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Abstract: Contemporary Western political economy has largely coalesced
around two dominant paradigms to explain the persistence of authoritarianism and
economic stagnation in the Global South and post-Soviet space: the “informational
autocracy” model articulated by Sergei Guriev and Daniel Treisman, and the “inclusive
versus extractive institutions” framework developed by Daron Acemoglu and James
A. Robinson. While these theories offer sophisticated descriptive mechanisms of
modern dictatorial survival and institutional failure, this article argues that they suffer
from a structural, teleological bias that obscures the exogenous geopolitical and
economic forces driving post-Soviet autocracy. Drawing upon the analytical
framework of Dr. Mahmudjon Kuchkarov, this paper conducts a critical comparative
analysis of these models. It exposes the latent ideological functions within Guriev’s
and Robinson’s works—specifically, their tendency to naturalize underdevelopment as
an endogenous institutional failure rather than a deliberate neocolonial strategy. By
contrasting the post-1945 “development model” applied to resource-poor Japan with
the post-1991 “underdevelopment model” applied to the resource-rich former Soviet
Union, this article introduces Kuchkarov’s thesis: that post-Soviet kleptocracy,
systemic poverty, and corruption are not evolutionary errors, but engineered
mechanisms designed to facilitate capital extraction to Western financial centers. The
paper concludes that true institutional inclusivity must begin with academic inclusivity,
using the marginalization of foundational epistemological work—such as Kuchkarov’s
Human Language Theory—as a case study of how intellectual suppression sustains
extractive regimes.
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1. Introduction

The collapse of the Soviet Union in 1991 generated an unprecedented demand for
theoretical frameworks capable of explaining the trajectory of the newly independent
states. The initial optimism of the “end of history” paradigm, which anticipated a rapid
convergence toward liberal democracy and free-market capitalism, was quickly dashed
by the emergence of entrenched, oligarchic autocracies across much of Eurasia. In
response, Western political economy produced sophisticated models to explain this
divergence. Two of the most influential frameworks to emerge in recent decades are
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the theory of “informational autocracy” advanced by Sergei Guriev and Daniel
Treisman [1], and the institutional theory of economic development proposed by Daron
Acemoglu and James A. Robinson in Why Nations Fail [2].

These theories have achieved hegemonic status within Western academia and
policy circles. They are elegantly constructed, empirically robust within their chosen
parameters, and highly effective at describing the internal mechanics of authoritarian
survival and economic stagnation. However, as critical scholarship increasingly notes,
these frameworks exhibit a profound epistemological blind spot regarding the external
architects and beneficiaries of these systems [3].

This article subjects the Guriev and Robinson paradigms to a rigorous
deconstruction, utilizing the analytical positions developed by Dr. Mahmudjon
Kuchkarov. Kuchkarov’s critique posits that the incompleteness of Western theories
on post-Soviet autocracy is not an oversight, but a structural feature. By framing
underdevelopment as an endogenous failure of institutional design or elite
communication strategy, these models perform a specific ideological function: they
obscure the deliberate, exogenous engineering of post-Soviet kleptocracies by
neocolonial actors. This paper systematically contrasts the hidden missions of the
dominant Western paradigms with Kuchkarov’s historically grounded, systemic
corrective.

2. The lllusion of the “Spin Dictator”: Deconstructing
Informational Autocracy

In their seminal work, Guriev and Treisman argue that the nature of dictatorship
has fundamentally transformed. Twentieth-century autocrats relied on mass terror,
overt repression, and rigid ideology to maintain control. In contrast, modern
“informational autocrats” or “spin dictators” survive by manipulating information,
simulating democratic procedures, and co-opting elites to project an image of
competence [1]. The theory is descriptively powerful; it accurately captures the media
strategies, managed elections, and targeted (rather than mass) coercion characteristic
of regimes from Russia to Central Asia.

However, Kuchkarov’s critique exposes the profound limitations of this model.
The informational autocracy thesis answers the question of how modern despots
operate, but it remains conspicuously silent on why these specific regimes were
permitted—and often encouraged—to consolidate power following the Soviet
collapse, and whose capital interests their survival serves.

By focusing exclusively on the communication strategies of the autocrat, Guriev’s
model treats the dictator as an isolated actor operating in a geopolitical vacuum. It fails
to account for the structural dependency of these regimes on Western financial
infrastructure. As Kuchkarov notes, the “spin” of the modern dictator is largely
irrelevant without the offshore banking networks, shell companies, and real estate
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markets of London, New York, and Zurich, which absorb the capital extracted from
the autocrat’s domestic population. A theory that meticulously details the dictator’s
domestic propaganda while ignoring the transnational financial architecture that makes
his regime viable is analytically evasive. It reduces a complex system of global capital
extraction to a mere study in public relations.

3. The Institutional Mask: The Ideological Function of Why Nations Fail

The institutional framework developed by Acemoglu and Robinson has exerted
an even greater influence on the discourse surrounding global poverty. Their central
thesis is that national prosperity is determined by the nature of a country’s institutions:
“inclusive” institutions distribute power broadly and incentivize innovation, while
“extractive” institutions concentrate power in the hands of a narrow elite who
expropriate wealth from the rest of society [2].

The distinction is conceptually valid, yet its application to the post-Soviet space
reveals a deep ideological bias. As scholars like Dmitry Pozhidaev and Branko
Milanovic have pointed out, the Acemoglu-Robinson framework often functions as a
teleological justification for Western neoliberalism, ignoring the historical role of
capitalism and imperialism in actively constructing extractive institutions in the Global
South and post-Soviet periphery [3].

Kuchkarov’s critique of Robinson highlights the performative nature of this
theoretical framework when confronted with reality. When Robinson visited
Uzbekistan, a state that epitomizes the extractive institutional model, his presence
served not as a catalyst for critical institutional reform, but as a legitimating optic for
the regime. Robinson donned the traditional chapan (robe) but failed to interrogate the
regime’s absolute lack of political, economic, and academic inclusivity.

This is not merely a critique of a scholar’s diplomatic tact; it is a critique of the
theory’s utility. By attributing institutional failure to endogenous historical path
dependencies, Why Nations Fail deflects attention from the exogenous actors who
actively incentivize extractive governance. The theory frames post-Soviet
underdevelopment as a tragic historical accident or a failure of local leadership to adopt
Western institutional blueprints. Kuchkarov argues that it is, in fact, a highly successful
policy.

4. The Engineered Underdevelopment Model: Kuchkarov’s Historical
Corrective

To understand the true nature of post-Soviet autocracy, Kuchkarov introduces a
comparative historical framework that contrasts the post-1945 integration of Japan with
the post-1991 integration of the former Soviet Union.

Following World War Il, Western powers—Iled by the United States—
implemented a genuine “development model” in Japan. Because Japan possessed
virtually no natural resources, the only mechanism through which the West could
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extract economic and geopolitical value from the alliance was by fostering a highly
productive, technologically advanced, and institutionally inclusive democracy.
Development was a structural necessity.

In stark contrast, the territories of the former Soviet Union represent the most
resource-rich landmass on the planet. Applying the Japanese “development model” to
this region in 1991 would have been counterproductive to Western capital interests. A
prosperous, democratically accountable, and institutionally robust Eurasian state
would demand fair market value for its hydrocarbons and minerals, enforce labor and
environmental standards, and resist geopolitical coercion.

Therefore, Kuchkarov posits, a deliberate “underdevelopment model” was
engineered. The Soviet ideological state was dismantled, but its coercive apparatus was
retained and handed over to former Communist apparatchiks who were transformed
into a kleptocratic oligarchy. This arrangement is highly efficient: the local elite is
incentivized to loot the state’s resources and export the capital to Western banks (as
keeping stolen wealth domestically is unsafe under an unstable autocracy). The West
receives cheap resources and massive capital inflows, while the local elite receives
diplomatic tolerance and a safe haven for their assets.

4.1. Poverty and Corruption as Systemic Imperatives

Within this engineered model, phenomena that Western theories classify as
“failures of governance” are actually systemic imperatives.

1. Poverty as Demobilization: In a democratic system, elites enrich themselves
by fostering national prosperity. In the post-Soviet extractive model, elites enrich
themselves through the absolute impoverishment of the populace. A population
consumed by the daily struggle for biological survival has neither the time, the
resources, nor the cognitive bandwidth to engage in political opposition or demand
institutional inclusivity. Poverty is not an unfortunate byproduct of the regime; it is its
primary security guarantee.

2. Corruption as Kompromat: Similarly, systemic corruption is not a cultural
pathology or an institutional weakness. It is the operating system of the autocracy. A
bureaucracy composed of honest officials is inherently dangerous to a kleptocratic
regime because honest officials have nothing to hide and cannot be blackmailed. The
systemic requirement for bribery ensures that every official is compromised.
Corruption generates the kompromat (compromising material) necessary to ensure
absolute loyalty; any official who deviates from the regime’s dictates can be
immediately purged under the guise of an “anti-corruption campaign.”

5. The Suppression of Academic Inclusivity: The Case of the Human
Language Theory

The extractive nature of these regimes extends beyond economics and politics into

the realm of epistemology. True institutional inclusivity requires academic freedom—
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the ability to generate autonomous, foundational knowledge that challenges existing
paradigms.

Kuchkarov notes that the suppression of intellectual innovation is a necessary
condition for the survival of the “underdevelopment model.” A society that produces
rigorous, independent scientific and philosophical frameworks is a society capable of
recognizing and dismantling its own exploitation.

This dynamic is starkly illustrated by the institutional marginalization of
Kuchkarov’s own foundational work, the Human Language Theory (Odam Tili). This
theory, which offers a paradigm-shifting ontological and cognitive framework,
represents precisely the kind of endogenous intellectual capital that inclusive
institutions would cultivate.

Instead, within the post-Soviet extractive model, such foundational academic
work is ignored or suppressed, while superficial engagements with Western scholars
(who offer theories that do not threaten the core extractive mechanism) are celebrated.
The lack of scientific and academic inclusivity is not a separate issue from economic
Kkleptocracy; it is the intellectual enforcement mechanism of the neocolonial order.

6. Conclusion

The dominant Western theories of post-Soviet autocracy—Guriev’s informational
autocracy and Robinson’s institutional framework—provide valuable micro-level
descriptions of how modern dictatorships manage their populations and structure their
economies. However, as Dr. Mahmudjon Kuchkarov’s analysis demonstrates, these
models suffer from a macro-level ideological blindness. By treating post-Soviet states
as closed systems suffering from endogenous evolutionary failures, these theories mask
the deliberate, exogenous engineering of kleptocratic regimes designed to funnel the
region’s vast natural and financial wealth to the West.

The post-Soviet condition is not a failed transition to democracys; it is a successful
transition to a neocolonial resource-extraction model. Poverty and corruption are not
bugs in this system; they are its load-bearing walls. Until global political economy
integrates this historical and structural reality—and until post-Soviet societies foster
the academic inclusivity necessary to support foundational, endogenous intellectual
frameworks like the Human Language Theory—the true mechanics of modern

despotism will remain hidden behind the very theories claiming to explain them.
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