linkage mechanisms.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

I thank Killian Clarke, Michael Nelson, Christiana Par-
reira, Giancarlo Visconti, Joe Wright, Erin York, and
seminar participants at the Centre d’Etude de la Vie
Politique (CEVIPOL) at 'Université libre de Bruxelles,
the Authoritarian Political Systems Group (APSG), and
the Varieties of Democracy (V-Dem) Project for help-
ful comments and feedback. Early versions of this
paper were presented at the 2021 Southwest Work-
shop on Mixed Methods Research (SWMMR), the
2022 Princeton University - Association for Analytic
Learning about Islam and Muslim Societies (AALIMS)
Conference on the Political Economy of the Muslim
World, the 2022 Midwest Workshop in Empirical Polit-
ical Science, the 2022 Annual Meeting of the Middle
East Studies Association (MESA), and the 2023 Uni-
versity of Wisconsin-Madison “Minority and Ethnic
Politics in and from the Middle East” Conference. I
acknowledge research support from the Mamdouha
S. Bobst Center for Peace and Justice at Princeton
University, the Department of Politics at Princeton
University, IAST funding from the French National
Research Agency (ANR) under grant ANR-17-EURE-
0010 (Investissements d’Avenir program), and the

Department of Political Science at Pennsylvania State
University.

ORCID
Daniel L. Tavana® https://orcid.org/0000-0002-
0633-2829

REFERENCES

Al-Nakib, Farah. 2016. Kuwait Transformed: A History of Oil and
Urban Life. Palo Alto: Stanford University Press.

Arriola, Leonardo R. 2013. Multi-Ethnic Coalitions in Africa: Busi-
ness Financing of Opposition Election Campaigns. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Arriola, Leonardo R, Donghyun Danny Choi, Matthew K Gichohi,
and Ken Ochieng’ Opalo. 2020. “Do Voters Respond to Cross-
Ethnic Campaigning in Divided Societies?” https://as.nyu.edu/
content/dam/nyu-as/politics/documents/ACGO_Rallies.pdf

Beiser-McGrath, Janina, and Nils W. Metternich. 2020. “Ethnic
Coalitions and the Logic of Political Survival in Authoritarian
Regimes.” Comparative Political Studies 54(1): 1-35.

Bermeo, Nancy. 1997. “Myths of Moderation: Confrontation and
Conflict during Democratic Transitions.” Comparative Politics
29(3): 305-22.

Birnir, Johanna Kristin. 2007. Ethnicity and Electoral Politics. Cam-
bridge: Cambridge University Press.

Blaydes, Lisa. 2011. Elections and Distributive Politics in Mubarak's
Egypt. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Boix, Carles. 2003. Democracy and Redistribution. Cambridge: Cam-
bridge University Press.

Bormann, Nils-Christian. 2017. “Ethnic Power-Sharing Coalitions
and Democratization.” In Power-Sharing: Empirical and Norma-
tive Challenges, edited by Allison McCulloch, and John McGarry,
124-147. London: Routledge.

Bormann, Nils-Christian,. 2019. “Uncertainty, Cleavages, and Ethnic
Coalitions.” The Journal of Politics 81(2): 471-86.

Brownlee, Jason. 2007. Authoritarianism in an Age of Democratiza-
tion. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

858017 SUOWILLIOD /11810 3|l [dde 8Ly Aq peusenob ke sejolfe YO 88N JO S9INJ 10§ Akeuqi8UIIUO 8|1 UO (SUOIPUOD-PLR-SLLBY W0 A8 | 1M AleIq 1jBU1|UO//SdNY) SUORIPUOD pue swie | 8y 89S *[9202/70/c2] Uo AriqiTauliuo A1 AiseAlun ameis elueA|fsuued Aq 0962T'sd/TTTT 0T/I0pAL0D A8 M ARe.q1pulUO//:SANY WoJy pepeojumod ‘g ‘9202 ‘L06S0VST


https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0633-2829
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0633-2829
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0633-2829
https://as.nyu.edu/content/dam/nyu-as/politics/documents/ACGO_Rallies.pdf
https://as.nyu.edu/content/dam/nyu-as/politics/documents/ACGO_Rallies.pdf

TAVANA

641

Bueno de Mesquita, Bruce, Alastair Smith, James D. Morrow, and
Randolph M. Siverson. 2003. The Logic of Political Survival.
Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Bunce, Valerie, and Sharon L. Wolchik. 2011. Defeating Authoritar-
ian Leaders in Postcommunist Countries. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

Cederman, Lars-Erik, Andreas Wimmer, and Brian Min. 2010. “Why
Do Ethnic Groups Rebel? New Data and Analysis.” World Politics
62(1): 87-119.

Chandra, Kanchan. 2004. Why Ethnic Parties Succeed: Patronage and
Ethnic Head Counts in India. Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press.

Coakley, John. 2008. “Ethnic Competition and the Logic of Party
System Transformation.” European Journal of Political Research
47(6): 766-93.

Conroy-Krutz, Jeffrey. 2013. “Information and Ethnic Politics in
Africa.” British Journal of Political Science 43(2): 345-73.

Coppedge, Michael, John Gerring, Carl Henrik Knutsen, Staffan I.
Lindberg, Jan Teorell, Nazifa Alizada, David Altman, Michael
Bernhard, Agnes Cornell, M. Steven Fish, Lisa Gastaldi,
Haakon Gjerlow, Adam Glynn, Allen Hicken, Garry Hindle, Nina
Ilchenko, Joshua Krusell, Anna Lithrmann, Seraphine E Maerz,
Kyle L. Marquardt, Kelly McMann, Valeriya Mechkova, Juraj
Medzihorsky, Pamela Paxton, Daniel Pemstein, Josefine Pernes,
Johannes von Romer, Brigitte Seim, Rachel Sigman, Svend-Erik
Skaaning, Jeffrey Staton, Aksel Sundstrom, Ei tan Tzelgov, Yi
ting Wang, Tore Wig, Steven Wilson, and Daniel Ziblatt. 2021.
V-Dem Country-Year/Country-Date Dataset v11.1. Varieties of
Democracy (V-Dem) Project. https://v-dem.net/data/dataset-
archive/country-year-v-dem-fullothers-v111/.

Crystal, Jill. 1990. Oil and Politics in the Gulf: Rulers and Merchants
in Kuwait and Qatar. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Cuddy, Amy J. C., Susan T. Fiske, and Peter Glick. 2007. “The BIAS
Map: Behaviors from Intergroup Affect and Stereotypes.” Journal

of Personality and Social Psychology 92(4): 631-48.

Devasher, Madhavi. 2020. “When Favoritism Fails: The Politics
of Cross-ethnic Voting among Muslims in India.” Ethnopolitics
19(5): 433-58.

Di Palma, Giuseppe. 1990. To Craft Democracies: An Essay on
Democratic Transitions. Berkeley: University of California Press.

Dovidio, John E, Samuel L. Gaertner, and Gladys Kafati. 2000.
“Group Identity and Intergroup Relations: The Common In-
Group Identity Model.” Advances in Group Processes 17: 1-35.

Edelman, Murray Jacob. 1964. The Symbolic Uses of Politics. Urbana:
University of Illinois Press.

Ellis, Christopher, and James A. Stimson. 2009. “Symbolic Ideology
in the American Electorate.” Electoral Studies 28(3): 388-402.

Falleti, Tulia G., and Thea N. Riofrancos. 2018. “Endogenous
Participation: Strengthening Prior Consultation in Extractive
Economies.” World Politics 70(1): 86-121.

Ferree, Karen E. 2010. Framing the Race in South Africa: The Political
Origins of Racial Census Elections. Cambridge University Press.
Fiske, Susan T., Amy J. C. Cuddy, Peter Glick, and Jun Xu. 2002. “A

Model of (Often Mixed) Stereotype Content: Competence and
Warmth Respectively Follow from Perceived Status and Com-
petition.” Journal of Personality and Social Psychology 82(6):

878-902.

Fiske, Susan T., Juan Xu, Amy C. Cuddy, and Peter Glick. 1999.
“(Dis)respecting versus (Dis)liking: Status and Interdependence
Predict Ambivalent Stereotypes of Competence and Warmth.”
Journal of Social Issues 55(3): 473-89.

Flippen, Annette R., Harvey A. Hornstein, William E. Siegal, and
Eben A. Weitzman. 1996. “A Comparison of Similarity and Inter-
dependence as Triggers for In-Group Formation.” Personality and
Social Psychology Bulletin 22(9): 882-93.

Fossati, Diego, Edward Aspinall, Burhanuddin Muhtadi, and Eve
Warburton. 2020. “Ideological Representation in Clientelistic
Democracies: The Indonesian Case.” Electoral Studies 63: 102111.

Gadjanova, Elena. 2021. “Status-Quo or Grievance Coalitions: The
Logic of Cross-Ethnic Campaign Appeals in Africa’s Highly
Diverse States.” Comparative Political Studies 54(3): 652—-85.

Gamboa, Laura. 2017. “Opposition at the Margins: Strategies against
the Erosion of Democracy in Colombia and Venezuela.” Compar-
ative Politics 49(4): 457-77.

Gandhi, Jennifer. 2008. Political Institutions under Dictatorship.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Gandhi, Jennifer, and Adam Przeworski. 2007. “Authoritarian Insti-
tutions and the Survival of Autocrats.” Comparative Political
Studies 40(11): 1279-301.

Gandhi, Jennifer, and Ora John Reuter. 2013. “The Incentives for
Pre-Electoral Coalitions in Non-Democratic Elections.” Democra-
tization 20(1): 137-59.

Geddes, Barbara. 2006. “Why Parties and Elections in Authoritarian
Regimes?” https://www.daniellazar.com/wp-content/uploads/
authoritarian-elections.doc

Gerring, John. 1997. “Ideology: A Definitional Analysis.” Political
Research Quarterly 50(4): 957-94.

Morjé Howard, Marc, and Philip G. Roessler. 2006. “Liberaliz-
ing Electoral Outcomes in Competitive Authoritarian Regimes.”
American Journal of Political Science 50(2): 365-81.

Jenne, Erin K. 2007. Ethnic Bargaining: The Paradox of Minority
Empowerment. Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press.

Karl, Terry Lynn. 1986. “Imposing Consent: Electoralism versus
Democratization in El Salvador.” In Elections in Latin Amer-
ica, edited by Paul Drake, and Eduardo Silva, 9-36. San Diego:
University of California Press.

Katz, Richard S. 2003. “Intraparty Preference Voting.” In Elec-
toral Laws and Their Political Consequences, edited by Bernard
Grofman and Arend Lijphart, 85-103. New York: Agathon
Press.

Kaufmann, Eric, and Oded Haklai. 2008. “Dominant Ethnicity:
From Minority to Majority.” Nations and Nationalism 14(4): 743—
67.

Kitschelt, Herbert. 2000. “Linkages between Citizens and Politicians
in Democratic Polities.” Comparative Political Studies 33(6-7):
845-79.

Henrik Knutsen, Carl, Havard Mokleiv Nygérd, and Tore Wig. 2017.
“Autocratic Elections: Stabilizing Tool or Force for Change?.”
World Politics 69(1): 98-143.

Koter, Dominika. 2013. “King Makers: Local Leaders and Ethnic
Politics in Africa.” World Politics 65(2): 187-232.

Linz, Juan J. 2000. Totalitarian and Authoritarian Regimes. Boulder:
Lynne Rienner Publishers.

Longva, Anh Nga. 2006. “Nationalism in Pre-Modern Guise: The Dis-
course on Hadhar and Badu in Kuwait.” International Journal of
Middle East Studies 38(2): 171-87.

Lust-Okar, Ellen. 2005. Structuring Conflict in the Arab World:
Incumbents, Opponents, and Institutions. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

Magaloni, Beatriz. 2006. Voting for Autocracy: Hegemonic Party Sur-
vival and its Demise in Mexico. Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press.

Malesky, Edmund, and Paul Schuler. 2010. “Nodding or Needling:
Analyzing Delegate Responsiveness in an Authoritarian Parlia-
ment.” American Political Science Review 104(3): 482-502.

Rose Markus, Hazel, and Shinobu Kitayama. 2010. “Cultures and
Selves: A Cycle of Mutual Constitution.” Perspectives on Psycho-
logical Science 5(4): 420-30.

Mazur, Kevin. 2019. “State Networks and Intra-Ethnic Group Varia-
tion in the 2011 Syrian Uprising.” Comparative Political Studies
52(7): 995-1027.

Meng, Anne. 2020. Constraining Dictatorship: From Personalized
Rule to Institutionalized Regimes. Cambridge: Cambridge Univer-
sity Press.

Mustillo, Thomas, and John Polga-Hecimovich. 2018. “Measures
and Votes: Party Performance under Free List Proportional Rep-

858017 SUOWILLIOD /11810 3|l [dde 8Ly Aq peusenob ke sejolfe YO 88N JO S9INJ 10§ Akeuqi8UIIUO 8|1 UO (SUOIPUOD-PLR-SLLBY W0 A8 | 1M AleIq 1jBU1|UO//SdNY) SUORIPUOD pue swie | 8y 89S *[9202/70/c2] Uo AriqiTauliuo A1 AiseAlun ameis elueA|fsuued Aq 0962T'sd/TTTT 0T/I0pAL0D A8 M ARe.q1pulUO//:SANY WoJy pepeojumod ‘g ‘9202 ‘L06S0VST


https://v-dem.net/data/dataset-archive/country-year-v-dem-fullothers-v111/
https://v-dem.net/data/dataset-archive/country-year-v-dem-fullothers-v111/
https://www.daniellazar.com/wp-content/uploads/authoritarian-elections.doc
https://www.daniellazar.com/wp-content/uploads/authoritarian-elections.doc

642

IDENTITY AND IDEOLOGY IN KUWAITI ELECTORAL POLITICS

resentation with Evidence from Ecuador.” Electoral Studies 56:
124-35.

North, Douglass C., John Joseph Wallis, and Barry R. Weingast. 2009.
Violence and Social Orders: A Conceptual Framework for Interpret-
ing Recorded Human History. Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press.

O’Donnell, Guillermo, and Philippe C. Schmitter, eds. 1986. Tran-
sitions from Editoritarian Rule: Tentative Conclusions about
Uncertain Democracies. Baltimore: JHU Press.

Ong, Elvin. 2022. Opposing Power: Building Opposition Alliances
in Electoral Autocracies. Ann Arbor, MI: University of Michigan
Press.

Parkinson, Sarah E. 2021. “Practical Ideology in Militant Organiza-
tions.” World Politics 73(1): 52-81.

Pepinsky, Thomas B. 2009. Economic Crises and the Breakdown of
Authoritarian Regimes: Indonesia and Malaysia in Comparative
Perspective. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Pepinsky, Thomas B., R. William Liddle, and Saiful Mujani. 2018.
Piety and Public Opinion: Understanding Indonesian Islam.
Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Pierson, Paul. 1993. “When Effect Becomes Cause: Policy Feedback
and Political Change.” World Politics 45(4): 595-628.

Popp, Elizabeth, and Thomas J. Rudolph. 2011. “A Tale of Two Ide-
ologies: Explaining Public Support for Economic Interventions.”
The Journal of Politics 73(3): 808-20.

Posner, Daniel N. 2005. Institutions and Ethnic Politics in Africa.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Rabbie, Jacob M., Jan C. Schot, and Lieuwe Visser. 1989. “Social
Identity Theory: A Conceptual and Empirical Critique from
the Perspective of a Behavioural Interaction Model.” European
Journal of Social Psychology 19(3): 171-202.

Rabushka, Alvin, and Kenneth A. Shepsle. 1974. Politics in Plu-
ral Societies: A Theory of Democratic Instability. Columbus, OH:
Charles E. Merrill Publishing.

Robison, Joshua, Rune Stubager, Mads Thau, and James Tilley.
2021. “Does Class-Based Campaigning Work? How Working
Class Appeals Attract and Polarize Voters.” Comparative Political
Studies 54(5): 723-52.

Roessler, Philip. 2016. Ethnic Politics and State Power in Africa.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Gutiérrez Sanin, Francisco, and Elisabeth Jean Wood. 2014. “Ideol-
ogy in Civil War: Instrumental Adoption and Beyond.” Journal of
Peace Research 51(2): 213-26.

Schumpeter, Joseph A. 1942. Capitalism, Socialism and Democracy.
New York: Harper & Brothers.

Simpser, Alberto. 2013. Why Governments and Parties Manipulate
Elections: Theory, Practice, and Implications. Political Economy
of Institutions and Decisions. Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press.

Smith, Anthony D. 1986. The Ethnic Origins of Nations. Malden, MA:
Blackwell.

Stojanovi¢, Nenad, and Oliver Strijbis. 2019. “Electoral Incentives
for Cross-Ethnic Voting: Evidence from a Natural Experiment.”
European Political Science Review 11(2): 197-212.

Strijbis, Oliver, and Michal Kotnarowski. 2015. “Measuring the
Electoral Mobilization of Ethnic Parties: Towards Comparable
Indicators.” Party Politics 21(3): 456-69.

Stroschein, Sherrill. 2011. “Demography in Ethnic Party Fragmen-
tation: Hungarian Local Voting in Romania.” Party Politics 17(2):
189-204.

Svolik, Milan W. 2012. The Politics of Authoritarian Rule. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Tavana, Daniel L. 2025. Replication Data for Endogenous Opposi-
tion: Identity and Ideology in Kuwaiti Electoral Politics. Harvard
Dataverse. https://doi.org/10.7910/DVN/UP]2BE.

Tavana, Daniel L., and Erin York. 2025. “Legislative Cooptation
in Authoritarian Regimes: Policy Cooperation in the Kuwait
National Assembly.” British Journal of Political Science.

Thau, Mads. 2019. “How Political Parties Use Group-Based Appeals:
Evidence from Britain 1964-2015.” Political Studies 67(1): 63—
82. https://www.dropbox.com/scl/fi/idg5ise930g3trfyq4dkmm/
2025_bjps.pdf?rlkey=8bmpt4m7rppmex9e5jbIslgqf&dl=0

Ufen, Andreas. 2020. “Opposition in Transition: Pre-Electoral Coali-
tions and the 2018 Electoral Breakthrough in Malaysia.” Democ-
ratization 27(2): 167-84.

Wahman, Michael. 2011. “Offices and Policies - Why Do Oppo-
sitional Parties Form Pre-Electoral Coalitions in Competitive
Authoritarian Regimes?.” Electoral Studies 30(4): 642-57.

Weber, Max. 1978. Economy and Society: An Outline of Interpretive
Sociology. Berkeley: University of California Press.

Williams, Laron K. 2016. “Opposition Parties and the Timing of Suc-
cessful No-Confidence Motions.” Political Science Research and
Methods 4(3): 533-53.

Wimmer, Andreas. 2004. “Dominant Ethnicity and Dominant
Nationhood.” In Rethinking Ethnicity: Majority Groups and Dom-
inant Minorities, edited by Eric P Kaufmann, 35-51. London:
Routledge.

Wimmer, Andreas. 2006. “Ethnic Exclusion in Nationalizing States.”
In The SAGE Handbook of Nations and Nationalism, edited by
Gerard Delanty, and Krishan Kumar, 334-343. London: SAGE.

Wimmer, Andreas. 2013. Ethnic Boundary Making: Institutions,
Power, Networks. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Wright, Joseph. 2008. “Do Authoritarian Institutions Constrain? How
Legislatures Affect Economic Growth and Investment.” American
Journal of Political Science 52(2): 322-43.

Zartman, 1. William. 1988. “Opposition as Support of the State.” In
Beyond Coercion: The Durability of the Arab State, edited by Adeed
Dawisha, and I. William Zartman, 61-87. London: Croom Helm.

SUPPORTING INFORMATION

Additional supporting information can be found
online in the Supporting Information section at the
end of this article.

How to cite this article: Tavana, Daniel L. 2026.
“Endogenous opposition: Identity and ideology
in Kuwaiti electoral politics.” American Journal
of Political Science 70: 623-42.
https://doi.org/10.1111/ajps.12960

858017 SUOWILLIOD /11810 3|l [dde 8Ly Aq peusenob ke sejolfe YO 88N JO S9INJ 10§ Akeuqi8UIIUO 8|1 UO (SUOIPUOD-PLR-SLLBY W0 A8 | 1M AleIq 1jBU1|UO//SdNY) SUORIPUOD pue swie | 8y 89S *[9202/70/c2] Uo AriqiTauliuo A1 AiseAlun ameis elueA|fsuued Aq 0962T'sd/TTTT 0T/I0pAL0D A8 M ARe.q1pulUO//:SANY WoJy pepeojumod ‘g ‘9202 ‘L06S0VST


https://doi.org/10.7910/DVN/UPJ2BE
https://www.dropbox.com/scl/fi/idg5ise93og3trfyq4kmm/2025_bjps.pdf?rlkey=8bmpt4m7rppmex9e5jb9slgqf&dl=0
https://www.dropbox.com/scl/fi/idg5ise93og3trfyq4kmm/2025_bjps.pdf?rlkey=8bmpt4m7rppmex9e5jb9slgqf&dl=0
https://doi.org/10.1111/ajps.12960

	Endogenous opposition: Identity and ideology in Kuwaiti electoral politics
	Abstract
	A THEORY OF ENDOGENOUS OPPOSITION
	The electoral consequences of ethnic coalitions
	Symbolic ideological appeals

	STUDY CONTEXT
	Identity and electoral politics in Kuwait
	Symbolic ideological appeals in electoral campaigns
	Data
	Variables
	Estimation

	ANALYSIS
	How symbolic ideological appeals attract out-group support
	Ideology inside the Kuwait National Assembly

	ROBUSTNESS TESTS
	CONCLUSION
	ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
	ORCID
	REFERENCES
	SUPPORTING INFORMATION


