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Abstract

A number of regional intergovernmental organizations (IGOs) across the globe possess
commitments to democracy, and some have even established mechanisms for enforcement. But
these commitments are frequently violated by governments who engage in electoral misconduct.
In the face of such violations, this paper asks: how effective are regional 1GOs at defending
democratic norms in their member states? A variety of tools, ranging from sanctions to
mediation and diplomatic engagement, are regularly implemented by regional IGOs in response
to electoral misconduct. But are these measures effective? Through what channels do they work?
I spell out two processes by which democratic change can occur in the wake of flawed elections:
institutional reform and political rupture. Five specific mechanisms are identified through which
regional IGO enforcement encourages reform and rupture by influencing the domestic
government, opposition and public. The theory is tested using an original dataset of regional IGO
democracy enforcement around the world, from 1990-2007. The evidence reveals that regional
IGOs do have a positive effect on the quality of elections and democracy, though these effects
are not generally realized until the next electoral cycle. Importantly, this result holds even after
controlling for democracy enforcement implemented by the United Nations and the United
States. The findings suggest that regional organizations possess unique sources of leverage over

their member states and have an important role to play in promoting and protecting democracy.



Introduction
Since the end of World War Il, at least 20 regional intergovernmental organizations (IGOs)
across the globe have adopted formal commitments to democracy as a nhormative principle, or as
a condition or goal of membership. This remarkable trend has seen formerly entrenched
dictatorships openly commit themselves to adhere to democratic norms. The majority of these
commitments were forged after 1989, making the post-cold war period a time of significant
progress in the legalization of a burgeoning international “right to democracy” (Franck 1992).

However, electoral misconduct has emerged as a major test of these democratic
commitments. Because democratic credentials now carry international consequences, many
leaders intent on consolidating their power use electoral misconduct to limit political competition
while still attempting to maintain a veneer of democratic legitimacy. While electoral misconduct
represents a fundamental violation of democratic norms, the track record of regional IGO
enforcement in response to flawed elections is spotty, even within organizations—such as the
European Union and Council of Europe—that have a long history of promoting and protecting
democracy. Even when enforcement is imposed, it is sometimes unclear whether it has a real
effect of domestic outcomes, or whether IGOs are simply choosing to involve themselves in
cases where domestic conditions are already ripe for political change.

These patterns prompt us to ask: are regional democratic commitments just rhetoric, or do
regional 1GOs actually matter for democracy? Evidence suggests that they do, under certain
conditions. Pevehouse (2005) finds a robust statistical association between membership in
“densely democratic” regional IGOs—those whose member states are predominantly
democracies—and the emergence and survival of democracy. One of the main explanations for

this finding rests on the idea that IGOs enforce democratic conditionality, making norm violation



costly, and thereby helping states make credible commitments to democracy (Mansfield and
Pevehouse 2006; Pevehouse 2002b, 2003). While enforcement plays a key role in our
understanding of how international institutions influence domestic politics, the link between
regional 1GOs, enforcement, and democracy has not been well-theorized or subjected to a
systematic test. Does regional IGO democracy enforcement work? If so, through what channels?
Are 1GOs in some regions more effective than others?

This paper develops a theory of how regional IGO enforcement—defined here as the
imposition of material, political or reputational costs on a norm-violating government—can help
restore and deepen democracy in the wake of one of the most common types of democratic norm
violations, electoral misconduct. While electoral misconduct is a pervasive and persistent feature
of politics in many countries, some do manage to break the vicious cycle and experience
democratic change, understood as a change in political institutions or governmental practice that
allows for more free and equal political competition. I lay out two processes by which
democratic change occurs: institutional reform and political rupture, and I identify five specific
mechanisms through which regional 1IGO enforcement encourages reform and rupture by
influencing the domestic government, opposition and public.

Using an original dataset on democracy enforcement in all regions of the world from
1990-2007, 1 find that when regional IGOs implement enforcement in the wake of flawed
elections, they do help produce democratic change, though these effects are not generally
realized until the next electoral cycle. Importantly, these findings hold even after controlling for
democracy enforcement imposed by the United States and United Nations, suggesting that
regional 1IGOs possess unique sources of leverage that are independent of other international

actors. The findings also hold after accounting for the fact that enforcement is not randomly



applied. Evidence lends no support to the idea that regional IGOs may be choosing easy cases
where democratic change is likely to occur anyway. Indeed, after controlling for the process by
which enforcement is “selected,” the positive effect of regional IGO enforcement on democratic
change only grows stronger.

However, the effect of regional IGOs on democratic change is, as yet, geographically
bounded. Results show that regional organizations in Europe and, to a lesser extent, Latin
America, are more effective at promoting democratic change than their counterparts in other
regions. IGOs in Asia and the Middle East have no track record of imposing enforcement in
response to electoral misconduct, and the few cases of enforcement by African 1GOs do not exert
significant effects on democratic change.

The paper proceeds as follows. Part | provides an initial look at the prevalence of
electoral misconduct around the world and explains how democratic change (the dependent
variable) can occur in the wake of flawed elections through reform and rupture. Part 11 outlines
the existing uncertainty about whether regional 1GOs play a role in promoting democratic
change. Part 111 introduces the tools of regional IGO democracy enforcement examined in this
study and identifies five mechanisms through which enforcement can help promote both rupture
and reform in response to electoral misconduct. Examples are provided to demonstrate the
plausibility of the mechanisms, and testable hypotheses are derived. Part IV introduces the
original dataset and Part V presents a series of empirical tests that assess the effect of regional
IGO democracy enforcement on democratic change. To alleviate concerns that the findings may
be driven by selection bias, results are presented from a simultaneous-equations selection model

that corrects for problems stemming from the fact that enforcement is not randomly assigned.



I. Electoral Misconduct and Democratic Change
The norm of free and fair elections is enshrined in the Universal Declaration of Human Rights
(Article 21), the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (Article 25), and numerous
regional commitments. Electoral misconduct can be understood as violations of any of the
fundamental principles of free and fair elections, specifically, restrictions on the freedom of
opposition parties or voters; a biased campaign environment that favors the ruling party; or flaws
in the casting, counting or tabulation of ballots (Elklit and Svensson 1997). In theory, both
government and opposition parties may engage in these practices, but the government is usually
directly or indirectly responsible for the majority of electoral misconduct. While localized fraud
may be perpetrated by opposition parties, their ability to do so pales in comparison to that of the
government, which controls the institutions and resources of the state. Accordingly, | assume in
this paper that the main challenge facing pro-democracy actors is to help stop electoral
misconduct that is sponsored or countenanced by the government.

In the post-cold war era, leaders across the globe have made increasing use of electoral
misconduct to limit political competition while still attempting to maintain the appearance of
democracy (Diamond 2002; Hyde 2005; Levitsky and Way forthcoming; Schedler 2006). To
provide a first look at global patterns, Figure 1 shows smoothed estimates of the percentage of
elections that exhibited misconduct, from 1990-2006.° 1 also refer to these as “flawed
elections.” Percentages are shown for five regions: Sub-Saharan Africa, Asia, Latin America and

the Caribbean, the Middle East and North Africa (MENA), and post-communist Europe.’

! Schedler (2002) provides a list of many strategies available in the “menu of manipulation.”

% Author’s data. The data include all national-level presidential and legislative elections, and are explained in detail
in part four.

® Advanced industrial democracies and countries that do not hold multi-party elections are excluded from all
analyses. The post-communist region includes Central and Eastern Europe as well as all the former Soviet
Republics.



[Figure 1]

We see that MENA and Africa have the highest rates of electoral misconduct, though
both exhibit decreasing trends over time. In the other three regions, the percentage of elections
experiencing misconduct hovers consistently between approximately 50 and 60 percent. For the
post-communist countries, this is driven by the very high incidence of electoral misconduct in
the former Soviet Republics. It should be noted, of course, that this graph does not distinguish
between more or less severe cases of electoral misconduct, which is one reason why the percent
of flawed elections is so high overall. Even so, the prevalence of misconduct may seem
surprising, particularly since most countries in the sample are considered to be at least nominally
democratic.

For pro-democracy actors—both domestic and international—the quest to stamp out
electoral misconduct can be a long and difficult struggle against wily opponents. Victories are
sometimes decisive, more often small and incremental. But they do happen. It is useful to
delineate two distinct processes, or pathways, through which democratic change can occur:
institutional reform and political rupture. Reform refers to changes in legal, administrative and/or
judicial institutions that play a role in election management. This includes, for example, the
creation of a more independent election management body, cleaning up voter registration lists, or
modifying electoral codes to provide for improved transparency and oversight of the vote count
(Mozaffar and Schedler 2002). The trick to these reforms is that they may not seem terribly
costly to the government in the short-term, but in the longer-term they constrain its ability to
manipulate the electoral process. While reform influences procedural aspects of elections,
rupture refers to alternation in power that ushers in a new, more democratic government that

promises to respect norms of free political competition (Bunce and Wolchik 2009). Alternation



in power is also important as a critical test of whether elections were at least free and fair enough
for the ruling party to lose (Przeworski et al. 2000).

Whether through reform or rupture, the defining feature of democratic change is a change
in political institutions or governmental practice that allows for freer and more equal political
competition. Some examples serve to illustrate. Mexico is often cited as a paradigmatic case of
democratic change through reform. Decades of opposition mobilization and post-election
negotiations led to comprehensive electoral reforms that finally allowed all parties to compete on
a level playing field (Eisenstadt 2004). Eventually, these changes culminated in political rupture
in 2000, when an opposition candidate won the presidency for the first time in decades. In the
post-communist world, the recent wave of electoral revolutions are excellent examples of change
initiated primarily through rupture (McFaul 2005; Tucker 2007). Ukraine is perhaps the most
dramatic example, as mass outrage in response to manipulated presidential elections in 2004 led
to the holding of repeat elections that were won by the opposition candidate, Victor Yuschenko.

Often, democratic change encompasses elements of both reform and rupture. One may
precede the other, or both may occur more or less simultaneously. Indeed, anecdotal evidence
suggests that both reform and rupture are ultimately necessary if democratic change is to be
durable and deep. Kyrgyzstan, for example, experienced a dramatic rupture in the wake of
flawed elections in 2005, but absent any institutional constraints, the new president quickly

returned to the old pattern of manipulating elections and suppressing political competition.

I1. What Role for Regional 1GOs?
Several influential studies forward the idea that membership in international institutions bolsters

democracy and human rights through enforcement. The European Union, for example, has



enforced its democratic membership requirement by using sticks and carrots to promote political
reform in its post-communist membership candidates (Kelley 2004; VVachudova 2005).
Pevehouse (2002b) finds that membership in densely democratic regional 1GOs is significantly
associated with democratic consolidation, and he points to enforcement as one of the main
mechanisms that explains this finding: because member states of densely democratic IGOs are
more likely than others to support enforcement, IGO membership increases the costs of
democratic backsliding.

But despite the centrality of enforcement in rationalist theories of how 1GOs influence
their member states, we know surprisingly little about whether regional IGO democracy
enforcement is effective. Does enforcement work? If so, how?

There are two ways enforcement may work. First, through the expectation of
enforcement, membership in a regional IGO may deter leaders from violating norms. But the
sheer prevalence of flawed elections around the world suggests that if deterrence is at work in
this area, it is operative only at the margins. For many governments, it is unlikely that the
expected costs of enforcement will outweigh the immediate benefits of misconduct, which may
make the difference between losing or winning the election.

The second way that enforcement may matter is the focus of this paper: through
enforcement, regional 1GOs can help restore and deepen democracy after norm violations occur.*
Here, many questions remain unanswered. Existing research on regional IGO democracy
enforcement is composed primarily of case studies of specific organizations or countries in Latin

America and Europe (See, for example, Acevedo and Grossman 1996; Dimitrova and Pridham

* This distinction between expected versus imposed enforcement mirrors debates in the literature on international
economic sanctions (Hovi et al. 2005). The question of whether imposed enforcement is effective is in fact related to
the issue of deterrence, since the expectation of enforcement should only deter norm violations if enforcement is
perceived to actually work.
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2004; Emerson et al. 2005; Hawkins 2008; Kelley 2004; Legler et al. 2007; Pridham 2005;
Vachudova 2005). While these studies have uncovered important insights, it is difficult to draw
generalizable conclusions from them. Positive accounts of OAS and EU democracy promotion
argue for the causal importance of these IGOs in producing (or, at least, shaping the direction of)
democratization in some of their member states or membership candidates, especially in Central
Europe, Serbia, Peru, Guatemala and Haiti.> However, skeptical accounts often cite the very
same country cases to argue that domestic factors are of overriding importance, and the effects of
international efforts to promote and protect democracy are marginal at best.°

Ukraine’s “Orange Revolution” in 2004 serves as just one example. Regional IGOs,
particularly the EU and OSCE, played a conspicuous role in condemning electoral fraud and
pressuring the government to hold repeat elections. OSCE election monitors issued a scathing
report that documented fraud in detail. In response to misconduct in the second round of the
election, the EU deemed the contest unacceptable and declared that its relations with Ukraine
would be jeopardized unless clean repeat elections were held. Ultimately, the government agreed
to hold repeat elections, under much fairer conditions, which brought the opposition candidate,
Victor Yuschenko, to power. While regional IGO involvement in this case was certainly
conspicuous, analysts doubt whether regional IGOs actually played a causal role in shaping the
outcome. Several influential accounts of events in Ukraine and other post-communist electoral
revolutions argue that international involvement may have been largely a response to favorable

domestic conditions (especially domestic protests), and did little to influence political outcomes.’

> See for example, Acevedo and Grossman (1996); Cooper and Legler (2001); Halperin and Lomasney (1998);
Kelley (2004); Kuzio (2005); Leonard (2005); Millett (1994); Schimmelfennig (2002); Smith (2003); Vachudova
(2005, 2006).

® See for example, McClintock (2001); and Hughes, Sasse and Gordon (2004).

7 On the purported marginality of western influence on the electoral revolutions in Ukraine and other post-
communist countries, see Bunce and Wolchik (2006b), McFaul (2005) and Way (2005a; 2005b).
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As the Ukraine case suggests, there are at least two reasons why existing research fails to
generate solid conclusions about the effect of regional 1IGO enforcement on democracy. First,
with the exception of research on EU enlargement (Jacoby 2006a, 2006b; Kelley 2004;
Vachudova 2005), little attention has been paid to how the policies of regional IGOs can work
through domestic channels other than the government. This paper highlights a variety of
mechanisms through which enforcement can influence democratic change. Even if enforcement
fails to directly alter the government’s choices, it can still have important effects via the domestic
opposition, the public, and institutions that shape the balance of power between the government
and opposition.

Second, systematic quantitative evidence will help to resolve debates about the relative
importance of international versus domestic factors, as well as debates about whether 1GOs are
simply choosing to involve themselves in easy cases. This paper features a new cross-national
dataset with detailed information on regional IGO democracy enforcement around the world.
The data allow for statistical analyses that assess the effect of regional IGO enforcement
controlling for a host of domestic factors that have been identified as important predictors of

democratic change.

I11. Regional IGO Enforcement and Democratic Change
Naturally, domestic actors and conditions play a central role in creating democratic change
through reform or rupture. But by responding to electoral misconduct with tools of enforcement,
regional 1GOs can help tip the scales toward democracy. Enforcement is defined broadly here as
the imposition of material, political or reputational costs on a norm-violating government. In

addition to sanctions, this includes tools such as diplomatic and mediation missions, and
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shaming, which impose reputational or political costs. In this paper, | also consider the role of
positive conditionality—the use of incentives or “carrots” to induce compliance—on the logic
that, though it does not impose costs, it still alters the government’s cost-benefit calculation.

The four tools of enforcement examined in this study are defined as follows:

Negative Conditionality: the threat or application of punishments (political or economic)

in response to electoral misconduct and conditional on improvement in conduct

e Positive Conditionality: the promise of future rewards (political or economic) to be
implemented in the event of an improvement in electoral conduct

e Mediation and Diplomatic Missions: missions composed of 1GO officials sent to the
target country to exert pressure for democracy or resolve post-electoral conflicts between
political parties

¢ Shaming: official declarations, resolutions or statements that criticize electoral

misconduct, but that do not link changes in the target state to punishments or rewards

Negative conditionality imposes either material (e.g., economic sanctions) or political
(e.g., suspension of IGO membership) costs on the government to punish it and attempt to coerce
it to change its behavior in the future. The flip-side is positive conditionality which holds out the
promise of rewards in the event of a future improvement in electoral conduct.
Diplomatic/mediation missions and shaming impose political or reputational costs (both
domestic and international), but are less overtly punitive than negative conditionality. Their
effect on the government is likely to be more indirect. For example, by setting up forums for
dialogue between the government and opposition actors, mediation missions can empower

opposition voices and increase political pressure for governments to introduce electoral reforms
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or hold repeat elections. Shaming, even though not backed by material punishment, can
nevertheless impose reputational costs on governments, particularly in today’s world, in which
democratic credentials are important for both international and domestic legitimacy (Hafner-
Burton 2008).

Though they work in different ways, each of these tools can influence the government’s
decision calculus concerning electoral misconduct. In addition, enforcement may also influence
the government’s calculus indirectly, via other domestic actors. Below, I identify five
mechanisms through which regional 1IGO enforcement helps produce democratic change through
reform and rupture. Table 1 summarizes these mechanisms and identifies the actors that they
target.

[Table 1]

The first mechanism is pressure for institutional reform. In the wake of flawed elections,
regional 1GOs often make reform a centerpiece of their demands. For example, following the
abysmal conduct of presidential and parliamentary elections in Armenia in 2003, the OSCE sent
a diplomatic mission to the country and issued public statements calling on Armenian authorities
to implement changes in the electoral law.? The Council of Europe, which had placed Armenia
under official monitoring due to concerns about non-compliance with democratic commitments,
also made these reforms part of its demands.® The proposed changes included strengthening
procedures to prevent multiple voting, granting candidate proxies the right to monitor and issue

complaints about the conduct of voting in polling stations, and improving the impartiality of

® Financial Times Information. 23 July 2003. OSCE Encourages Armenia to Amend Election Laws.
° Financial Times Information. 7 July 2003. Armenia Promises to Honor Commitments to Council of Europe.
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electoral commissions.™® As this case suggests, pressure for reform can be articulated through
any of the four tools of enforcement: as the conditions attached to negative and positive
conditionality, as the focus of mediation missions, or as an element of official statements that
criticize electoral conduct. Since the government must be the one to ultimately approve and
implement reforms, the target of this pressure is, in most cases, the government.

Regional 1GO enforcement can promote political rupture through four mechanisms, three
of which target actors other than the government. First, by holding out the prospect of
international rewards (or, the cessation of sanctions) in the event of an alternation in power,
regional IGO enforcement can encourage opposition parties to unite behind a single candidate or
platform. The importance of opposition unity for ousting authoritarian-leaning incumbents
cannot be over-stated (Howard and Roessler 2006; VVan de Walle 2006). Through the use of
incentives, cajoling and face-to-face diplomatic pressure, regional IGOs can help provide the
necessary push for opposition unity. Electoral politics in Serbia illustrates this dynamic. Prior to
Serbia’s “breakthrough” election in September 2000, years of bitter rivalry between opposition
leaders prevented them from mounting an effective electoral challenge to Slobodan Milosevic.
International pressure and incentives were instrumental in finally convincing the disparate
factions to hammer out a compromise and work together (Cohen 2002, 374-8; LeBor 2004). The
EU, for example, promised that an opposition-governed Serbia would be invited to begin the

EU’s Stabilization and Association Process.*! Finally, at a major “Trilateral Commission”

1% European Commission for Democracy through Law. 2007. Final Joint Opinion on Amendments to the Electoral
Code of the Republic of Armenia. Opinion No. 378/2006. Available at: <http://www.osce.org/documents/odihr>.
Accessed August 2009.

1 Commission of the European Communities, RAPID, 23 June 2000, “Visit of Zoran Djindjic, Chairman of the
Democratic Party, Serbia.” Agence France Presse, 3 September 2000, “EU pledges "radical” shift on Serbia if
Milosevic falls.” The Council of Europe and OSCE made similar promises of reconciliation and integration if
regime change occurred.
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meeting between the EU, U.S., and Serbian political parties in January 2000, the opposition
agreed on a joint strategy and called on the West to lift sanctions in exchange.*

Second, regional IGO enforcement can have an effect on electoral outcomes by
influencing voters’ choices. If it becomes clear to the public that integration, legitimacy and good
standing in regional 1GOs depends on a change in government, this can provide an impetus for
voters to oust the incumbent. Such an effect on voters appears to have played an important role in
the downfall of Vladimir Meciar in Slovakia once the EU made it clear that the government’s
illiberal policies would prevent Slovakia from beginning membership negotiations (Vachudova
2005, Ch.6). To be sure, this is an extreme case of IGO leverage in which a very big reward—
EU membership—hung in the balance. In other contexts, the effect of regional IGO enforcement
on voters’ choices is likely to be more muted. But as long as at least some voters attach value to
their country’s status in regional institutions, this mechanism can potentially increase the chances
of political rupture.

Third, in addition to uniting the opposition, regional IGO enforcement can also empower
the opposition, increasing its legitimacy in the eyes of the public and increasing the effectiveness
of opposition-led protests. In countries where elections are manipulated with impunity, the
government likely does not take opposition demands seriously, and the public may simply
perceive the opposition’s cause as hopeless. In a variety of ways, regional IGO enforcement can
strengthen the opposition’s hand. For example, mediation missions organized by IGOs grant
opposition parties a place at the negotiating table (Cooper and Legler 2005). When regional
IGOs criticize electoral misconduct through shaming or conditionality policies, they validate and

lend force to the opposition’s claims against the government. As Bunce and Wolchik note in an

12 Agence France Presse, 19 January 2000, “Serbian opposition meets US, EU officials in Montenegro.” Agence
France Presse, 20 January 2000, “Serbian opposition joint action pleases the West, Montenegro.” Associated Press,
10 February 2000, “Serbia's Democratic opposition hails easing of EU sanctions.”
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analysis of post-communist elections: “Citizens need to become convinced that voting for the
opposition and using protests to defend the vote are actions that can and should be taken and
have a reasonable probability of success” (2009, 97).

Empowerment is likely to be particularly important, and effective, when the opposition
organizes mass protests in response to electoral misconduct. In these cases, regional IGO
enforcement not only serves to support the opposition’s claims, but also helps reduce the chances
that protests will be violently repressed by sending a message to the government that the world is
watching. Evidence from cases of post-election protest indicates that opposition leaders value
and actively seek out support from regional organizations. The day after the second round of
Ukraine’s fraudulent presidential election in 2004, opposition candidate Victor Yuschenko
issued a public plea: “Today, as never before, we need international attention to focus on this
fraud,” later adding that he would address specific appeals to the EU and OSCE.*®

Finally, if the government steals or loses the election, regional IGO enforcement can
help push the government to hold a repeat election, or to accept its loss and step down. In the
Dominican Republic, for example, a vigorous domestic and international response to electoral
misconduct in 1994 led to a negotiated settlement that provided for early elections in 1996 that
brought an opposition candidate to the presidency.

As this discussion of mechanisms underscores, we should not expect the effect of
regional 1GO enforcement to be immediate. Enforcement in response to a flawed election is
often too late to make a serious difference in that electoral cycle, but instead, helps produce
improvement in electoral conduct and alternation in power in the next electoral cycle. Effects are

set in motion months, perhaps even years, prior to the election, but are usually only observed

3 Agence France Presse. 22 November 2004. Pro-West Ukraine Opposition Leader Calls on Europe to Intervene.
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during or after the election. In short, time matters. A narrow focus on just one moment of crisis
may lead analysts to miss the future effects of international involvement. Similarly, focusing on
just one moment of democratic breakthrough may overlook how previous efforts by international
actors helped lay the groundwork for change. The possibility of a delayed effect of regional IGO
enforcement also helps explain why governments are often not deterred from violating norms.
Incumbents that are focused on retaining power in the short-term may view regional 1IGO
enforcement as an acceptable longer-term risk.

Taken together, the mechanisms of influence | have outlined here imply a testable
hypothesis:

e Hypothesis 1: Regional IGO democracy enforcement in response to

electoral misconduct increases the probability of democratic change.

While the focus of this paper is on the enforcement of democratic commitments by
regional 1GOs, they are not the only actors that engage in democracy enforcement, and none of
the mechanisms of influence outlined above are necessarily unique to regional 1GOs. In many
countries, regional organizations may be just one among several different international players
involved in democracy enforcement, including bilateral actors, NGOs or other multilateral
actors, such as the United Nations. But there are at least three reasons to treat regional IGOs as a
distinct set of players. First, because they are multilateral, they possess a source of legitimacy
that bilateral actors and NGOs do not (Grant and Keohane 2005). Action by regional IGOs must
usually be approved by all or a majority of its member states, a fact which may imbue its
messages with greater weight.

Second, many regional 1GOs have created autonomous agencies for election monitoring

and democracy promotion, which has helped them establish reputations as credible and impartial
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actors when monitoring and responding to flawed elections (Cooper and Legler 2005, Hawkins
2008). Credibility can increase regional IGOs’ ability to activate several of the mechanisms
outlined above, including: validating the opposition’s claims, pressuring the government, and
encouraging voters to oust the incumbent. Obviously, no regional 1GO is perfectly consistent in
enforcing democratic norms; internal politics over whether, and how, to respond to flawed
elections is endemic (Donno 2009). But in many situations, regional 1GOs are likely to be
perceived as more credible and impartial relative to other international actors. The United
States’ efforts to promote democracy are often regarded with suspicion, particularly in regions
like Latin America and the Middle East where the U.S. has a long history of meddling in
countries’ internal affairs to promote its own geostrategic interests. The United Nations’
commitment to enforcing norms of free and fair elections has been called into question most
recently by its surprising willingness to overlook—bordering on actively covering up—severe
fraud in Afghanistan’s 2009 presidential election.'*

Third, the fact of “being regional” matters. Because regional IGOs represent a country’s
closest neighbors, they possess a unique source of leverage, as the densest networks of
international interactions occur between neighbors, on a regional scale (Haftel 2007). When
regional 1GOs use this leverage to exercise membership conditionality, membership in regional
“clubs” can become a highly valued good. For example, membership in the EU, Council of
Europe and NATO have been highly sought-after by many post-communist countries.

If it is true that regional 1GOs possess unique sources of influence and leverage due to the
fact that they are multilateral, regional and relatively credible actors in the realm of democracy

enforcement, then we should observe the following:

4 See, for example, Galbraith, Peter. 4 October 2009. “What I Saw at the Afghan Election.” Washington Post.
Available at <washingtonpost.com>. Accessed 5 October 2009.
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e Hypothesis2: Regional IGO democracy enforcement will have a positive
effect on democratic change even after controlling for enforcement by
other international actors.
IV. Data
| test these hypotheses using an original dataset of regional IGO enforcement in response to
electoral misconduct. The data cover all countries in the world that held multi-party elections,

from 1990-2007, except the advanced industrial democracies. A list of included countries and

years appears in the Appendix.

Dependent Variable

| operationalize democratic change as a change in a country’s Polity score (Marshall and Jaggers
2004). Polity scores are located on a 21-point scale (ranging from -10 to 10) which measures
several aspects of political authority that are relevant to the concept of democratic change
forwarded here: indicators on the regulation and competitiveness of political participation
capture the degree to which elections are free, inclusive and fair; and an indicator on the
constraints on chief executives would capture institutional reforms that limit unchecked
governmental control over the institutions involved in managing elections. In support of the face
validity of using Polity to proxy for democratic change, several cases which we intuitively
associate with democratic change through reform and rupture do indeed exhibit increases in their
Polity scores in the year of the election. Serbia’s Polity score, for example, increased from -6 to 7

in 2000, and Peru’s from 5 to 9 in 2001.
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Independent Variables

The key independent variables in the analyses are a series of variables for regional 1IGO
democracy enforcement in response to flawed elections. These were coded using a variety of
news and secondary sources, and represents the first collection of systematic information on the
enforcement of democratic norms around the world. It codes for democracy enforcement by the
following twenty regional 1GOs:*

- European Union (EU)

- Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE)
- Council of Europe (COE)

- North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO)

- Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS)

- Council of Baltic Sea States (CBSS)

- Organization of American States (OAS)

- Mercosur

- Caribbean Community (CARICOM)

- Andean Community

- Latin American and Caribbean Economic System

- Central American Integration System (SICA)

- Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN)

- Pacific Islands Forum (PIF)

- South Asian Association for Regional Cooperation (SAARC)
- Southern African Development Community (SADC)

- Common Market for Eastern and Southern Africa (COMESA)
- Economic Community of West African States (ECOWAS)

- Conseil d’Entente

- African Union (AU) (formerly the Organization of African Unity)

These IGOs were selected out of a much larger population because they have adopted formal
commitments to democracy; that is, within their constitutive documents, democracy is touted

either a normative principle, or as a condition or goal of membership. While this is a minimal

1> The primary sources of information were stories in international newspapers and newswires, gleaned from
searches of the Lexis-Nexis database. Coding was cross-checked using Keesings Record of World Events, as well as
reports and documents on the IGOs’ websites. In some instances, interviews with IGO staff gleaned information on
particular countries. To ensure reliability of the coding, 85 percent of country-years were coded twice by different
individuals. Inter-coder disagreement was found in less than five percent of observations and was resolved by the
author.
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threshold which allows for wide variation in the legalization of commitments—ranging from
purely declarative, aspirational language to enforceable legal clauses—it nevertheless excludes
many organizations, such as the Arab League or Shanghai Cooperation Organization, with no
mention of democracy in their mission statements.

For each election, the data records which (if any) of the regional 1IGOs implemented each
of the four tools of democracy enforcement considered in this study: negative conditionality,
positive conditionality, diplomatic/mediation missions, and shaming.'® Because | am interested
in democracy enforcement in response to electoral misconduct, enforcement is only coded as
occurring if it is clearly targeted toward the country and election in question, and if the stated
reason for enforcement was related to concerns about electoral misconduct.

The data further distinguish between enforcement imposed before and after the election.
Enforcement is coded as pre-election if it was implemented within a four-month time window
prior to the election, and as post-election if it occurred within four months after the election.'’
While it may at first seem puzzling that enforcement would be implemented prior to an election,
it regularly occurs if the previous election in the country was flawed, or if there are indications of
electoral misconduct during the campaign period. Pre-election enforcement can alternatively be
thought of as “anticipatory” enforcement.

To simplify the specification of the statistical models, Table 2 features dichotomous
variables that aggregate the activities of all the IGOs in a given region. These variables are coded
as a “1” if one or more of the IGOs in the country’s region implemented enforcement during the

pre- or post-election period, and a “0” otherwise.

1° For definitions of these tools, refer to Part I11.

7 The four-month time window helps ensure that policies unrelated to the election are not counted. Research
conducted while coding the data indicates that if regional 1GOs do respond to electoral misconduct, they usually do
so within two months, well within the four-month time window.
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To provide an initial look at the frequency and distribution of the different tools of
regional IGO democracy enforcement, Figure 2 shows the percent of all elections in the data that
were the targets of pre-election (panel 2a) and post-election (panel 2b) regional IGO
enforcement. To restate, the enforcement variables capture whether any of the regional 1GOs in
the data implemented enforcement in the election in question. We see, perhaps not surprisingly,
that conditionality is the least common tool of enforcement and shaming is the most common.
The overall rate of enforcement in the global sample is low, but this is in part due to the fact that
the percentages in these graphs are taken over all elections without controlling for whether they
experienced misconduct or not.

[Figure 2]

V. Analysis
To test the hypothesis that regional 1GO enforcement helps produce democratic change, I first
estimate a series of fixed-effect OLS panel regressions predicting changes in Polity score. The

model is of the following general form:

Yie= Xt + 0 + &it 1)
Here, i denotes countries, t denotes years, y is the dependent variable, X represents the matrix of
covariates, f# the corresponding matrix of parameters, a; is a country-specific constant term (the
fixed effect), and ¢;j; is the error term. The inclusion of fixed effects controls for country-specific,

time-invariant factors that are either unobserved or unaccounted for by the included covariates.

For example, there may be aspects of a country’s unique historical, social or political
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experience—including its region or its degree or ethnic fragmentation—that make democratic
change more or less likely.™®

Table 2 presents the results. To ensure that | capture cases of democratic change that may
not be picked up in the coding until the year after the election, the dependent variable in all
models is the change in the two-year average Polity score, i.e., the difference between the
average Polity score (in years t and t+1) and Polity in t-1. Model 1 includes all countries in the
sample, and Models 2-6 show results for each region separately. The units of analysis in the
models are country-election-years. The number of observations per country depends on the
number of elections held between 1990-2007, and there may be gaps in years between elections.
| choose elections as the units of analysis because the theory is focused on explaining changes in
electoral conduct, not democratization generally.™

The main independent variables of interest are those for regional IGO enforcement: first,
a variable for post-election enforcement implemented after the previous election; second, a
variable for pre-election enforcement implemented prior to the current election (i.e., in year t,
given that an election is held in that year). Recall from the discussion in Part 11 that we expect
enforcement to have a lagged effect. Post-election enforcement is unlikely to make a difference
in electoral conduct after the fact; rather, it helps produce improvement in electoral conduct and
alternation in power in the next electoral cycle. Specifying the enforcement variables in this way
also ensures that the independent variable (enforcement) is temporally prior to, and not a

response to, the dependent variable (democratic change).

'8 A Hausman test confirmed that the inclusion of fixed effects produced more consistent estimates than random
effects.

19 Nevertheless, when I run the analysis on all country-years, results for regional IGO enforcement remain positive
and statistically significant.
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Control Variables

Other international actors are sometimes involved in enforcing democracy in the same cases
where regional IGOs are involved. It is therefore possible that it is enforcement by these other
actors—rather than regional IGOs—that matters. To control for this possibility, | created
variables for democracy enforcement by the United States and the United Nations (UN). Since
the EU is also active in democracy promotion outside its region—particularly in Africa—I also
code for EU “external” democracy enforcement. EU enforcement in any post-communist country
that was not, at the time, party to an EU partnership or association agreement is also coded as
“external” enforcement. The variables are coded using the same criteria and sources as for
regional IGO enforcement, and are divided into pre- and post-election phases.

It is likely that democratic change occurs primarily in elections that determine who will
hold executive power, because the stakes are higher in these contests. Therefore, | include a
dichotomous variable, main election, coded as a “1” for executive elections in presidential
systems and legislative elections in parliamentary systems.?

It is also important to control for the country’s history of electoral misconduct. I include a
variable that sums the number of previously flawed elections in the country since the year that it
enters the sample.? It is not clear a priori whether this variable should exhibit a positive or
negative effect on democratic change. On the one hand, countries with a history of electoral

misconduct are likely to be governed by entrenched, authoritarian-leaning incumbents, such as

% Mixed systems are coded according to which branch is more powerful. If more than one election was held in that
year, the election variable is coded as “1,” and if at least one was a “main” election, the indicator for main election is
coded as “1.”

2! Data on electoral misconduct in the Americas and the post-communist region were coded by the author: an
election was coded as flawed if it exhibited one or more of the following patterns: an unfree or unfair campaign
period, or systematic irregularities in the casting, counting and tabulation of votes. Specific coding rules available by
request. The main sources used were election observer reports and news sources gleaned from the Lexis-Nexis
database. For countries in Africa, Asia and MENA, flaws were coded using Hyde and Marinov’s (2009) dataset on
National Elections Across Democracy and Autocracy, which records information on reported electoral misconduct
and criticism by international election observers.
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Robert Mugabe in Zimbabwe, that are able to resist calls for democratic change. On the other
hand, a pattern of recent or repeated misconduct may provide a stronger motivation for the
domestic public, parties and civil society groups to oppose the regime.

As recent events around the world have demonstrated, opposition protests against
electoral misconduct can be instrumental in promoting democratic change, especially through
rupture. The electoral revolutions in Serbia (2000), Georgia (2003) and Ukraine (2004) have
been perhaps the most heralded examples of protests to successfully oust an incumbent leader,
but similar strategies have been employed by opposition parties across the globe. Like regional
IGO enforcement, evidence suggests that the effect of protests on electoral conduct is often not
felt until the next electoral cycle. In Ukraine, for example, mass protests helped pressure the
government to hold a repeat election which led to alternation in power. I therefore include a
variable for opposition post-election protests in the previous election.?” This is a dummy variable
coded as “1” if one or more protests occurred and “0” otherwise. The stated reason for the protest
had to be related to electoral misconduct in order to be coded.?®

| also include controls for a series of political and socio-economic factors that may
influence the probability of democratic change. A variable for country i’s Polity score, in year t-
1, captures whether democratic change is more (or less) likely in countries with a higher or lower
starting level of democracy. Moreover, since closed dictatorships and established democracies
may be less likely to experience changes in Polity score than “hybrid” regimes located in the

middle-ranges of the scale, I include the square of the Polity score (Polity?), also lagged one

22 A variable for opposition post-election protests in the current election was never statistically significant.

% Protests in the Americas and the post-communist region were coded by the author using news sources drawn from
the Lexis-Nexis database, as well as reports from Keesings Record of World Events and Europa World Yearbook.
For countries in Africa, Asia and MENA, protests were coded using Hyde and Marinov’s (2009) dataset on National
Elections Across Democracy and Autocracy, which records information on the occurrence of protests against
electoral misconduct.



26

year. Pevehouse (2005) shows that membership in densely democratic regional IGOs is
significantly associated with democratic transitions and consolidation. | therefore include a
variable that counts the number of densely democratic IGOs—whose member states exhibit
average Polity scores of 7 or higher—of which state i is a member in year, t-1.%

To control for the effects of economic development, I include variables for GNI per
capita (logged, year t-1) and GDP growth (t-1).% Finally, since democratization tends to occur in
waves, it is important to control for the possible effects of time. For example, in the years
included in this sample (1990-2007), many countries, particularly in Africa and the post-
communist world, democratized in the early 1990s in response to the end of the cold war. All
models include time polynomials, i.e., a variable for year, as well as the square- and cubed-
function of year (Carter and Signorino 2008).

[Table 2]

Results

Model 1 (Table 2) reveals that, in a global sample, regional IGO enforcement has a positive,
statistically significant effect on democratic change.?® This effect depends on the timing of
enforcement, however. Enforcement implemented after an election significantly increases the
chances of democratic change in the next electoral cycle, but enforcement implemented in the
pre-election period has no effect on democratic change in the current cycle. This may be due to

the fact that misconduct is often planned or implemented well in advance of the election,

 In results not shown, I also ran the models including a variable for level of democracy in the country’s region, to
control for possible regional diffusion effects. This variable was not significant.

% All economic data comes from the World Bank’s World Development Indicators. Available at
<www.worldbank.org/data> .

% As a robustness check, analyses identical to those in Table 2 were run using two alternative dependent variables:
changes in Freedom House scores and changes in the ICRG index for law and order, which would capture key
dynamics of institutional reform. Regional IGO enforcement in the previous election is positive and marginally
significant in both specifications.
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meaning that pre-election enforcement is already too late to make a difference. However, rupture
or reform that occurs in the wake of an election should lead to improvement in electoral conduct
in the next election.

Of the additional international actors included in the model, only democracy enforcement
by the United States exhibits a positive, marginally significant effect on democratic change in the
global sample. This is not surprising, given that the United States is the most economically and
militarily powerful country in the world. What is striking, however, is that regional 1IGO
enforcement exhibits a large effect even after controlling for enforcement by actors that possess
far greater resources and bureaucratic capacity than most regional organizations. In short, the
results indicate that there is indeed something unique about the leverage of regional 1GOs. Their
involvement in domestic politics does make a difference that is independent of other bilateral and
multilateral actors.

To provide a more substantively meaningful interpretation of the results, Table 3 shows
the predicted change in a country’s two-year average Polity score both with and without
enforcement.?’ The first column shows that the predicted change in a country’s Polity score is
.62 in a “baseline” scenario, defined as a main election year with no international enforcement, in
which the previous election experience opposition protests, and in which all other covariates are
held at their median (for count variables) and mean values (for continuous variables). This
represents a change of a little more than one-half of a point on a 21-point scale. This predicted
change increases to 1.6 points when regional IGO enforcement occurred after the previous
election, and a (lower) 1.2 points when the U.S. imposed enforcement after the previous election.

[Table 3]

27 Estimates of predicted marginal effects are generated via simulations using Clarify (King et al. 2000).
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Model 1 (Table 2) reveals that regional IGO enforcement is associated with democratic
change in a sample that includes 106 countries from all regions of the world. This is an important
result that attests to the power of this association, but it does not tell us whether enforcement is
actually effective in every region. Models 2-6 shed light on this question. Because there are no
recorded instances of regional IGO enforcement in response to electoral misconduct in Asia and
the Middle East, these variables are not included in models 4 and 5.

We see that regional 1GO post-election enforcement increases the chances of democratic
change in the post-communist region and (somewhat more marginally) in the Americas, but has
no significant effect in Africa. Therefore, these results do not lend unqualified support to the idea
that all regional IGO enforcement matters, since there is no evidence that African IGOs have a
positive impact on democratic change even in the few cases in which they have imposed
enforcement. It is worth noting, however, that democratic commitments and enforcement
capacity in African IGOs are still in their infancy, particularly relative to Europe and Latin
America, whose 1GOs have a longer track record of democracy enforcement that began even
before the end of the cold war.

The control variables that exhibit the most significant effects are the dummy variable for
main election year—which is strongly associated with democratic change—and the variables for
regime type. Interestingly, the variable for opposition post-election protests, after controlling for
other factors, is not associated with democratic change, either globally or in any of the regions.
While protests associated with successful electoral revolutions have attracted much attention and

acclaim, the findings here suggest that focusing on mass mobilization as the key element of a
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strategy to remedy electoral misconduct may be misguided.?® I later consider the more specific

question of whether protests help produce political rupture through alternation in power.

Selection Bias?
Table 2 revealed a strong positive association between regional IGO enforcement and democratic
change. A legitimate question, however, is whether this finding may be driven by selection bias.
Are regional 1GOs choosing to implement tools of enforcement in cases where democratic
change is likely to occur anyway? One way to think of this is as a problem of omitted variable
bias: there may be unobserved or uncontrolled for factors correlated with regional 1IGO
enforcement that also influence the probability of democratic change. This would be problematic
if 1IGOs avoid imposing enforcement in countries where democratic change is otherwise unlikely
to occur, and conversely, disproportionately choose to enforce democratic norms in cases where
domestic conditions are ripe for change. If this were the case, rather than reflecting a real causal
effect, the positive association between enforcement and democratic change would be spurious.
Controlling for opposition protests, level of democracy and other variables that influence
the democratic change in Table 2 should greatly mitigate this potential problem. Nevertheless, to
assess whether unobserved factors are simultaneously driving both observation and enforcement,
| estimate a simultaneous-equations selection model. Regional IGO enforcement in the previous
election is the dependent variable in the selection (first-stage) equation and democratic change is
the dependent variable in the main equation.? This method estimates and controls for the

correlation in the error terms of the two equations, which is captured by the parameter p (rho).

% Indeed, in an analysis of both successful and failed attempts at electoral revolution, Bunce and Wolchik (2009)
find that protests occurred in all the failed cases, but only half of the successful ones.

% Because the dependent variable in the first-stage selection equation is dichotomous, 2SLS is inappropriate.
Instead, I use Stata’s “treatreg” routine, which is designed for systems of equations in which the first-stage treatment
variable is dichotomous and the second-stage outcome variable is continuous.
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We can think of p as measuring the remaining association between the two outcome variables
(enforcement and democratic change) after controlling for the influence of the included
covariates. Only a positive p would be problematic for this study, because it would indicate that
enforcement is more likely to be imposed in cases with a higher underlying propensity for
democratic change.®

[Table 4]

Fortunately, there are at least a few factors that predict regional 1IGO enforcement that are
distinct from the set of factors that predict democratic change. For our purposes, this means that
the system of simultaneous equations can be identified. Table 4 presents the results. The
independent variables in the selection (first-stage) equation in Models 1 and 2 are based on
factors found in other research to be significant predictors of regional IGO enforcement (Donno
2009). All independent variables in the selection equation are measured in the year of the
previous election, since this is the same year as the dependent variable of that equation.
Specification of the second-stage equation (with democratic change as the dependent variable) is
identical to the models in Table 2.

One particularly important predictor of regional IGO enforcement in the selection
equation is geopolitical size and importance, which is operationalized as total GDP (the size of
the economy) in Model 1, or as the country’s level of total military expenditures, in Model 2
(Donno 2009).% Theoretically, there is no reason to believe that the size of a country’s economy
(after controlling for per capita GDP) or military expenditures will make democratic change

more or less likely. Empirically, statistical analyses also confirmed the validity of excluding

% A negative correlation in the error terms would only create a bias against finding a positive association between
observers and enforcement in the original models in Table 2.
*! These two variables are entered in separate models because they are highly correlated.
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these variables from the second-stage.* Two other variables are included in the selection
equation in Table 4 but excluded from the second-stage equation: a dummy variable for the
presence of international election observers and a variable for the amount of incoming foreign
aid.** Empirical investigation confirmed that these are not significant predictors of democratic
change, but it is worth noting that the results of the analysis hold up even if these two variables
are included in the second-stage equation.

The results can increase our confidence that the relationship between election observation
and enforcement is not spurious. Tellingly, the correlation between the errors of the two
equations is negative (p = - .46 and -.56). This means that enforcement is actually more likely to
be imposed in cases with a lower propensity for democratic change, after controlling for the
other covariates. Accordingly, the magnitude of the coefficients on regional IGO enforcement
are much higher in Table 4 than in Table 2. If anything, then, the failure to correct for selection
in the main models in Table 2 only created a downward bias in the estimated effect of regional
IGO enforcement on democratic change.

As a final check to ensure that non-random treatment is not biasing the results, | re-ran
Model 1 in Table 2 using a matched dataset, which assigns weights to each observation so that
the treatment and control groups are as similar as possible in their values on the control variables
included in the model. This procedure helps reduce the link between the treatment variable
(regional IGO enforcement) and other covariates, which can render estimates of the causal effect

of treatment highly model-dependent (Ho et al. 2007a).3* The results (not shown) lend support to

%2 \When these variables are entered into the second-stage equation, they are not significant. Nor are they significant
when entered into a single equation model predicting democratic change.

¥ Data on election observation comes from Donno (2009). Data on official development assistance comes from the
World Bank’s Development Indicators.

# Matching is conducted using the Matchlt software package (Ho et al. 2007b). OLS regression is run in Zelig
(Imai, King and Lau 2007).
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the robustness of my findings: regional IGO post-election enforcement after the previous
election retains a positive, significant coefficient of .83 (p=.03). The coefficient on enforcement

by the U.S. also remains positive and statistically significant.

Effect of Regional IGO Enforcement on Rupture
A positive change in Polity score can be considered a general measure of democratic change. To
provide a more nuanced test of the mechanisms of my theory, | now examine the effect of
regional IGO enforcement on one important pathway of democratic change that | have
delineated: political rupture. Table 5 presents results from models predicting the occurrence of
alternation in power, taken from the Archigos dataset, which includes a dichotomous variable,
“fail,” coded as a “1” if there was a change in political leadership in that year (Goemans et al.
2009).% As before, elections are the units of analysis.*

[Table 5]

Two models are presented in Table 5. The first is a single-equation probit model that
predicts the probability of democratic change. Regressors are identical to those included in Table
2.3" Model 2 presents results from a bivariate probit model that controls for possible selection
bias. Similar to the selection models presented in Table 4, bivariate probit is a flexible
simultaneous-equations framework that estimates, and controls for, the correlation between the
equations for selection (where regional IGO enforcement is the dependent variable) and outcome

(where alternation in power is the dependent variable).*® Specification of the selection equation

% Data available at <http:/mail.rochester.edu/~hgoemans/data> Accessed April 2009. | exclude changes in
leadership coded as “irregular” or “imposed” by a foreign country.

% The number of observations is too small to run in each region separately.

¥ post-election UN enforcement is dropped in Model 1 due to collinearity.

% Greene 2003, 715. In international relations research, bivariate probit has been used by scholars studying the
effect of alliances and negotiations on international conflict (Huth and Allee 2003; Kimball 2006; Smith 1999), and
on the decision to enter IMF programs (Stone 2008; Vreeland 2003).
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is identical to that presented in Table 4.*°As before, the coefficient p tells us whether
enforcement is more likely to be imposed in scenarios in which unobservable factors make
democratic change either more or less likely.

While the effect of regional IGO post-election enforcement is negative (and marginally
significant) in Model 1, after controlling for the characteristics that influence where enforcement
is applied, the effect of regional IGO enforcement becomes positive and marginally significant.
The negative and statistically significant coefficient on p again indicates that regional 1IGOs
choose to impose enforcement in cases where democratic change is otherwise less likely. After
accounting for this logic of selection, enforcement is associated with an increase in the
probability of political rupture in the next electoral cycle.

Different from the null result for opposition protest in the previous models, here we see
that opposition protests have a significant, positive effect on the probability of alternation in
power in the next electoral cycle. It appears that, similar to the lagged effect of regional IGO

enforcement, the effects of protests are also generally not realized until the next election.*

Conclusion
This paper has used a new dataset to assess whether, and how, regional 1GOs can be effective in
enforcing their commitment to democracy. Focusing on one prevalent type of democratic norm
violation—electoral misconduct—the paper spelled out specific mechanisms through which
regional 1IGO enforcement helps promote democratic institutional reform and rupture in the wake
of flawed elections. The evidence that regional IGO democracy enforcement does help produce

democratic change is strong, though 1GOs in Europe and the Americas are clearly more effective

% See the above discussion about Table 4 for a defense of this specification and the exclusion restrictions of the
simultaneous-equations model.
“0 A variable for opposition protests in the current election is not a significant predictor of alternation.
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than those in other regions of the world. A particularly interesting aspect of the findings is that
regional IGO enforcement has a delayed effect on domestic outcomes. When IGOs respond in
the wake of electoral misconduct, their efforts are usually too late to make a difference at the
time they are implemented. Instead, they help produce change in the next electoral cycle.
Importantly, the positive effect of regional IGO enforcement on democratic change holds
even after controlling for enforcement by the United States and United Nations, suggesting that
regional organizations have a unique role to play in protecting democracy and should not be
categorically dismissed as weak and ineffective. States interested in bolstering democracy in
their regions are well-advised to invest in and act through their regional 1IGOs. And the
international community should encourage countries in Africa and other regions to build strong
organizations that go beyond simply paying lip service to democratic norms. Key here is the
establishment of agencies within IGOs for monitoring and pressuring member states to comply
with democratic commitments, as well as procedures for member states to impose enforcement

in response to violations.



Appendix.
country |years: start
_________________ +_____________
Afghanistan | 2002
Albania | 1991
Algeria | 1990
Angola | 1991
Argentina | 1990
Armenia | 1990
Azerbaijan | 1990
Bangladesh | 1990
Belarus | 1990
Benin | 1990
Bolivia | 1990
Bosnia | 1990
Botswana | 1990
Brazil | 1990
Bulgaria | 1990
Burkina Faso | 1991
Burundi | 1992
Cambodia | 1991
Cameroon | 1990
Central African | 1991
Chad | 1993
Chile | 1990
Colombia | 1990
Congo (Brazzavil | 1990
Costa Rica | 1990
Cote d'Ivoire | 1990
Croatia | 1990
Czech Republic | 1990
DR Congo | 1990
Djibouti | 1992
Dominican Republ | 1990
East Timor | 2002
Ecuador | 1990
Egypt | 1990
El Salvador | 1990
Estonia | 1990
Ethiopia | 1991
Gabon | 1990
Gambia, The | 1990
Georgia | 1990
Ghana | 1992
Guatemala | 1990
Guinea | 1990
Guinea-Bissau | 1991
Guyana | 1990
Haiti | 1990
Honduras | 1990
Hungary | 1990
India | 1990
Indonesia | 1990
Iran | 1990
Irag | 2005
Jamaica | 1990
Jordan | 1990
Kazakhstan | 1990
Kenya | 1991
Kuwait | 1990
Kyrgyzstan | 1991
Latvia | 1990
Lebanon | 1990

country

Lesotho
Liberia
Lithuania
Macedonia
Madagascar
Malawi
Malaysia
Mali
Mauritania
Mauritius
Mexico
Moldova
Mongolia
Montenegro
Morocco
Mozambique
Myanmar
Namibia
Nepal
Nicaragua
Niger
Nigeria
Pakistan
Panama
Papua New Guinea
Paraguay
Peru
Philippines
Poland
Romania
Russia
Rwanda
Senegal
Serbia
Sierra Leone
Singapore
Slovakia
Slovenia
South Africa
South Korea
Sri Lanka
Sudan
Taiwan
Tajikistan
Tanzania
Thailand
Togo
Trinidad & Tobag
Tunisia
Turkey
Uganda
Ukraine
Uruguay
Uzbekistan
Venezuela
Yemen
Zambia
Zimbabwe

|years:

start
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Figure 1. Percent of Elections Experiencing Misconduct over Time
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Figure 2a. Percent of Elections Experiencing Pre-Election Regional IGO Enforcement
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Figure 2b. Percent of Elections Experiencing Post-Election Regional IGO Enforcement
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Table 1. Mechanisms through which Enforcement Promotes Democratic Change

and/or accept election loss

Mechanism Target
Reform:
Pressure for reform Government
Rupture:
Unite opposition Opposition
Encourage public to oust incumbent \Voters
Empower opposition Opposition
Pressure government to hold repeat election Government

38



Table 2. The Effect of Enforcement on Change in Polity Score

39

1 2 3 4 5 6
World Africa Americas Asia MENA Post-Comm.
Post-Election Enfct., Previous Elec.:
Regional IGO 1.34%* 0.09 1.16 2.21**
(0.01) (0.93) (0.21) (0.00)
u.s. 0.57 1.34 0.11 1.08* -0.70 -1.21
(0.12) (0.14) (0.83) (0.02) (0.37) (0.12)
UN -0.44 -1.23 1.36 -7.98* -0.18 0.68
(0.41) (0.58) (0.33) (0.04) (0.93) (0.61)
EU External -0.31 1.14 -3.43 -7.47* -8.55* -3.05
(0.70) (0.21) (0.15) (0.01) (0.04) (0.23)
Pre-Election Enfct.:
Regional IGO -0.58 0.64 -1.59+ -0.81+
(0.17) (0.68) (0.07) (0.06)
u.s. 0.44 -1.57 1.13+ 0.12 1.05 0.66
(0.29) (0.30) (0.06) (0.82) (0.14) (0.33)
UN 0.04 1.36 0.07 0.00 -20.05** 2.13
(0.94) (0.25) (0.90) () (0.01) (0.21)
EU External 0.04 1.13 0.10 0.18 8.61+ -1.82+
(0.95) (0.20) (0.94) (0.74) (0.08) (0.09)
Main Election Year 0.79%** 1.25 0.61 -0.10 0.76 0.73+
(0.00) (0.10) (0.11) (0.62) (0.41) (0.09)
# Previously Flawed Elections 0.03 0.05 0.28 -1.22%* 1.66+ 0.90+
(0.87) (0.89) (0.27) (0.00) (0.09) (0.06)
Opposition Post-Elec. Protests, -0.46 -0.48 0.29 -0.65 -0.53 -0.75
Previous Election (0.32) (0.57) (0.70) (0.61) (0.75) (0.42)
Polity (t-1) -0.63** -0.69** -0.82%** -0.46+ -1.63* -0.68**
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.05) (0.05) (0.00)
PoIityz (t-1) -0.00 -0.02 0.03 -0.05+ -0.21 -0.00
(0.95) (0.42) (0.11) (0.07) (0.27) (0.91)
Regl. IGO Democratic Density (t-1) 0.03 1.02 0.04 0.13 1.00 0.14%*
(0.39) (0.14) (0.13) (0.54) (0.24) (0.04)
Log of GNI Per Capita (t-1) -0.09 2.57 1.62 -1.38 -8.11 2.48
(0.94) (0.56) (0.52) (0.65) (0.18) (0.24)
GDP Growth (t-1) -0.02 -0.02 -0.08 -0.08 -0.05+ -0.03
(0.37) (0.67) (0.27) (0.43) (0.08) (0.36)
Time Polynomials yes yes yes yes yes yes
Constant 5.38 -9.48 -7.76 20.14 57.10 -19.37
(0.56) (0.74) (0.67) (0.33) (0.21) (0.32)
Observations 468 135 106 65 37 125
# of Countries 106 37 22 15 8 24
R-squared 0.49 0.57 0.66 0.78 0.87 0.68

Robust p values in parentheses, clustered on country, 2-tailed tests
+ significant at 10%; * significant at 5%; ** significant at 1%



Table 3. Predicted Effects of Enforcement

40

Regl.IGO Enfct., U.S. Enfct., Regl.IGO+U.S.Enfct.,
Baseline Previous Elec. Previous Elec. Previous Elec.
Predicted Change in Polity Score .62 1.57 1.23 2.18
[-.13, 1.41] [.22, 2.93] [.30, 2.18] [.84, 3.5]

Simulations run using Clarify (Tomz, Wittenberg and King 2003)
95% confidence intervals in brackets



Table 4. Selection Model Predicting the Effect of Enforcement on Democratic Change

1 2
DV = Democratic Change coeff. (p-value) coeff. (p-value)

Post-Election Enfct., Previous Elec.:
Regional IGO  2.93** (0.01) 3.36** (0.00)

u.s. 0.78* (0.03) 0.89* (0.02)
UN -0.45 (0.33)  -1.18** (0.01)
EU External -0.00 (0.99) 0.27 (0.61)

Pre-Election Enfct.:

Regional IGO  -0.47  (0.26) -40 (0.44)
us. -027 (0.62) -023  (0.67)

UN 0.08 (0.86)  -0.03  (0.95)
EUExternal  -0.03  (0.97) 0.26 (0.67)

Main Election Year 0.65** (0.01) 0.87** (0.00)
# Previously Flawed Elections -0.25** (0.00) -0.20* (0.01)
Opposition Post-Elec. Protests, Prev. Elec. -0.01 (0.98) -0.02 (0.97)
Polity (t-1) -0.13* (0.01) -0.14* (0.02)
Polity” (t-1) -0.01 (0.49) -0.01 (0.33)
Regl. IGO Democratic Density (t-1) 0.01 (0.61) 0.01 (0.38)
Log of GNI per capita (t-1) 0.19 (0.43) 0.13 (0.43)
GDP growth (t-1) -0.06*  (0.05) -0.04 (0.16)
Time Polynomials yes yes

Constant -0.05 (0.99) 1.69 (0.66)

Selection Equation: DV = Regl. IGO Enfct., Previous Election

GDP (log), Prev. Elec. -0.25%* (0.00)

Military Expenditures (log), Prev. Elec. -0.18* (0.01)
Election Observers, Prev. Elec. 1.08 (0.15) 1.39+ (0.07)
Opposition Post-Elec. Protests, Prev. Elec. 0.91** (0.00) 0.93** (0.00)
Polity, Prev. Elec. 0.03 (0.50) 0.04 (0.37)
Polity?, Prev. Elec. -0.01 (0.28) -0.01 (0.12)
Foreign Aid (log), Prev. Elec. 0.06 (0.58) -0.10 (0.17)
Regl. IGO Democratic Density, Prev. Elec. 0.04+ (0.06) 0.01 (0.40)
Year 0.09* (0.02) 0.11** (0.00)
Constant 1.40 (0.57) 1.70 (0.41)
P -.46 14 -56 .04
Observations 271 270

# Countries 87 86

Robust p values in parentheses, clustered on country, 2-tailed significance tests
+ significant at 10%,; * significant at 5%; ** significant at 1%



Table 5. Effect of Enforcement on Alternation in Power

1 2
Probit Bivariate Probit
DV = Alternation coeff. (p-value) coeff. (p-value)
Post-Election Enfct., Previous Elec.:
Regional IGO  -0.45 (0.16) 0.97 (0.13)
u.s. 0.14 (0.45) 0.46+ (0.05)
UN -6.42%* (0.00)
EU External 0.11 (0.74) 0.03 (0.94)
Pre-Election Enfct.:
Regional IGO 0.30 (0.25) -0.18 (0.64)
US.  0.49%* (0.01) 0.48+ (0.06)
UN -0.26 (0.39) -0.20 (0.58)
EU External  -0.25 (0.45) -0.68 (0.26)
Main Election Year 0.84** (0.00) 0.86** (0.00)
# Previously Flawed Elections -0.01 (0.79) 0.02 (0.81)
Opposition Post-Elec. Protests, Prev. Elec. 0.63** (0.00) 0.50+ (0.06)
Polity (t-1) 0.03+ (0.07) 0.03 (0.27)
Polity” (t-1) 0.01* (0.01) 0.01** (0.00)
Regl. IGO Democratic Density (t-1) 0.01 (0.22) 0.00 (0.75)
Log of GNI per capita (t-1) -0.07 (0.45) 0.00 (0.98)
GDP growth (t-1) -0.01 (0.35) -0.02 (0.22)
Time Polynomials yes yes
Constant 0.94 .56 (.84)
Equation 2: DV = Regl. IGO Enfct., Previous Elec.
GDP (log), Prev. Elec. -0.27** (0.01)
Election Observers, Prev. Elec. 0.75+ (0.06)
Opposition Post-Elec. Protests, Prev. Elec. 0.99%** (0.00)
Polity, Prev. Elec. 0.01 (0.78)
Polity’, Prev. Elec. -0.01 (0.27)
Foreign Aid (log), Prev. Elec. 0.12 (0.32)
Regl. IGO Democratic Density, Prev. Elec. 0.05* (0.03)
Year 0.09* (0.03)
Constant 0.77 (0.80)
p -72 (.08)
Observations 427 243
# of Countries 105 85

Robust p values in parentheses, clustered on country, 2-tailed significance tests
+ significant at 10%; * significant at 5%; ** significant at 1%
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